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Arafat's Last Hurrah?

By SERGE SCHMEMANN

JERUSALEM, Sept. 13 — Nine years ago today, Yasir Arafat stood on the White House lawn, at the zenith of his long career. It was a moment he invoked again and again in his speech to the Palestinian parliament on Monday, how he signed the "peace of the brave with my friend Yitzhak Rabin." 

Monday's speech may have been his swan song, however. Far from rallying once again behind their leader, the Palestinian Legislative Council proceeded to denounce his rule — for corruption, cronyism, lost opportunities, lost dreams, lost lives — until he gave in to their demands and dumped his entire cabinet. He also set presidential and parliamentary elections for Jan. 20.

The moment had none of the elation of the 1993 White House ceremony, and, typical of the Palestinians' luck, it was largely obscured by the Sept. 11 anniversary and by the looming danger of an attack against Israel from Iraq that an American military strike against Baghdad could provoke. Furthermore, after two years of bloodshed, Israelis and Palestinians are wary of leaping to optimistic conclusions.

But on both sides, there was a cautious sense that, just perhaps, a critical corner had been turned. At the very least, Mr. Arafat had received a clear message from his own legislators: step aside.

The effective coup followed six weeks without a suicide bombing inside Israel. While Israeli leaders attributed this largely to the army's success in intercepting many would-be bombers, they also all acknowledged that Palestinian public opinion seemed to be turning increasingly against violence.

It was an assertion made quietly, accompanied by a knock on wood. But intelligence and army officers said privately that there was little question that the unrelenting Israeli incursions to seize or kill militants were undermining the allure of guns and bombs.

"I think it is too early to say who is the victor, but without a doubt we should look with great interest at what is happening today in the Palestinian Authority and see what will come out of this stew," said Gideon Ezra, deputy minister of internal security, in what seemed to reflect the reaction of the Israeli government. "I warn ourselves not to interfere, to watch what is going on there, to do our job and in the meantime guard the citizens of the state of Israel."

On the Palestinian side, leaders avoided declaring any retreat in resisting what they call the Israeli "occupation," in part from a proud reluctance to give any impression that they were bowing to Israeli or American pressures. Council members defiantly declare that they had no intention of "creating a Karzai" — a reference to the Afghan president, Hamid Karzai — and they insist that their campaign for reform preceded any outside demands.

But there is also ample evidence that many Palestinians recognize the enormous damage that suicide bombings had done to their standing and aspirations — and that growing numbers hold Mr. Arafat and his lieutenants responsible.

It was noteworthy that Abdel Razak Yehiyeh, the Palestinian interior minister, who publicly denounced suicide bombings, had lawmakers' strong support to stay in his post.

Then there was the recent publication in a newspaper owned by the Palestinian Authority of an article in which a former Palestinian minister accused Mr. Arafat of failing to accept a deal at Camp David — a charge hitherto taboo among Palestinians. The author, Nabil Amr, drew no public criticism for his comments. 

There was also the leak of a draft declaration by Al Fatah, Mr. Arafat's movement, which declared, "We reject and will prevent any attacks against Israeli civilians." Fatah leaders stressed that it was a draft, and did not have the support of the movement's military wing.

Many council members declared that their next goal would be to transfer most executive powers to a prime minister. The name most often cited was Mahmoud Abbas, known as Abu Mazen, Mr. Arafat's longtime No. 2 and a moderate. 

It is too early to judge whether these signs are a harbinger of change. Everyone understands that a new Palestinian suicide attack, or another Israeli assassination, or an attack by Iraq, could instantly change the equation.

With only four months before the elections, and with Palestinian towns still under siege, there was also no predicting who would win the voting. The Bush administration had tried to delay the balloting, fearing that current conditions could restore some of Mr. Arafat's standing.

"They are having an argument that has the clear sign of a democratic turning point," said Shimon Peres, the Israeli foreign minister. "Elections are a door to democracy. They are not democracy."

For now, what is clear is that the Palestinians have had enough of the clique Mr. Arafat brought back with him from exile. Many of his most vocal critics are Fatah members who had not been with him abroad and who have been riled by the corruption and autocratic style of the returning leaders. 

The council members' stated intentions included ousting some of the prominent old guard figures.

But a stiff power struggle lies ahead. Until his arrest by Israel in April, Marwan Barghouti, 43, the Fatah leader in the West Bank, had been regarded as the most prominent of the younger generation. During the council session, several Fatah members in their 40's, including Ahmad al-Diek, Husam Khader and Kadoura Fares, seemed to be actively campaigning.

Muhammad Dahlan, 42, Mr. Arafat's security adviser and a former Gaza security chief who is respected by Israelis and Americans, was on everybody's short list as a serious contender.

The signs of movement among Palestinians also nudged Israeli politicians to suggest that their government might also start looking for a new approach. "After two years of a violent clash with Palestinian terror, I think we can say with the utmost caution that there is a ray of light at the end of the tunnel," said Defense Minister Benjamin Ben Eliezer, the leader of the Labor Party. 

The government, he continued, should not put all its faith in military superiority, but should "launch an Arafat-bypassing political initiative that will promote a new order both within the Palestinian establishment and its approach toward Israel."

Washington Post Suspected Planner of Attacks Is Apprehended in Pakistan 

By Susan Schmidt and Dan Eggen

Washington Post Staff Writers
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Ramzi Binalshibh, who allegedly helped plan and coordinate the Sept. 11 attacks on New York and the Pentagon, has been captured and is in U.S. custody after surviving a fierce firefight in Karachi with Pakistani police on the anniversary of the terror strikes, intelligence and law enforcement sources said yesterday.

The arrest marks the end of a yearlong manhunt for a suspect believed to be one of the few living conspirators in the Sept. 11 plot. It signifies an important victory in the difficult campaign to apprehend key operatives in Osama bin Laden's al Qaeda terrorist network. 

Even as Americans commemorated the anniversary of the attacks, Binalshibh was arrested by Pakistani police on Wednesday with as many as 10 other suspects, after a three-hour gun-and-grenade battle in which two gunmen. were killed. He is being transferred to a U.S. airbase in Afghanistan, sources said.

Details of the arrest were unclear last night, but one intelligence source said that CIA paramilitary units "were nearby" when the raid was carried out.

Charged in Germany with more than 3,000 counts of murder for his complicity in the attacks, Binalshibh had hoped to be the 20th hijacker in the plot but was repeatedly rebuffed in attempts to secure a U.S. visa, officials have said. His name has also surfaced in investigations of several other terrorist attacks, including the 2000 bombing of the USS Cole in Yemen and a bombing earlier this year of a synagogue in Tunisia.

The Yemeni national roomed with hijacking ringleader Mohamed Atta in Hamburg, and provided crucial financial and logistical support to Atta and other members of the cell who carried out the operation, according to intelligence officials. The U.S. indictment against another alleged Sept. 11 conspirator, Zacarias Moussaoui, names Binalshibh as an "unindicted co-conspirator," and accused him of wiring money to Moussaoui and at least one of the hijackers, Marwan Al-Shehhi.

In a previously audiotaped interview with the Qatar-based al-Jazeera television station broadcast Thursday, Binalshibh boasted of his role in helping to organize the Sept. 11 plot and called the attacks "real acts of heroism" that succeeded in part because "the enemy is stupid." Al-Jazeera said it conducted the interview with Binalshibh and Khalid Sheik Mohammed, believed to be a top coordinator of the Sept. 11 attack, in a secret location in Karachi.

"He is a very big fish to catch," said Vincent Cannistraro, a former CIA counterterrorism official. "He certainly was the coordinator with Khalid of the 9/11 operation itself, and he might know some of the people who may still be in the United States if we can get him to talk."

U.S. sources said Mohammed, one of the FBI's "Most Wanted Terrorists," was not captured as part of the Karachi raid. Only one other suspected terrorist known to be in U.S. custody, al Qaeda lieutenant Abu Zubaida, surpasses Binalshibh in importance, several officials and observers said.

In a separate development, a federal official last night that authorities have issued arrest warrants in Buffalo, N.Y., for five men who are believed to have gone through al Qaeda training camps in Afghanistan. At least some of the men were in custody, the official said.

The men were described as naturalized American citizens, and some or all are of Yemeni descent. They have been living in Lackawanna, a suburb of Buffalo.

In Wednesday's raid on a low-rise apartment building in Karachi, which began about 9 a.m. local time, two suspects were killed and one police officer was seriously wounded. Suspects hurled grenades and fired assault rifles at police for three hours.

Police seized a satellite phone, a laptop computer, firearms, grenades and other items from the building, according to local press reports.

As President Pervez Musharraf has heightened efforts to crack down on militants, Pakistani security forces have engaged in more frequent gun battles with suspected terrorist operatives.

Harvey Kushner, a terrorism expert at Long Island University, said the case "shows that there is significant cooperation with intelligence agencies around the world." But he said he would not expect the arrest to affect the second-generation al Qaeda network, which has dispersed to a number of countries. Officials now fear that lower-level and largely independent operatives are planning attacks on their own. 

The terror operatives are "much more spread out now," Kushner said.

In the al-Jazeera interview, Binalshibh and Mohammed said planning for the Sept. 11 attacks began in 1999.

Binalshibh has been identified by some Western intelligence and law enforcement officials as having attended a terrorist meeting in January 2000 in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, in which both the Cole attack and the Sept. 11 plot are believed to have been discussed. However, disagreement persists among intelligence analysts over whether a surveillance photograph identifies him as attendance.

Binalshibh grew up in the eastern Yemeni province of Hadramaut, considered a hotbed of Islamic radicalism. He first entered Hamburg in 1995 with a phony plea for asylum.

Staff writers Walter Pincus and Dana Priest contributed to this report.

A Man in the Middle of Sept. 11 

Ramzi Said to Have Attended Key Meetings Before Attacks 

By Peter Finn

Washington Post Foreign Service
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BERLIN, Sept. 13 -- Ramzi Binalshibh, the former roommate and trusted assistant of Sept. 11 ringleader Mohamed Atta, was present at every major event in the evolution of the plot, investigators believe, from the recruitment of a group of young Arab students in Hamburg, Germany, to the final planning meeting in Spain just weeks before the attacks.

His capture in Pakistan and subsequent handover to U.S. officials takes investigators to the core of the conspiracy by the al Qaeda terrorist network and offers the possibility of solving many of the outstanding mysteries about how Sept. 11 was planned and executed.

It remains unclear if the capture of the 30-year-old Binalshibh was related to his decision to grant an interview to the Arabic-language al-Jazeera TV network, apparently from a hiding place in Pakistan. In the program, broadcast this week, Binalshibh described himself as the "coordinator" of the attacks.

"Regarding your question about the issue of coordination," he told the al-Jazeera interviewer, "in brief, it's the issue of connecting the cells to each other, forming a link between these cells and the general command in Afghanistan and determining the priorities and following up on the work of these cells until the conclusion of its work."

His statements to the network, including the claim that he has written a 112-page justification for Sept. 11, may provide additional evidence for U.S. authorities to indict him, a U.S. official said.

Binalshibh has been named by U.S. prosecutors as an unindicted co-conspirator in the trial of Zacarias Moussaoui, the French Moroccan who investigators say took Binalshibh's place among the hijackers after Binalshibh was turned down for a visa to travel to the United States.

An international arrest warrant under which he was being sought was issued, last year, by German authorities, based on his activities in Germany, where he stands with more 3,000 counts of murder for his role in the attacks. U.S. authorities, however, are unlikely to hand him over to the Germans.

Once in German custody, the United States would have great difficulty in extraditing him to face trial, if there was a threat of capital punishment, as is likely in cases relating to Sept. 11. The Germans have refused to hand over evidence for the trial of Moussaoui unless they receive guarantees that it will not be used secure a capital conviction.

So a U.S. indictment of Binalshibh, or a military trial, is now likely.

Binalshibh was born in Yemen, in the province of Hadramaut, home to many Islamic radicals. In 1995, he stepped off a ship in Hamburg and asked for political asylum, claiming to be a refugee from Sudan who had been jailed following a student demonstration in the capital, Khartoum.

His story wasn't believed, but by the time he was formally turned down by asylum officials and ordered deported, in December 1997, he had obtained residency and a student visa, allowing him to stay. He entered a German language program to prepare for college studies, but dropped out, leaving many teachers and students with the impression that he was neither smart nor dedicated.

But in Hamburg he met Atta, who was both. In 1998, Binalshibh moved into an apartment with Atta and another student, Said Bahaji, who also is being sought on a German arrest warrant.

Binalshibh had wanted to take part in the attacks, investigators believe, but he failed four times to get a U.S. visa. "It was only by luck, really, he wasn't given a visa," said one U.S. official. "Otherwise, he'd have been on one of those planes that went down." 

Investigators say they have concluded that planning for the Sept. 11 attacks was punctuated by two critical meetings, one in Malaysia in January 2000 and one in Spain in July 2001. Binalshibh is the only person known to be alive who attended both meetings, making him a key potential source of answers to the enduring questions about the plot. These include who initiated it, how the hijackers and flights were selected, and who coordinated the hijackers with Afghanistan and in the United States, Western intelligence officials said.

Binalshibh also was a conduit for money sent to the Sept. 11 pilots in the United States as well as Moussaoui, whose exact role remains the subject of debate.

Editorial: Never Mind, Mr. Sharon 
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MOST OF THREE months has passed since President Bush laid out his vision for resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and still there has been next to no follow-up by his administration. No Cabinet-level officials have visited the region since the president's speech; despite pleas from the Arab leaders Mr. Bush asked for support, no details have been offered on how to move from the present situation to Mr. Bush's vision of side-by-side Israeli and Palestinian states. On the contrary: Despite Mr. Bush's announcement of an international effort to reconstruct Palestinian security forces, the CIA has taken only token steps to train new officers; despite the president's clarion call for Palestinian democracy, the administration has quietly joined Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon in opposing the holding of Palestinian national elections anytime in the near future. In effect, what the president cast on June 24 as a major initiative for Middle East peace has all but vanished; in its place is a suddenly all-consuming campaign against Iraq that could soon lead to a new Middle East war. Vice President Cheney, among others, is arguing that overturning the regime of Saddam Hussein will make an Israeli-Palestinian settlement easier; but even if that is true, what is not clear is how a conflict that has cost more than 2,000 lives in the past two years, and is a primary source of Muslim grievance against the United States, can be contained between now and then.

In the now familiar absence of Bush administration engagement, halting progress has been made by the parties on the ground. There have been no major Palestinian suicide attacks against Israelis in six weeks, despite several attempts; both the Israeli army and the Palestinian administration claim credit, and both probably had something to do with it. Attempts by Palestinian political and military leaders to change the direction of their self-destructive uprising against Israel, and to force Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat to yield most of his power, continue in spite of Mr. Arafat's strong resistance; this week the legislative body of the Palestinian Authority delivered an unprecedented rebuff, forcing the resignation of Mr. Arafat's cabinet. The more moderate Labor Party ministers in Mr. Sharon's cabinet have been trying to negotiate incremental security agreements with the Palestinians, and there are signs of revival in the long-moribund Israeli peace camp.

But Israeli troops occupy six major West Bank towns and significant parts of the Gaza Strip, imposing curfews and other restrictions on movement that aid agencies say are breeding a mounting humanitarian crisis. Israeli forces killed more than a dozen innocent Palestinian civilians in the past two weeks, including several children; a hasty official investigation cleared the soldiers of any wrongdoing. Israeli settlement-building in the territories continues; Mr. Sharon refuses to rein it in, just as he rejects any discussion of Palestinian statehood or any negotiations -- even with a post-Arafat leadership -- about a permanent peace. For his part, Mr. Bush clearly remains unwilling to do or say anything that would cross Mr. Sharon. That reluctance largely explains his administration's failure to act on his broad promises of last June; in the coming months, it could also prove a serious impediment to building a coalition against Iraq.

 

 Russia Still Opposed to Iraq Attack 

Putin Hints at Cooperation in Return for Free Hand in Georgia 

By Peter Baker

Washington Post Foreign Service

Saturday, September 14, 2002; Page A14 

MOSCOW, Sept. 13 -- Russia refused to budge today in its opposition to an attack against Iraq, arguing that President Bush has yet to exhaust all options for a political solution even as it insisted on the right to attack a neighbor accused of sheltering terrorists.

With its veto power, Russia emerged as perhaps the key country on the U.N. Security Council as the Bush administration sought to persuade the international body to issue a new ultimatum to Iraqi President Saddam Hussein. But Russia's threat to launch a strike against Chechen rebel camps across the border in Georgia presented an unexpected challenge for the Bush team.

Both sides disavowed any linkage between the two issues. But Russian President Vladimir Putin effectively injected the issue of Georgia by warning of unilateral action against the former Soviet republic this week at the same time Bush was soliciting allies against Iraq.

Russian politicians and analysts were discussing a possible Georgia-for-Iraq deal -- Russia would not block Bush's plan to topple Hussein if the Americans step aside in Georgia.

"If the U.S. thinks it is possible to conduct military actions against a state because there is suspicion that it is making weapons of mass destruction, likewise Russia as a member of the anti-terrorist coalition can bomb Georgia because there are terrorists on Georgian territory," said Irina Khakamada, a deputy speaker of the State Duma, the lower house of parliament.

A visiting U.S. diplomat rejected the notion of a direct tradeoff. "I don't see that there really are any quid pro quos to be had, whether with Russia or others," said Undersecretary of State John R. Bolton, who was here consulting with Russian leaders about Iraq and other issues. "I think our case is extremely strong and stands on its own merits."

Yet a senior U.S. official, who asked not to be identified, said Washington was open to hearing Russia's arguments for action against Georgia and suggested that the two countries might find "common interest" on the need for preemptive strikes against terrorists.

As one of five permanent Security Council members, Russia could single-handedly block any resolution threatening force. Britain supports the United States, France has moved closer to Bush's position and U.S. diplomats say they believe they can persuade China to at least abstain if Russia sides with the United States.

Russia has long complained that Georgia harbors Chechen guerrillas in the Pankisi Gorge. Seizing on the anniversary of the Sept. 11 attacks this week, Putin employed Bush's own logic in announcing that he would authorize military action against Georgia if the tiny, mountainous country does not rid its territory of people he has characterized as terrorists.

"He's assuming very cleverly the same framework that Bush is," said Fiona Hill, a Brookings Institution scholar who studies the region. "It's a typical and very clever step for Putin to step into the international spotlight to remind everyone of Russia's own interest. It's basically turning the Bush administration's words back on itself."

Many Russian newspapers speculated today on a potential trade-off. "The 'deal' between Bush and Putin -- who traded Saddam Hussein for [Georgian President] Eduard Shevardnadze -- is the talk of the day in the Russian political establishment," said the Vremya Novostei newspaper. The paper quoted ultranationalist parliamentary leader Vladimir Zhirinovsky, a Hussein supporter, as saying: "Russia will condemn the operation against Iraq but will not take any preventive measures. In return, America will wink at Russia's operation in Georgia."

The State Department took "strong exception" on Thursday to any threats by Russia against Georgia and said the United States would "oppose any unilateral military action" there. 

Tedo Japaridze, the Georgian national security adviser, said he has spoken with Deputy Secretary of State Richard L. Armitage and was confident that Georgia is "the red line that President Putin and his people cannot trespass. Washington will stand strong next to Georgia." In a telephone interview from Tbilisi, the Georgian capital, Japaridze said he had detected no buildup of Russian forces near the border.

Georgian troops engaged in a firefight in the gorge Thursday night and arrested three men, he said, one of whom was wounded in the exchange. Georgia has now captured a total of 15 men in Pankisi, mostly local residents described as criminals. Only one was an Arab suspected of links to international terrorist organizations.

Correspondent Susan B. Glasser contributed to this report. 

Bush's Worst-Case Scenario 

By William Raspberry
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President Bush, playing prosecutor before the "court" of the United Nations, did a splendid job of proving the defendant a murderous, lying and unremorseful slimeball. But he made no headway in proving what badly needs proving: that the slimeball did the particular crime with which he is now charged -- and for which the prosecutor is demanding the death penalty.

The Bush administration has been at great pains to make the case that Saddam Hussein is such a threat to the security of the United States as to warrant a unilateral U.S. assault with the implied intention of killing him.

But the evidence presented this week consisted almost entirely of the Iraqi dictator's offenses against his own citizens, his neighbors and the United Nations. In addition to the oft-repeated (and, so far as I know, uncontested) allegations that Hussein used chemical weapons against Iran and against Iraq's Kurds, Bush made a detailed case that Hussein repeatedly defied, ignored, violated and otherwise disrespected U.N. resolutions and directives -- a "decade of deception and defiance," he called it.

But surely the United Nations knew that already -- and knows that it has the power to invoke military means to enforce its directives. It may be a shame that it has not done so, and the Bush speech may be useful in that regard.

What the speech did not offer, though, is any evidence that Hussein is amassing weapons of mass destruction for use against the United States. That, as far as I can understand it, is the charge on which the American-executed death penalty would be based. Without that evidence, the rationale seems to go something like this: Saddam Hussein has "dissed" the United Nations and menaced his neighbors, and if the United Nations is too chicken to do anything about it, then America will.

But surely the administration's warmongering hasn't been on behalf of the United Nations (although Bush did take the occasion of his speech to announce America's return to the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, which it left in 1984). No, we have been led to believe that Hussein is such an imminent threat to us that we dare not wait much longer to take him out. And always the explanation is made in the context of terrorism -- suggesting, though not quite saying, that Iraq is behind the savagery we now know as 9/11. If it were true -- and neither Bush nor anyone else has offered the slimmest reed of evidence that it is -- then I wouldn't be cautioning against an all-out attack on Hussein. Nations, after all, have a duty to protect themselves.

But the best Bush could do the other day was to note that an unchecked Saddam Hussein could destabilize the region, which would be bad for us; that Iraq could be stockpiling weapons of mass destruction -- perhaps even getting nearer to producing atomic weapons; and that Iraqis were suspected in a 1993 attempt to "assassinate the emir of Kuwait and a former American president" -- the current president's father.

The Clinton administration responded to that attempt, which took place during a visit by the senior Bush to Kuwait, by firing 23 Tomahawk missiles at the headquarters of Iraqi intelligence.

What else is there? According to our president, this: "Iraq's government openly praised the attacks of September 11. And al Qaeda terrorists escaped from Afghanistan are known to be in Iraq."

By my lights, the prosecutor's failure to make a convincing case is complete. The case fails diplomatically, because unilateral action of the sort envisioned would weaken the relevant international institutions and complicate our role in the world. It fails militarily -- not because we couldn't stomp Hussein's pitiful army but because we don't seem to have thought through the consequences of "victory," including the likelihood that it wouldn't stop terrorism and that we would be stuck with running Iraq for years to come. 

And it fails morally. War is sometimes necessary. But it needs a firmer basis than that the slimeball was happy about 9/11 and I'm still sore about Poppy.

What Time Is It? 

There just isn't time for all the things it's time for. 

By Michael Kinsley

Saturday, September 14, 2002; Page A21 

"It's time to put sentiment aside," announced New York Times columnist Nicholas Kristof one day last month. And who can disagree? Kristof's particular sermon was not about 9/11 or about invading Iraq but about whales, and his view may not be widely shared. (Go ahead and kill a few, he feels.) But on the larger point Kristof speaks for all of us in the business of manufacturing opinions. On all subjects, it is time to put sentiment aside.

You may be thinking that it would have been nice to be alerted back when opinion-makers thought it was okay to wallow in sentiment, so that you could enjoy this opportunity before the time came to put sentiment aside. But there was no such opportunity. Sentiment belongs in a special category, along with partisan differences, of things that exist primarily to be put aside. When sentiment and partisan differences are put aside, there is room for goodwill, reason, common sense and maybe even a small refrigerator where cooler heads can prevail.

A check of articles in just four major newspapers during the three weeks or so since Kristoff's declaration indicates that it is time for literally hundreds of different things, in the view of those who write for or are quoted in the news media. A few of these matters do seem time-sensitive. This may actually be an especially good moment to consider leaving a corporate board of directors or to discuss with a child what he or she is willing to eat for lunch at school. But most of the things it is said to be time for are more like democracy in Pakistan or reviving urban rivers: It is time for them only in the sense that it is never not time for them.

The dean of Stanford Law School, for example, says "it is time" for America "to hold true to its principles." Was there a time, in her view, when America should not have held true to its principles? By contrast not everyone will agree with the letter writer to the Wall Street Journal who says, "It is time to bring the hierarchy in Rome to its knees to beg forgiveness from the rest of the world for its crimes against humanity." But our view on this subject is unlikely to turn on what time it is.

It may be logically pointless to insist that it's time for something you never think it's not time for, but the "time for" conceit serves various rhetorical purposes. It suggests that you are open-minded and deliberative. You are not saying that your opinion is always and obviously correct. You are saying that you have considered the various options and only now have reached your conclusion, which itself is only tentative and applicable at this point in time.

"It is time to concede that politicians will never understand" the world's major conflicts, writes a Times culture critic, who evidently thinks he does understand them. This might seem arrogant, but "it is time" suggests that he decided only lately and reluctantly that his view of geopolitics is superior to that of the politicians. That word "concede" is an especially elegant touch, though one may wonder who forced him to concede the superiority of his own opinion. "It is time" gives you the credibility of a convert. You are not one of those folks who have always believed unquestioningly that Jews and Christians should "bury old suspicions and fears." Until now, you did not think that Americans should "practice what we preach" -- or at least you did not feel strongly about it. But now, "it is time." Your opinion on this subject is fresh and strong.

Third, it creates a sense of urgency. Not merely do you hold a particular opinion but this is the very moment when your view of things ought to prevail. Yesterday would have been too soon and tomorrow may be too late. A strong sense of urgency can even help to disguise a certain flabbiness in the opinion itself. According to a Washington Post op-ed piece, "now is the time to create a Commission on Privacy, Personal Liberty and Homeland Security." A commission to study the matter is just about the lamest thing you can call for on any subject. But at least "it is time" gives an illusion of vitality.

But where will we find the time for all the things it is time for? Fear not. In recent weeks' newspapers, the list of things it is not or no longer time for is almost as long. German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder says the time for "checkbook diplomacy" is over. Dear Abby says this is no time for feuding -- though she also says it is time to face reality, which for most of us will eat up more time than we save by eschewing feuds. A Los Angeles Times economic correspondent says it is time for Americans to "drop their infatuation with unfettered markets," while a half-dozen others add that it is not the time to raise taxes on business. As if, in their view, it ever could be that time.

With any luck, the time you spend doing the things it is time to start doing and the time you save by not doing things it is time to stop doing ought to be roughly equal. So please continue to do everything the media tell you to do. 
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Backing on Iraq? Let's Make a Deal

Allies: Behind-the-scenes talks get underway to see which inducements might sway nations.

By PAUL RICHTER and GREG MILLER

TIMES STAFF WRITERS

September 13 2002

WASHINGTON -- After struggling for months to talk other nations into helping oust Saddam Hussein, President Bush is beginning to use terms they might find easier to understand: cash, weapons, business deals and favors.

Bush's speech Thursday at the United Nations marked the start of intense behind-the-scenes negotiations to see what inducements will help convert countries that so far have been balking, at least publicly, at joining the anti-Hussein campaign.

U.S. officials expect the Turks to ask for weapons and debt relief, the Russians and French for access to Iraqi oilfield business, the Qataris for cash to build an air base, and the Jordanians for guarantees of oil and trade. Officials expect many other countries to join the horse trading, and predict that they won't be shy.

"Countries in the Middle East take the bazaari approach," said Danielle Pletka, a former Senate aide who now works at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research. "Once they know we want to buy ... the sky's the limit."

Said a senior congressional aide, "This is a great time to step forward and get something you want from the United States."

The administration's initial focus will be on members of the United Nations Security Council, notably Russia, France and China, officials say. Their backing will be important soon, as the United States tries to persuade the council to enforce resolutions demanding that Iraq abandon its chemical, biological and nuclear weapons programs.

But U.S. officials will also try to persuade many other countries in the Middle East and farther afield to cooperate with a military campaign, or at least to temper their opposition.

The Pentagon still needs to win commitments from countries near Iraq for use of military bases and overflight rights.

The effort mirrors U.S. coalition-building before the 1991 Persian Gulf War, and before the U.S. assault last fall on the Taliban regime in Afghanistan. Yet this job promises to be considerably tougher, because many nations are skeptical of the need for war, and the United States doesn't have access to the billions of dollars that Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and others contributed to the 1991 Persian Gulf War campaign.

"The horse trading will be much more difficult this time," predicted Edward S. Walker Jr., a former assistant secretary of State for the Middle East who is now president of the Middle East Institute.

"Part of what you've been seeing is people making a public display of opposition that will increase the price," he said.

Most countries resent any suggestion that their support can be bought. These countries insist that such deals are needed simply to reduce the economic costs and political risks of cooperation.

Turkish officials were furious last winter when former Clinton political guru Dick Morris declared on American TV that the U.S. had bought their nation's military cooperation over time by pressing for a generous International Monetary Fund loan program.

"They were outraged," said Bulent Aliriza, a Turkish expert and former specialist at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington. "It's precisely the wrong image."

Turkey's strategic location and frequent cooperation have made it America's most important military partner in the region. The Turks contend that their participation this time would add a huge burden at a time when their country is trying to cope with crushing economic problems. They are also deeply worried that war with Iraq might lead to an independent Kurdish state that would threaten their own eastern territory.

Accordingly, they have a long wish list, including advanced weapons, relief on their $5-billion debt to the U.S. for weapons purchases, and help from the United States in ensuring that Turkey continues to receive IMF credits, U.S. officials say. Some Turkish officials have also pressed the United States to ensure that any military campaign doesn't take place in the summer, when it could damage the country's tourist industry.

Turkish officials argue that their country has lost more than $40 billion in revenue by cooperating with the United States during the Persian Gulf War and the sanctions against Iraq since.

Turkey stepped in under U.S. pressure this year to lead the international peacekeeping force in Afghanistan. Congress recently appropriated $228 million to cover Turkey's costs there.

Russia has made little secret of the importance that economics will have in winning its cooperation. Moscow has told U.S. officials that it wants any new Baghdad government to honor Iraq's approximately $8-billion debt to Russia. The Russians also want assurances that any successor government will allow Russian companies to keep their large share of the Iraqi oil business, and to get a piece of the business that develops in the new Iraq.

Although State Department officials insist that the U.S. government has made no commitments, Alexander Vershbow, the U.S. ambassador to Russia, told reporters this week that Moscow's investments in Iraq would be "better protected under new leadership."

Russia has yet to receive "a single kopek" of the billions in debt, he noted.

Another demand may be Washington's silence on Russia's planned $1-billion nuclear power plant for Iran. After years of complaining that the project posed a nuclear proliferation threat, the White House has recently lowered the volume.

Russia's arrangement with the United States could involve an important non-financial issue: Washington might have signaled that it will give the Kremlin a free hand against Chechen separatists, including those taking refuge in U.S.-allied Georgia. Publicly, however, the State Department told wire services that the U.S. would oppose unilateral Russian military action inside Georgia.

President Vladimir V. Putin seemed to be preparing fellow Russians for a reversal of the Kremlin's rejection of military action against Iraq when he proclaimed that Russia had the right to attack Chechen bases in Georgia to do its part in the war against terrorism.

In France, an official denied that President Jacques Chirac's government would seek any financial deal as part of an agreement to join the United States.

"Our focus on Iraq is about disarmament, not about access to oilfields if there's a new government," the official said. Yet a U.S. official noted that the French complained often that after the Gulf War, French companies were not included in the rebuilding of the Kuwaiti oilfields, as they had been promised. He said American officials expect to hear from France on this issue before long.

"We're still in the process of establishing positions, before the French get to their dollar value," the U.S. official said.

It is not clear whether China will ask the United States to protect its small but growing business stake in Iraq, or provide other help. China is not expected to directly support a U.S. campaign; the question is how vocal and obstructive the Communist nation might be.

In exchange for not loudly opposing U.S. action in Iraq, Beijing will probably press for satisfaction on its biggest diplomatic concern: Taiwan. The issue will almost certainly come up during President Jiang Zemin's visit with Bush in Texas next month. China has been displeased with what it sees as a tilt toward Taiwan by the Bush administration.

Meanwhile, some foreign diplomats and experts see Iraq as the real reason the U.S. two weeks ago unexpectedly backed Beijing in its efforts against a separatist group in northwestern China, the East Turkestan Islamic Movement. After resisting such action, the United States added the organization to its list of terrorist groups and backed China in adding the group to the U.N.'s terrorist list.

In the Middle East, Jordan, with a large population of Palestinians and a border with Iraq, is not expected to play a visible role in any attack on the Iraqi president. But the United States is eager to ensure Jordan's long-term stability, and it would probably take steps to ensure a continued supply of oil and other goods that the Jordanians now receive from Iraq.

The Egyptians, recipients of huge U.S. aid, would likely receive some additional assistance, even if they are not active participants in an attack. Syria may use the opportunity to press the United States for an important non-economic goal—return of the Golan Heights from Israel, a U.S. official said.

Sen. Richard G. Lugar of Indiana, the ranking Republican on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, said he was aware of pressure from countries such as Russia and France, and urged the White House to consider such requests.

"My own hope is that we would look at this," Lugar said. "That's the way the coalition is going to be built."

Staff writers Carol J. Williams in Moscow, Henry Chu in Beijing, David Holley and Maria De Cristofaro in Rome, and special correspondent Amberin Zaman in Ankara, Turkey, contributed to this report.

Key Al Qaeda Suspect Seized in Pakistan

By JOSH MEYER and BOB DROGIN

Times Staff Writers

September 14 2002

WASHINGTON -- In a major coup in the war on terrorism, U.S. and Pakistani officials said Friday that authorities had captured Ramzi Binalshibh, a suspected organizer of the Sept. 11 attacks who may also have been planning to be the 20th hijacker. 

U.S. officials confirmed that Pakistan had identified Binalshibh as one of at least eight Al Qaeda operatives captured by Pakistani authorities during a prolonged shootout in the bustling port city of Karachi on Wednesday. 

Binalshibh's arrest ended one of the most intensive manhunts in U.S. history, and came amid criticism that the U.S.-led war on terrorism has been largely unsuccessful because so many leaders of Al Qaeda remain fugitives. 

"This is a significant blow to Al Qaeda," said one U.S. official. 

The FBI and Justice Department had no comment on Binalshibh. In a separate development, authorities said five men of Yemeni descent, at least some of them American citizens, were arrested near Buffalo, New York, on suspicion of being involved in terrorist activity. The officials said more details of the case would be provided Saturday. 

In Binalshibh's case, Pakistani officials said they captured eight Al Qaeda operatives-- six of Yemeni origin, as well as an Egyptian and a Saudi, and that one of them was "very senior" member of the terrorist organization who had been the subject of an intensive international manhunt. 

Several U.S. officials confirmed that the senior operative was Binalshibh, 30, a former roommate of hijack plot ringleader Mohamed Atta. Authorities believe Binalshibh played a central role in the terror plot. 

U.S. and Pakistani officials would not comment on where Binalshibh was being held. 

U.S. officials say that besides being in on the beginning of the Sept. 11 plot, Binalshibh tried at least four times to gain entry into the United States, but was denied a visa each time. They believe Binalshibh intended to be the fifth hijacker on one of the four planes, and that he later tried to help get Zacarias Moussaoui onto the plane in his place by wiring him money and providing other logistical help. 

Binalshibh also wired money to several of the hijackers in the United States and to a Florida flight school at which one of the hijackers was training, according to the indictment of Moussaoui. 

German officials issued a warrant for Binalshibh's arrest less than two weeks after the Sept. 11 attacks, and authorities have been hunting for him ever since. Moussaoui, the only surviving suspect in the plot to be charged in U.S. courts, is set to stand trial in the United States early next year. 

U.S. officials spoke on the condition of anonymity, citing the extraordinary sensitivity of taking a top Al Qaeda operative into custody in Pakistan, particularly in Karachi where anti-American fervor is strong. They also said Pakistani and U.S. officials had tried to keep the arrest confidential in order not to tip off more Al Qaeda operatives believed to be hiding out in the Karachi area. 

Chief among them may be Khalid Shaikh Mohammed, a shadowy figure who is thought to have come up with the idea of the Sept. 11 plot. A journalist for the Arab satellite TV station al Jazeera reported last week that he had met recently with Binalshibh and Mohammed in or near Karachi. 

A U.S. official in Pakistan would not comment on any role that U.S. Special Forces, CIA operatives or FBI agents may have played in the arrests of the men. "I cannot comment on U.S. involvement in this," said John Bauman, U.S. Consul General in Karachi. 

News of Binalshibh's arrest, first reported by ABC News, circulated around the United Nations on Friday, where Pakistani President Musharraf, President Bush and other world leaders were convening. 

Appearing at the United Nations on Thursday, Musharraf also appeared to confirm the arrest. 

"The president's reaction has been that we have gotten some people in custody and that one of them is a very important person who you (the United States) has been looking for," a Pakistan official said in an interview with the Los Angeles Times. 

"It is a near certainty that it is him," the official said, in reference to Binalshibh. "From all indications from all sources, it is quite probable that it is him." 

U.S. and Pakistani officials said all that remained was a final, conclusive identification of Binalshibh, who has apparently eluded capture for the past year by using a number of aliases. 

The Pakistani official said the feared Pakistani intelligence agency, the Inter-Services Intelligence unit, or ISI, was responsible for the capture of the Al Qaeda members in the shootout, which lasted four hours. 

Pakistani commandos traded automatic gunfire with the Al Qaeda suspects, who were holed up in an apartment. The gun battle was so fierce that it spilled out onto adjoining rooftops, and two more suspects were killed and several officers wounded. 

"The ISI led the operation," said the Pakistan official. "This shows that despite the criticism of them, that they are a full partner in the war on terrorism." 

The ISI has long been criticized for not investigating Al Qaeda activity in Pakistan, or even protecting members of the terrorist organization. 

Binalshibh worked closely with some of the 19 hijackers when they plotted the Sept. 11 attacks from an apartment in Hamburg, Germany. 

German authorities have said the planning for a major attack against the United States "in which the maximum number of people could be killed" appears to have started in October 1999. Within six months, the Hamburg group's Al Qaeda sponsors had fixed on the World Trade Center as a fitting target. 

Cell members then set off for Afghanistan in two groups for training, with Atta, Binalshibh and other cell members who would later become pilots of the hijacked planes, German authorities said. Other hijackers followed several months later. They used their time in the Afghan training camps to work out details of the attacks with their Al Qaeda hosts, according to the German officials. 

German authorities have issued arrest warrants for two other men in addition to Binalshibh, saying the men fled Hamburg just days ahead of the U.S. terrorist strikes, most likely to remote regions of Pakistan. 

The United States also has been searching for Binalshibh, particularly after finding a videotape of him that U.S. officials said was discovered in an Al Qaeda leader's house in Afghanistan. On that tape, Binalshibh is seen delivering a martyrdom message.

Editorial No Case for Going In Alone

September 13 2002

President Bush on Thursday went before the world community in his campaign against Iraq. His speech to the U.N. General Assembly included no startling revelations, but it effectively cataloged Saddam Hussein's decade-long defiance of demands that Iraq show it has destroyed its most dangerous weapons. Bush's recital of Hussein's torture of his people, use of gas against Iran and Iraqi Kurds and firing of missiles at Israel, Saudi Arabia and Bahrain was chilling. But he was not persuasive about the urgency to get rid of Hussein now and by any means.

After weeks of Vice President Dick Cheney and Bush aides' beating the war drums, the president's remarks may have represented more a courtesy in response to his critics than a commitment to getting U.N. Security Council approval for military action. Still, the best course remains U.N. inspectors returning to Iraq with the ability to go anywhere at any time in the search for weapons Baghdad promised to give up more than a decade ago.

Bush promised that Washington would work with the U.N. on a new demand to present to Iraq. Secretary of State Colin L. Powell is expected to consult with other Security Council members on a deadline for the readmission of inspectors Iraq has barred since 1998. The sooner that deadline, the better.

The Security Council will have to decide what to do if Iraq continues its defiance, or if it admits inspectors but then hinders their activities. Bush properly challenged the U.N. to show its deliberations are "more than talk" and its resolutions "more than wishes." The president raised the specter of the League of Nations, predecessor of the United Nations, which was impotent when Japan invaded Manchuria in 1931 and Italy invaded Ethiopia in 1935. The League was crippled from its start by the refusal of the United States to join.

U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan agreed that the Security Council "must face its responsibilities" if Iraq's defiance continues. But Annan also was blunt in warning Washington against playing the lone cowboy, saying this would undercut the international rule of law and cause upheaval in the Middle East.

Speaking after Annan, Bush kept his options open, declaring that if Security Council resolutions are not enforced, "action will be unavoidable."

Washington's rhetoric has alarmed potential allies. German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder has repeatedly warned against war in Iraq. Three of the five permanent members of the Security Council--France, Russia and China--also have distanced themselves from the Bush administration on the issue. They agree that Iraq is dangerous, that it has refused to destroy its stockpiles of chemical and biological weapons and that it has not given up on developing nuclear weapons.

But demanding compliance with U.N. resolutions is different from insisting on a "regime change." There is legitimate concern for the precedent that toppling Hussein would set. Nuclear-armed India already has fought three wars with Pakistan, which now also has nuclear weapons. New Delhi could try to remove a Pakistani government if it sponsored terrorists attacking India. China considers Taiwan a renegade province and could use the island's purchase of U.S. weapons as a pretext for invasion.

As long as the president warns that the United States may need to intervene alone, Congress must hold hearings at which the Bush administration can present its case for action to the American people. Republicans are pushing for a vote on an invasion and removal of Hussein before the November elections, believing they will benefit from any votes by Democrats against military action.

But political point-scoring can't get in the way of answers Americans need. How many U.S. troops would be involved if Washington fails to get U.N. support and goes it alone? How long would soldiers need to occupy Iraq while a new government takes shape? How would all of this affect the war on terror?

Last week's attempted assassination of Afghan President Hamid Karzai and continued battles between warlords in Afghanistan demonstrate how much more needs to be done to rebuild that country. Al Qaeda members are reported to be in 95 countries and have access to money that lets them plot more devastation.

The Iraqi government has earned its pariah status. The United Nations will have to determine how to enforce its 16 resolutions, from 1990 to 1998, demanding that Iraq destroy weapons, free prisoners of war and supply medicine to its people. Setting a deadline to admit weapons inspectors should be easy; that's the first step. The Bush administration should keep working closely with the United Nations; getting its support would lend legitimacy to the argument that military force against Iraq is necessary.

Shoulder to Shoulder

Despite the Dangers to Their Own Nation, Israelis Strongly Support Bush on Iraq

By YOSSI KLEIN HALEVI

Yossi Klein Halevi is the Israel correspondent for the New Republic. His book, "At the Entrance to the Garden of Eden: A Jew's Search for Hope with Christians and Muslims in the Holy Land," has just b

September 13 2002

JERUSALEM -- In Washington's forlorn search for allies in its war against Saddam Hussein, the support of one nation--the people of Israel--has been taken for granted and scarcely noted. Yet as the world debates the wisdom of a U.S. attack on Iraq, Israel's voice needs to be heard. No nation, after all, is likely to suffer the consequences of the war more than the Jewish state.

Israeli intelligence takes for granted that a cornered Hussein will seek revenge on America's ally and unleash his nonconventional arsenal on Israeli cities. Thousands of Israeli health-care workers have been vaccinated against a smallpox attack, a prelude to vaccinating the entire nation. Every Israeli home has gas mask kits for each family member, just in case.

Last week, Hussein renewed his periodic promise to "wipe out" Israel. Few here treat those threats as mere bluster.

For six weeks during the Gulf War, we endured nightly Iraqi missile attacks, becoming a nation of insomniacs that measured time by air raid sirens. We sat helpless in "sealed rooms" with plastic sheets covering the windows and wet towels jammed under the doors, strapping hysterical children into gas masks and placing babies into plastic-covered cribs.

Still, we were lucky. Though extensive damage made parts of Tel Aviv resemble London during the Blitz, only one Israeli was killed by a direct missile hit.

Many here called that reprieve a miracle.

This time, though, Israelis suspect that we may not be nearly as lucky as we were in 1991. This time there may be no dress rehearsal for apocalypse.

Yet ask almost any Israeli Jew--left, right or center--whether the U.S. should attack Hussein, and the answer is unequivocal: The evil must be uprooted.

True, we have an obvious interest in ridding the Middle East of a formidable enemy. But so does the rest of the world--and especially the Arab world--even if it doesn't yet realize it.

Those of us who sit on the front line of this imminent war have little patience with the appeasers who urge caution even as Hussein approaches nuclear capability. After all, we've been in this scenario before.

In 1981, the Israeli air force flew across the hostile airspace of the Middle East and destroyed Hussein's nuclear facility at Osirak.

The international reaction was unanimous outrage. Israel was accused of barbarism and piracy; even the Reagan administration condemned us.

But we knew that we had saved not only ourselves but also much of the world from a danger that no one else was ready to confront.

More than two decades later, we received a belated "thank you" of sorts.

Speaking to the Veterans of Foreign Wars in Nashville on Aug. 26, Vice President Dick Cheney dismissed the Bush administration's critics who prefer to wait until Hussein achieves nuclear capability, at which point "it would become even harder for us to gather friends and allies to oppose him."

Indirectly citing Israel's precedent, Cheney noted: "As one of those who worked to assemble the Gulf War coalition, I can tell you that our job then would have been infinitely more difficult in the face of a nuclear-armed Saddam Hussein."

Despite the missile assault on its cities during the Gulf War, Israel deliberately kept out of the anti-Iraq global coalition, respecting the U.S. concern that an overt Israeli presence in the war effort could unsettle the coalition's Arab supporters.

This time, though, there is no Arab coalition. Rather than support the liberation of an Arab nation from the rule of a genocidal madman, the Arab world appears to be siding with Hussein.

As a result, there is no longer any reason for Israel to keep out of the current war debate.

Israel's courage is precisely what we can offer the world at this crucial moment.

We, who alone confronted Hussein's nuclear ambitions in 1981 and who must now contend with his chemical and biological arsenal, say to Washington's wavering allies: If not now, when?  

 

USA Today

Public responsible for foreign policy

By Constance Hilliard

Until the past week or so, I was deeply disturbed by political rumors that Vice President Cheney and Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld were angling to rid the Bush administration of Secretary of State Colin Powell, one of the most adept and experienced diplomats of our times. But I've now changed my mind. Maybe it is indeed time for Powell to step down, to put some distance between himself and this White House, which simply may not deserve his singular talents or understand the gifts of perspective and balance he brings to our foreign-policy apparatus. 

Powell, who favors international coalition-building and multilateral action, has made new allies for America. He has been the principal voice in this administration arguing against the long-term efficacy of military solutions either to the Palestinian-Israeli crisis or to our own "war on terrorism." Neither Rumsfeld nor Cheney possesses Powell's diplomatic skills or the larger worldview required to win friends among nations whose populations look different and think differently than they do. 

Whatever the outcome of this political wrangling at the top, in a democracy it is the American public, not the president's advisers, that bears ultimate responsibility for the conduct of our foreign policy. If I have learned anything of enduring value from the 9/11 tragedy it is that, like it or not, we will almost certainly be held hostage to our foreign-policy failures. Hawkish posturing may entertain a certain political segment of the public. But it will not make the world a more peaceful place or our homeland more secure. 

I've been disappointed to see many Americans retreat into mindless, Stars-and-Stripes jingoism rather than explore the foreign-policy issues exploding all around us. To make matters worse, the views the public does have are often measured by simpleton polls. Not surprisingly, for instance, a majority of Americans respond "yes" when asked: "Should Saddam Hussein be removed from office?" The results would be far different were the more realistic question asked: "Would you, as an American citizen, be willing to accept your fair share of the responsibility for the choice of a military over a political solution if war with Iraq led to that nation's disintegration into new rogue states, each with its own terrorist agenda and American civilians as its bull's-eye?" 

Constance Hilliard is an associate history professor at the University of North Texas, Denton. 

U.S. Arrests Al Qaeda Cell In NY

WASHINGTON, Sept. 13, 2002

The FBI has arrested what appears to be an active al Qaeda cell inside the United States, reports CBS News Correspondent Jim Stewart in an exclusive report. Agents detained five men in a Buffalo, N.Y. surburb - all graduates of Osama Bin Laden's al Qaeda terrorist camps in Afghanistan. 

Authorities are also looking for possibly two other men overseas who were the group's handlers. Another member of the cell has been turned over to the United States by a foreign power. 

In a separate arrest across the ocean, Ramzi Binalshibh, a high-profile fugitive al Qaeda member who is believed to have trained with the 9/11 hijackers, was captured in Pakistan nearly a year after he became one of America's top terror targets, U.S. officials said. 

The officials, who spoke only on condition of anonymity, said Binalshibh was captured earlier this week in a joint raid by Pakistani forces and U.S. intelligence officers in the southern coastal city of Karachi. The raid ended in a deadly shootout. 

Sources tell CBS News the discovery of the New York-based cell -- and a recent spike in their overseas and internal communications -- was largely responsible for President Bush deciding to go to alert Condition Orange earlier this week. It is not known whether the cell had identified a specific target in the United States, or how close they were to acting. 

All of the Buffalo suspects are U.S. citizens of Yemini descent. Four were born in the U.S, while the fifth was naturalized. All live within a block of each other in a Buffalo surburb known as Lackawanna. And all attended the same mosque. The cell's ringleader, also a U.S. citizen of Yemini background, is believed to be in Yemen and outside of U.S. reach for the moment. 

The five Buffalo suspects will apparently be charged with providing material support and resources to terrorists. This apparently follows a debate within the White House itself over whether to treat the men as criminal defendants, or as nonmilitary combatants with no charges and no access to an attorney. 

Sources say the men attended Al Qaeda camps prior to 9/11 and then returned to the United States. There is no indication they had any support role in that attack, or even had fore knowledge it would take place. 

One senior government official said one of the men arrested in Buffalo is linked to Omar al-Farouq, a senior al Qaeda figure captured in Asia this summer, who has provided his interrogators specific information suggesting that terror cells in the region were planning attacks on U.S. facilities, the sources said. 

A senior government official, speaking on condition of anonymity, said the Justice Department plans to charge the men with providing material support and resources to terrorists. 

In a separate development, a suspected organizer of the Sept. 11 attacks was captured in Pakistan, U.S. officials said Friday. 

U.S. officials say the newly-detained suspect, Binalshibh, belonged to a Hamburg-based cell led by the late Mohammed Atta, an Egyptian suspected of leading the Sept. 11 hijackers. 

Binalshibh, 30, was born in Yemen. He was being sought by the German government for his role in the Sept. 11 attacks. 

The arrest of Binalshibh was a major coup for U.S. authorities who have searched for him for months. Officials said he was not wounded during the capture. 

Before Sept. 11, Binalshibh was frustrated in his attempts to receive a visa to enter the United States in 2000, where, U.S. officials allege, he planned to join the other 19 hijackers. Instead, he provided financial support to the other hijackers, officials said. 

He is considered an aide to Khalid Shaikh Mohammed, believed to be the mastermind of the Sept. 11 suicide hijackings that left nearly 3,000 dead, officials said. Mohammed is still at large. 

To catch him, police commandos fought a pitched battle with al Qaeda suspects holed up in an apartment Wednesday in Karachi, with combat spilling out onto adjoining rooftops, officials said. They said that two suspects were killed and several more captured in the fighting, as Pakistan stepped up pressure on the remnants of the terrorist movement a year after it made its mark on the world. 

At least six officers were wounded when police stormed the top-floor apartment and the rooftop where the gunmen held out against hundreds of troops in the street and on the roofs of nearby apartment blocks, they said. Two of the wounded were reported in critical condition. 

Pakistan President Pervez Musharraf told CNN in an interview Friday that one Egyptian, one Saudi and eight Yemenis were captured in the raid. 

U.S. personnel were not hurt in the raid, American officials said. 

According to the U.S. grand jury indictment of Zacarias Moussaoui, an alleged conspirator in the Sept. 11 attacks, Binalshibh applied four times for a visa to enter the United States from May to October 2000, but was rebuffed each time. 

After being denied a visa for the third time, Binalshibh allegedly began funneling money to associates inside the United States. He wired money to Moussaoui, to at least two hijackers and to a Florida flight school at which one of the hijackers was training, the indictment said. 

Authorities believe Binalshibh fled Germany for Pakistan before Sept. 11. German authorities had issued an international arrest warrant for Binalshibh, whose whereabouts until now were unknown. 

A correspondent for the pan-Arab satellite station Al-Jazeera claimed to have interviewed Binalshibh and Khalid Shaikh Mohammed, at a secret location in Pakistan. The men admitted being central figures in the Sept. 11 plot, and claimed the U.S. Congress had been another target that day. 

In Thursday's broadcast, al-Jazeera aired audio excerpts of the interview, in which two male voices attributed to Mohammed and Binalshibh revealed details about the buildup to the Sept. 11 attacks. 

The voice purported to be Binalshibh's said the hijackers were instructed to take over the planes 15 minutes after takeoff. "That was the best time, and they were very brave," he said. 

Two other members of the Hamburg cell, Marwan al-Shehhi and Ziad Jarrah, died in the suicide hijackings. Two additional members of the Hamburg cell did not take part in the hijackings and are still at large. 

He also appeared in a videotape, released by the Justice Department several months ago, that was recovered by U.S. forces in Afghanistan at the home of al Qaeda's slain military chief, Mohammed Atef.

 

FoxNews

Sept. 11 Planner Arrested; Suspected Terror Cell Busted in Buffalo

Friday, September 13, 2002 

NEW YORK — In a double whammy on the war on terror, U.S. authorities in Pakistan arrested a man suspected to be a major planner of the Sept. 11 attacks and also arrested five members of a suspected terror cell near Buffalo, N.Y.

One member of the homegrown cell was linked to intelligence that also prompted the Justice Department to issue a higher alert earlier this week, officials said. 

Officials said Ramzi Binalshibh, suspected to be a major planner of Sept. 11, was arrested in Pakistan earlier this week and was being held in U.S. custody.

Binalshibh is one of the so-called "20th hijackers" who tried to take part in the Sept. 11 terror attacks on New York and Washington but had problems acquiring a U.S. visa. He was captured Wednesday in a joint raid by Pakistani forces and U.S. intelligence officers in southern coastal city of Karachi. The raid ended in a deadly shootout. 

In a recent interview with the Arabic satellite news network Al-Jazeera, Binalshibh bragged that he had participated in the planning of the Sept. 11 attacks.

Binalshibh's roommate, Mohammed Atta, was one of the hijackers on American Airlines Flight 11, which crashed into the north tower of the World Trade Center.

U.S. officials say Binalshibh was also a member of a Hamburg-based cell led by Atta.

Before Sept. 11, Binalshibh was frustrated in his attempts to receive a visa to enter the United States in 2000. Instead, U.S. officials allege, he provided financial support to the other 19 hijackers. 

Separately, officials said five men of Yemeni descent, most believed to American citizens, were arrested in Lackawanna, outside Buffalo, on suspicions they were operating as a terrorist cell on U.S. soil. 

The officials said the men were on U.S. soil for years and lived just a few blocks from each other, but were discovered through recent investigation and intelligence suggesting they were part of a terrorist cell. 

The evidence included a recent spike in communications with suspected terrorist locations overseas, and some evidence of attendance at a terror training camp linked to Usama bin Laden, the officials said. 

The officials said, however, there was no evidence the men were in any stages of launching a terrorist attack. 

Officials declined to describe many of the details of the case, saying it was sealed. The arrests will be announced by the Justice Department at a news conference Saturday, a senior government official said, on condition of anonymity. 

The source said the Justice Department plans to charge the men in the Buffalo area capture with providing material support and resources to terrorists. 

U.S. officials said the discovery of the cell was connected to information that also prompted the Bush administration to raise America's terror alert to "code orange" -- the second highest -- on the eve of the Sept. 11 anniversary. 

One senior government official said one of the men arrested in Buffalo is linked to Omar al-Farouq, a senior Al Qaeda figure captured in Asia this summer, who has provided his interrogators specific information suggesting that terror cells in the region were planning attacks on U.S. facilities, the sources said. 

The official did not say how the two were associated. 

The official said the information provided by Farouq that led to the higher alert does not stop with the five men arrested in Buffalo. "There are other reasons we're at orange," the official said, without elaborating. 

Binalshibh's capture is a major accomplishment for the United States. Binalshibh, who has alluded authorities for months, was not injured during his arrest.

To catch him, police commandos fought a pitched battle with Al Qaeda suspects holed up in an apartment Wednesday, with combat spilling out onto adjoining rooftops, officials said. They said that two suspects were killed and five captured in the fighting, as Pakistan stepped up pressure on the remnants of the terrorist movement a year after it made its mark on the world. 

Six officers were wounded when police stormed the top-floor apartment and the rooftop where the gunmen held out against hundreds of troops in the street and on the roofs of nearby apartment blocks, they said. Two of the wounded were reported in critical condition. 

Pakistan President Pervez Musharraf told a news program in an interview Friday that one Egyptian, one Saudi and eight Yemenis were captured in the raid. 

U.S. personnel were not hurt in the raid, officials said. 

Binalshibh, 30, was born in Yemen. He is being sought by the German government for his role in the Sept. 11 attacks. 

The Arab satellite network Al-Jazeera ran a taped interview with Binalshibh Thursday, in which he said he helped coordinate the attacks. Also interviewed was Khalid Shaikh Mohammed, whom U.S. counterterrorism officials say masterminded the strikes. 

He also appeared in a videotape recovered by U.S. forces in Afghanistan at the home of Al Qaeda's slain military chief, Mohammed Atef.

According to the U.S. grand jury indictment of Zacarias Moussaoui, an alleged conspirator in the Sept. 11 attacks, Binalshibh applied four times for a visa to enter the United States from May to October 2000, but was rebuffed each time. 

After being denied a visa for the third time, Binalshibh allegedly began funneling money to associates inside the United States. He wired money to Moussaoui, to at least two hijackers and to a Florida flight school at which one of the hijackers was training, the indictment said. 

Authorities believe Binalshibh fled Germany for Pakistan before Sept. 11. German authorities had issued an international arrest warrant for Binalshibh, whose whereabouts until now were unknown. 

A correspondent for the pan-Arab satellite station Al-Jazeera claimed to have interviewed Binalshibh and another Sept. 11 fugitive, Khalid Shaikh Mohammed, at a secret location in Pakistan. The men admitted being central figures in the Sept. 11 plot, and claimed the U.S. Congress had been another target that day. 

In Thursday's broadcast, Al-Jazeera aired audio excerpts of the interview, in which two male voices attributed to Mohammed and Binalshibh revealed details about the buildup to the Sept. 11 attacks. 

The voice purported to be Binalshibh's said the hijackers were instructed to take over the planes 15 minutes after takeoff. "That was the best time, and they were very brave," he said. 

Two other members of the Hamburg cell, Marwan al-Shehhi and Ziad Jarrah, died in the suicide hijackings. Two other members of the Hamburg cell did not take part in the hijackings and are still at large. 

Fox News' Carl Cameron and The Associated Press contributed to this report.

Official: Terrorists Met in Amsterdam

By TOBY STERLING

Associated Press Writer

September 13, 2002, 5:05 PM EDT

AMSTERDAM -- A group of al-Qaida terrorists, including two of the pilots who flew into the World Trade Center, met in Amsterdam in 1999, a German security official said Friday. 

The official, who spoke on condition of anonymity, said al-Qaida members met twice in the Netherlands while attending "Islamic seminars." 

The meeting in mid-June 1999 was attended by pilots Mohamed Atta and Marwan al-Shehhi, and Ramsi Binalshibh -- the man who this week claimed on Arabic satellite network al-Jazeera to have coordinated the Sept. 11 attacks. Mounir El Motassadeq, the only person under arrest in Germany for direct involvement in the Sept. 11 attacks, was also present. 

The Dutch Internal Security Service declined to comment, and Dutch prosecutors investigating other al-Qaida operations in the Netherlands said they were unaware of the meeting. 

German prosecutors, however, had confirmed that at least one member of the Hamburg al-Qaida cell visited the country. 

At a news conference Aug. 29, German prosecutor Kay Nehm said El Motassadeq embraced Islamic fundamentalism after visiting the Netherlands. 

Nehm said the first seminar was held in Eindhoven in early 1999, the second in Amsterdam in mid-1999 -- apparently the same seminar where, according to the source, they met with Binalshibh. 

Dutch daily newspaper De Telegraaf reported Friday that the group used a conference on "Muslim Puritanism" held at an unidentified Amsterdam mosque as a cover for their meeting. 

A second Dutch paper, the Eindhoven Dagblad, reported Thursday that El Motassadeq also visited Eindhoven in the fall of 1999 and again in 2001. Both papers cited unidentified members of the Internal Security Service. 

The German source couldn't confirm either paper's report. 

Fourteen alleged terrorists have been arrested in the Netherlands since Sept. 11, 2001, and are awaiting trial.

Slate  Courting Terrorists

Why wars don't stop terrorism.

By Dahlia Lithwick

Posted Friday, September 13, 2002, at 2:06 PM PT

I have received mail this week from readers objecting to my recent contention that the United States is not at war. There are two main strands to this debate: Are we at war, and should we be? The first is a matter of law: Can we be at war without a congressional declaration? Is war a subjective status (as in, "hmmm, sure feels like a war out there today") or is it a formal, objective legal state? This question has already launched a thousand constitutional, scholarly, and rhetorical ships, and I'll get back to you with an answer if Eugene Volokh and I get it sorted out this weekend over e-mail. 

The second—and to my mind, more urgent—question is how did we come to be talking in terms of a "war" at all? Why does the war model—soldiers, uniforms, nation-states, civilians, weapons, and battlefields—apply to our fight against terrorism? The administration calls this a "war on terror" to avail itself of the limitless executive powers—mainly domestic detention and surveillance—triggered in wartime. This "war on terror"—wherein we track down rogue al-Qaida members, then hold and/or torture them—is not a conventional military operation that meets any technical or international definition of "war." And the oddest part of it all is that despite all this insistence that we are fighting a war, almost no one can come forward with a coherent theory of why. 

Yes, America was attacked on Sept. 11. But there have been terror attacks on U.S. targets before—al-Qaida attacks that weren't met with a unilateral declaration of war or a rolling out of any Patriot Acts and their creepy DOJ surveillance progeny. There were criminal prosecutions and convictions in the destruction of PanAm Flight 103 over Lockerbie, Scotland; the earlier WTC attack in 1993; the 1998 bombings of two U.S. Embassies in East Africa; the (foiled) "Day of Terror" plot (to bomb New York City tunnels, the U.N. building, and the FBI building in New York); and the (foiled) millennium bombing of LAX in 1999. The only difference between these plots and Sept. 11 was that their combined death tolls were in the hundreds, as opposed to the thousands. While that difference in scale is not morally insignificant—not by any means—it is not necessarily legally significant. The difference between a "crime" and a "war" doesn't necessarily come down to integers. 

Before we decide that the only way to fight terror is through war, it's worth recalling that the criminal prosecutions for each of the above acts of terror were not only successful; they were also constitutional, frequently transparent, and overwhelmingly legal and fair. What happened on Sept. 11 to discredit the criminal law system? What failures in this system drove the administration to call immediately for secret roundups of "material witnesses," military tribunals, and secret deportation hearings? Did something go so badly in the first WTC prosecution that led to the decision to detain "enemy combatants" without trial forever? How did we lose faith in a system that worked so well? 

Criminal trials are not going to solve every problem facing the nation right now: They cannot stop Iraq from launching weapons of mass destruction, and they would not have removed the Taliban from power. But it doesn't follow that the criminal law cannot bring terrorists to justice, nor does it follow that we need to gut the existing system—replacing openness with secrecy, and due process with parodies of process—to do so. 

First WTC Bombing: On Feb. 26, 1993, a car bomb exploded in the basement of the World Trade Center, leaving six dead and over a thousand wounded. A cell of fundamentalist Muslim terrorists planned and executed the attacks, and zealous domestic investigation, along with diplomacy and extraditions, led to the trial and conviction of all but one of the terrorists. In 1995, after a nine-month trial, 12 defendants were convicted in federal district court of conspiracy to bomb the World Trade Center, as well as of plotting in 1993 to bomb the United Nations, the FBI building in New York, and the Holland and Lincoln tunnels, and to assassinate Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak. (Evidently we all missed the trial because we were too busy watching O.J.)

African Embassy Bombings: More than 220 African and American citizens were killed in two almost simultaneous bombings of the U.S. Embassies in Nairobi, Kenya, and Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, in 1998. Twenty-three defendants were charged with various offenses, four of whom were convicted in federal court on May 29, 2001. All were sentenced to life in prison. Others are being held; still others remain at large. 

Millennium Bombing: A plot to bomb the Los Angeles International Airport in the midst of the millennium festivities of 1999 was foiled when Ahmed Ressam was arrested crossing the border from Canada in a car with a trunk full of explosives. Last year, after a three-week trial in Los Angeles, a jury found Ressam guilty of nine criminal counts—including conspiracy to commit an act of international terrorism. Despite a mini-squabble with the Canadian government—which didn't want to share intelligence secrets in court—the testimony of Canadian intelligence officials was provided at the eleventh hour, without incident. Facing 57 to 130 years in prison, Ressam agreed to a deal with the DOJ and has since provided the government with detailed information about training with the Taliban and the structure of al-Qaida. He will testify against Zacarias Moussaoui and Abu Zubaydah (reportedly a top lieutenant in al-Qaida), who was captured last March. Ressam also provided crucial testimony against his co-conspirator in the millennium plot, Mokhtar Haouari, who was also convicted in 2001.

No one would tell you these trials were disasters. No one would argue we are less safe today as a result of these criminal prosecutions. Certainly there were security issues: information to be sealed; witnesses, judges and jurors to be protected; and fears throughout of further incidents. But the procedures instituted for handling those issues worked. The investigations leading up to the trials also uncovered future plots. And the convictions have produced government informants and witnesses for future prosecutions. Terrorists have been incapacitated for life, and cells have been disrupted. Still, the national presumption remains that prosecuting terrorists via standard criminal means has failed us somehow; perhaps because no one trial can pre-empt all future attacks. 

No one war will pre-empt all future attacks either.

Guardian Iraq rejects new US-UK pressure 

Nicholas Watt, David Teather in New York and Ian Traynor in Moscow 

Saturday September 14, 2002

The Guardian 

Britain and the United States were moving closer to a confrontation with Iraq last night after Baghdad rejected President George Bush's demand for the unconditional return of UN weapons inspectors. 

As the foreign secretary Jack Straw prepared to warn Saddam Hussein that he will face a military assault within months if he refuses to readmit the inspectors, the Iraqi deputy prime minister declared that Baghdad would not bow to US "aggression". 

Dismissing Mr Bush's speech to the UN on Thursday as "lies and falsifications", Tariq Aziz said: "The return of inspectors without conditions will not solve the problem because we have had a bad experience with them. Is it clever to repeat an experience that failed and did not prevent aggression?" 

His remarks were immediately rejected by the White House spokesman, Ari Fleischer, who declared: "Obviously they have something to hide." Mr Bush set the tone of the US view of Iraq earlier when he said he was "highly doubtful" Baghdad would comply with calls to readmit weapons inspectors. 

The war of words between Washington and Baghdad will stiffen the determination of Mr Bush to draw up a strongly worded UN security council resolution over the readmission of inspectors. Britain and the US, who yesterday embarked on a frantic round of diplomacy at the UN in New York, want the resolution to make clear that Baghdad will face a military assault if it fails to give the inspectors unlimited access. Mr Bush also wants to set a strict deadline "of days and weeks" for Iraq to comply with calls for the inspectors to be readmitted. 

Mr Straw will outline this tough approach today when he tells UN general assembly: "We have to be clear to Iraq and to ourselves about the consequences which will flow from a failure by Iraq to meet its obligations." 

A British source spelt out its position in blunter terms. "Everyone understands that the key target is to get weapons inspectors back in and that we have to make clear that force is the alternative," the source said. 

Britain is being careful not to talk publicly of including the threat of military force in the resolution, because ministers hope to win round sceptical members of the security council and place the Iraqis under greater pressure to readmit weapons inspectors. 

Iraq's rejection of America's demands appeared to complicate the negotiations at the UN last night. But Baghdad's response was carefully phrased to keep the door open - however slightly - on readmitting weapons inspectors. 

But British officials made it clear that Mr Straw, who had lunch yesterday with his counterparts from the security council's five permanent members, had an "open mind" about what should be in the resolution. 

His approach was echoed by Colin Powell, the US secretary of state, who diplomatically referred to the drawing up of "resolution or resolutions" as he prepared to meet the 14 other members of the security council. This was a nod to France, one of the "big five" with the power to veto a resolution, which proposed two resolutions. Under the French plan, the first resolution would give Iraq three weeks to readmit the weapons inspectors. This would be followed by a second approving the use of military force if Iraq refuses. 

Britain and America hope that their conciliatory approach will ease the atmosphere at the UN as diplomats prepare to draw up the new resolution. The "framework" of the resolution will be set by foreign ministers over the weekend. Senior diplomats will then start drawing up a resolution which Britain hopes to finalise next week or the week after. 

Behind their conciliatory public language, however, Britain and the US are adamant that the threat of military action must be included in the resolution. 

The British government also has an eye on a growing backbench revolt. Tony Blair will tomorrow be given a warning of the threat he faces when the former frontbenchers, Chris Smith and Gerald Kaufman, warn of the dangers of military action without an international consensus. 

Big moment for drama's small players 

UN Temporary members of security council hold key to vote 

Matthew Engel in Washington

Saturday September 14, 2002

The Guardian 

If, in a few years time, you should find yourself in Conakry, capital of the west African republic of Guinea, and notice that the airport terminal seems unusually luxurious or the road system unexpectedly well-maintained, it might be worth thinking back to the Iraq crisis of 2002 - and wondering. 

Guinea is one of 10 countries who find themselves, by fluke, in the crucial position of deciding the fate of any United Nations resolution on Iraq. These are the rotating members of the security council. When the UN does move to the centre of world attention, the focus is on the permanent five: the US, Britain, Russia, China and France, their positions as global powers based on a world view (like much at the UN) established in 1945. 

If one of the five uses its veto, then any resolution is killed. But the veto is the bluntest instrument in UN diplomacy. There will be frantic activity over the coming days and weeks between Washington and the sceptics in Moscow, Paris and Beijing to find a resolution that will produce agreement or, at the worst, abstentions. 

But that will not be enough. To pass, assuming there are no vetoes, a resolution would have to get nine votes out of the 15 available - the five permanent members plus the 10 temporary members which currently include Guinea as well as Bulgaria, Cameroon, Colombia, Ireland, Mauritius, Mexico, Norway, Singapore and Syria. 

By good fortune, with a small slice of skill, that line-up of the temporary members is about as favourable to the US as any selection from the general assembly could possibly be. The countries represent regional blocs, mostly chosen on Buggins' turn. The skill came because one of Africa's representatives should now be Sudan, no friend to American ambitions. 

However, the Clinton administration, with a display of diplomatic finesse that might not be so evident these days, successfully manoeuvred to have Sudan sidelined as soft on terrorism and replaced by Mauritius. 

Even in normal times, the two-year term on the security council is a big moment for a small country, many of which treat their moment in the sun as an important duty and honour. Suddenly, their diplomats find themselves greeted in the corridor in a less perfunctory function by the big players. Because the security council meets almost every day in private session, their names get remembered. 

But the duty matters too. "You can't just make polite noises as you normally might," explained one small-country diplomat. "You can't make pious generalisations. You can't hide. You are in the ring." 

It was not easy to discover yesterday what, for instance, Guinea's position on Iraq might be, because the phone in its embassy in Washington appeared to have been disconnected. However, its per capita income is approximately one-thirtieth that of the United States, and Saddam Hussein's intentions are not thought to be top of the list of national priorities. 

UN sources say that Guinea and - even more so - the other west African country on the council, Cameroon, have proved generally sympathetic to the US in recent meetings. Bulgaria (which is this month in the chair of the security council and is keen to enter Nato), Colombia (which has its own tangled relationship with the US), Singapore and Norway are also thought likely to support the kind of resolution President Bush would want. In contrast, Syria's vote can probably be written off. 

But given the possibility of abstentions from three of the five permanent members, even those mathematics could still leave the balance in the hands of the remaining three members: Ireland (which will give weight to EU opinion), Mauritius (which has proved rather more independent-minded than the US might have anticipated), and Mexico. 

Mexican opinion has turned sharply against the Americans in recent months. In an interview published in yesterday's New York Times, Mexico's president, Vicente Fox, forcefully reminded the Bush administration to remember its earlier commitments on immigration reform that would legitimise the position of three million Mexicans working illegally in the US. He insisted that the US focus on terrorism should not be allowed to obscure Mexico's concerns. "I ask myself, is it necessary to choose between the two issues?" he said. 

In any case, the exact wording of any resolution is always vital at the UN. Since the drafting process generally takes place in English, that might be thought to give the Anglophone countries an advantage, but it can cause its own problems. 

There is still dispute whether Resolution 242, passed 35 years ago, calls on Israel to withdraw from "the territories it conquered" or just "territories it conquered", a profound distinction. It depends on whether you read the English text or the French version, which is equally official. 

Who's on the council 

Permanent members: China, France, Russian Federation, United Kingdom, United States 

Temporary members (elected by the general assembly for two-year terms): Bulgaria, Cameroon, Colombia, Guinea, Ireland, Mauritius, Mexico, Norway, Singapore, Syrian Arab Republic

 The United Nations of America 

John O'Farrell

Saturday September 14, 2002

The Guardian 

American officials are currently lobbying hard at the UN. It's the name they don't like: "United Nations" - there's something not quite right about it. 

"We're prepared to compromise..." they say. "You can keep the first word." 

"United?" 

"Yeah, but that second bit sounds wrong - what other words are there?" 

"United Countries?" 

"No..." 

"United Places? 

"No, no, there must be another word for nation or country..." 

"State?" 

"Hmmm... United States, yes that has a ring to it. So we'll call it the 'United States' with its HQ in the United States... Now this UN flag; we're prepared to compromise - you can keep some of the blue, but it needs a bit of red and white in there as well." 

George Bush is trying to hijack the UN. Delegates thought it was just a routine peacetime trip. They were settling back in their seats for a snooze when suddenly a scary-looking American president broke through the flimsy doors into the UN's cockpit, grabbed the controls and tried to steer it into a catastrophe. Will anyone have the courage to overpower him or will they nervously sit it out, hoping that they might somehow survive? 

Of course he tried to appear conciliatory and courteous. But Bush's speech to the UN this week was like a headteacher pretending to respect the newly formed school council. It's not that he was patronising to the UN, but at one point he stopped his monologue and shouted: "Canada! Are you chewing? Get up here and spit it out!" 

His message was that the only way to ensure UN policy was implemented was to change it to American policy. Some of the more subversive translators were having great fun. Bush said: "Will the United Nations serve the purpose of its founding or will it be irrelevant?" And into the headphones of one European minister came the translation: "Listen, suckers, I'm going to bomb who the bloody hell I like, so sod the lot of you!" 

"The world now faces a test and the UN a defining moment..." continued Dubya as African leaders heard him apparently saying, "I've never heard of half your countries! Why are you wearing those funny costumes? I might bomb you next! I've got B52s and sidewinders and everything. Neeeeeoooow, boom! Bang! Ker-pow!" 

Despite his efforts, Bush does not have the backing of the international community and so makes the most of his support from the British foreign secretary. Diplomatically he is a drowning man clutching at Jack Straws. 

The UN, admittedly, is not the speediest means of deciding policy. At the beginning of the Afghan conflict a UN committee sat down to hammer out a resolution and this week they nearly agreed on whether it was "Taliban" with an "i" or "Taleban" with an "e". But changing the world takes time. It is a laborious and painstaking process. 

In north London an extended campaign by local residents recently managed to prevent a branch of Starbucks opening in their area. In my road another Starbucks has just opened and someone keeps smashing the windows. (It's amazing what you can get the cubs to do in Bob-A-Job week.) Bombing Baghdad is the diplomatic equivalent of protesters who smash windows. It makes them feel tough and hard; it's quick and easy but it doesn't actually make anything better for the people who really need help. It's instant espresso politics to go. 

Meaningful change is brought about by long-term strategies, patience, painstaking persuasion and taking people with you. In this crisis we have to ensure that the UN is the ultimate authority; it has to agree a meaningful line and then eventually we might find a way to rid the world of the new Starbucks in my road. 

Saddam might seem a little harder to shift, but quick wars don't bring long-term peace. American foreign policy is like their television. It has to keep jumping from one thing to another because the president has the remote control in his hand and his attention span is very limited. That thrilling adventure Take Out the Taliban! held his interest for a short while, but now the explosive open ing action sequence is over and it's got bogged down in the complex story of rebuilding a war-torn country. Bush's finger is hovering over that button itching to see if there's any more exciting stuff somewhere else. 

"Don't you want to stick with this and see how Afghanistan turns out?" asks Colin Powell. 

"Nah, it's got boring now." 

"But we don't even know if they catch Bin Laden..." 

"Ooh wow, look what's on CNN! 'Bombers Over Baghdad!' Let's see if this baddie Saddam gets it instead..." 

A war on Iraq will not make the world a safer place. Perhaps the only way to make US policy successful is radically to change the aims. Then as the troops are brought home and the flags are waved the White House could declare that it had definitely achieved all the objectives in Operation Kill All the Wrong People and Make the Problem Much Worse. 

· comment@guardian.co.uk 

Kurdish extremist leader arrested at airport 

Michael Howard

Saturday September 14, 2002

The Guardian 

The head of an extreme armed Kurdish Islamist group with suspected links to al-Qaida was arrested yesterday at Amsterdam airport after being deported from Iran - alleged to be one of the group's backers. 

According to a report on Norwegian television, Mullah Krekar, leader of the Ansar Al Islam (supporters of Islam) group, which controls a string of remote villages in the Kurdish self-rule area of northern Iraq, was arrested after arriving on a KLM flight from Tehran. It is thought Mullah Krekar, who has a home in Oslo, was attempting to enter Iran - and from Tehran travel north to rejoin his group in the mountains of northern Iraq. 

Police in Oslo said yesterday that Krekar would be taken into custody if the Dutch authorities sent him to Norway. 

Authorities in Amsterdam refused to confirm or deny the arrest last night. 

Krekar's refugee status in Norway was revoked at the end of August after publicity surrounding his activities with Ansar. Krekar, a disciple of Abdullah Azzam, the founder of al-Qaida, had received a charity grant from Norway for his religious activities. 

Three weeks ago it emerged that the US had considered bombing Ansar's hideouts following reports they had chemical and biological weapons. 

Extradition of terror suspects ruled out 

EU will not expose prisoners to US death penalty 

Ian Black, European editor

Saturday September 14, 2002

The Guardian 

European Union countries will without exception refuse to extradite terrorist suspects to the US if they are liable to face capital punishment, Washington was told yesterday. 

The threat was made as EU interior and justice ministers meeting in Copenhagen, Denmark, prepared for talks today with the US attorney general, John Ashcroft. 

"The European human rights convention is not negotiable," the Danish justice minister, Lene Espersen, declared. 

"That means that no EU country will extradite suspects to the United States [if the death penalty might apply]." 

US officials have said that Washington could tackle this issue with the EU on a case-by-case basis, as it has done with individual member states. 

"The EU side needs to get some form of binding assurance that the death penalty would not be imposed," one Brussels diplomat said last night. 

"The US government can make clear that it would not seek the death penalty but it cannot bind judges. Everyone has to feel confident with the mechanism." 

Today's unprecedented meeting marks intensifying EU-US cooperation since the terrorist attacks of September 11 last year, though there are significant differences on legal and human rights issues and anxiety on the part of European civil liberties activists. 

"I am concerned that the pendulum may have swung too far to the detriment of our fundamental freedoms and rights," said Graham Watson, leader of the Liberal Democrats in the European parliament. 

The European independent civil liberties watchdog Statewatch has warned that the EU is failing to respect fundamental rights, but Denmark says that such are unfounded. 

Nevertheless, MEPs are concerned that the parliament is not being consulted, as it would have to be on internal EU anti-terrorism measures. 

Concern focuses on Washington's demand for information exchanges which could infringe EU privacy laws, its wishes on money laundering, border controls and security cooperation. 

But it is the death penalty that provokes the sharpest disagreement, some EU members refusing to release information about suspects in cases that could involve capital punishment. 

Germany, already angering the US by its strong opposition to a war on Iraq, refused to provide information last month on the so-called 20th hijacker, Zacarias Moussaoui, without a guarantee that it would not be used to secure a death sentence. 

Both sides will use today's meeting to establish political guidelines for their negotiators seeking an agreement on transatlantic mutual legal assistance and extradition. 

 

Dealing with Russia

Moscow has concerns of its own but must still back Bush

President Bush’s impressive performance at the United Nations has unleashed a flurry of diplomacy, as American officials begin to put together a coalition to confront Iraq. To one country, especially, Washington must now pay particular attention — Russia. Moscow has yet to be swayed by Mr Bush’s rhetoric. It has maintained its strong opposition to any military strike on Iraq. And it is voicing the disillusion within the Kremlin with the meagre results of President Putin’s decision to throw his weight behind Mr Bush’s war on terrorism. Russia is clearly now bargaining for greater national advantage. 

Yesterday John Bolton, the Under-Secretary of State for Disarmament, was in Moscow to urge Russia to support Washington’s ultimatum to Baghdad. He did not find the going easy. In talks with officials he insisted that Washington was aware of Russia’s interests — its qualms about unilateral US action, its trade deals with Iraq and its concern to recover what it can of Iraq’s long-standing debt, amounting to some £7 billion. He reminded the Russians that they had supported the US-led alliance in 1991, approved all the UN resolutions that Saddam Hussein is flouting and joined the war on terror because this was in Russia’s own interest. But he ran up against Moscow’s perceived resentment that it is being taken for granted. It is a feeling clearly stoked by the old guard, the military and nationalists suspicious of Mr Putin’s turn to the West. 

The immediate quarrel centres on the Administration’s criticism of Russia’s threats to Georgia. The Russians are infuriated that Georgia has so far done little to curb the activities of Chechen rebels who have fled across into the Pankisi Gorge and are using this valley as a haven in which to rearm and regroup. Moscow has repeatedly demanded that President Shevardnadze expel the fighters, or at least seal the border with Chechnya. His response is lamentable. At first, he denied that the Chechens were there; he then promised some action against them; but instead Georgia has invited in American military advisers, insisted that it has little control over the wild northern frontier and sheltered behind US diplomatic support while thumbing its nose at Moscow. 

President Putin insists that Russia has the right to defend itself against the attacks launched from Georgia, and has warned other world leaders in a letter that Moscow will strike at Chechen strongpoints. He has cited India’s threat to strike at Kashmiri militants’ camps in Pakistan and Israel’s bombing of the Hamas headquarters in Gaza as justification. More tellingly, he is now quoting Mr Bush’s words at the UN about “preventative measures” against countries from which threats come. America, however, has instead voiced stinging criticism, saying that it took “strong exception” to Mr Putin’s threats and would oppose unilateral action. 

Moscow feels aggrieved. But it has floated the notion that it could be persuaded to support a US strike — at a price. That would be US tolerance of Russian intervention in the Pankisi Gorge. Mr Bolton yesterday denied any such deal was offered. He had no choice. Russia cannot expect to be “rewarded” for joining in the fight against terrorism, something that it should support in any case as a member of the Security Council. Its own record in Chechnya would rouse opposition from human rights activists to a bargain. It would be sensible, however, for Washington to consider Mr Putin’s options through Russian eyes. Bringing Moscow on board a year ago was one of the triumphs of US diplomacy. The relationship still remains largely firm. But America has every right to expect support in tackling the evil in Baghdad, just as Moscow can ask for understanding in fighting Chechen terrorism.

 

We're not Bush's poodle but we should be his labrador

matthew parris

Returning to my telephone answering machine this week I found a perplexing message to an unnamed recipient and unconnected to this newspaper. “Just got your column about Iraq; interesting but we can’t use it. The Editor likes to keep things simple you know, hawks versus doves. Your argument doesn’t fit either slot. Thanks for sending it, anyway.” 

I had submitted no article on Iraq so this must have been a wrong number, but maybe I should have taken the message as a warning. I won’t, so here comes my own unslottable contribution. 

I am not sure America has decided to invade Iraq. Even if they have, they may lose their nerve. But if they invade I reckon there is a fair chance that regime-change may be swiftly and successfully accomplished without igniting any wider war. This would be the worst possible outcome for the world. 

Slot that. And add this. Yap though we columnists will, a British Cabinet has little choice but to support the Americans wholeheartedly, especially when they are wrong. It is our destiny. 

Let us start with the likelihoods, which, despite the noise this week, are still not as decidedly for war as may seem. The United States is determined to remove or at least disarm Saddam and in the end they will succeed; but we may be overlooking some brinkmanship on both sides. There is no point in demanding that someone yield unless you accompany this with a threat. I do not therefore see how the United States can avoid talking of war. Even if Washington suspects that in the end some sort of deal with Saddam may have to be reached, now would not be the time to hint at compromise. The recall of our Parliament may be part of the “hard cop” arm of the strategy. 

And the same is true on the Iraqi side. Saddam is a rational player. 

He too will not talk compromise yet. But if the Americans do persuade the United Nations to back an ultimatum about new weapons inspections, he may begin to play games, agreeing to talk about a return of the inspectors. Then the whole thing could slither towards a protracted wrangle about terms. 

Plainly, if the ultimatum comes from the UN Security Council, the Security Council should be the judge of whether their ultimatum has been met, and here is scope for further jaw-jaw. The Americans must know this so I find their willingness to try the UN route interesting. Any Pentagon hawk impatient for war will have warned the President that recourse to the UN invites a slipping of focus. Tony Blair may deserve credit for urging this on George W. Bush but the White House know what they are doing, and Mr Blair may have been pushing at an open door. 

Now the United Nations is involved I think there is a fair chance maybe 50-50 that in six months we will still be talking about inspections. 

But of course the UN may refuse to oblige Washington with an ultimatum. Or they may oblige and get from Saddam a two-fingered salute or a response so time-wasting as to provoke America into elbowing the UN aside and acting unilaterally. 

If so we shall have war. 

Whether for or against this war we should take an honest view of what it will be about. It will not be about al-Qaeda or the war on terrorism. Any fair-minded person must conclude that the US (and Mr Blair) have deftly substituted for the pursuit of bin Laden and his crew a new war aim for which the argument could equally have been canvassed before September 11. 

In their characteristically sloppy way both the British Prime Minister and the US President are relying on little more than a general perception, enhanced by the destruction of the World Trade Centre, that there are some very bad people in the world who quite possibly wish each other well, and who must be removed urgently. That may be true, but Iraq is a state, not an undercover terrorist network or (so far as we have been shown) a key sponsor of any such network. 

Nor would this invasion be about upholding international law: not, anyway, unless Mr Blair and Mr Bush can arrange to go to war as agents of the United Nations. That is probably Mr Blair’s preference but I have a hunch it is not Washington’s. America is not a supplicant. Commentators on this side of the Atlantic who earnestly explain how an “international coalition” could be assembled may be missing the point: Americans no longer see themselves as the policeman of other people’s laws; America polices America’s law. To get international applause would gratify Washington. To seek international permission, however, would not. That might suggest Washington needs it. Note how America’s latest stepping-back from the brink has been termed a “challenge” to the United Nations when in fact it is a request. 

America needs nobody’s say-so to protect either her own interests or what she sees as civilisation. She has the weapons, the armed forces and the will to do it on her own, anywhere in the world. No other nation does, and there is nobody to stop her. I am not sure that in Europe we have quite woken up to this yet. Pitched for half a century between two great, opposed Cold War equals, Europeans had become accustomed to influence beyond our weight. But now there is only one great power and we can have as many opinions as we like, we can bark until we are hoarse at the wheels of the onward-rolling American pantechnicon, but onward it rolls. There comes a point when you wonder whether barking is much use. 

This European failure to adjust to a new perspective is leading some of my fellow war critics, I think, to a second misapprehension. They rail against Mr Bush personally, as though his own stupidity and lack of sophistication were the engine of US policy. He does not come across as a deep or thoughtful man but he is not the engine, and no President, however sophisticated or wise, will drive the engine for long unless he steers where the national will directs. The national will is a cloudy thing, neither so focused as to know that America must invade such-and-such a country on such-and-such a date, nor so unfocused as to be insensible to the humiliation if America, whose might is unmatched in the world, does not tend to get her way. 

Bush is the instrument, not the origin, of US machismo. 

And there is a third mistake most of my fellow doves are making. When passionately convinced a policy is wrong in principle, one should take care not to become uncritically receptive to advice that it will fail in practice. As one who opposed (and opposes) Nato involvement in the Balkans, I am proud to have allowed from the start that the bombing might in military terms succeed. As one who opposed (and opposes) the invasion and attempted rebuilding of Afghanistan, I am proud to have acknowledged at the outset that bombing might achieve its immediate purpose, and a puppet state be created. And I am not now so confident of my own military expertise as to deny that, if the Pentagon calculates Saddam may be removable by military means, the Pentagon may be right. 

It could even prove a pushover. That is what I fear. Such a victory would reinforce worldwide an impression already growing: that no country inimical to American interests is safe from American attack. 

The consequences of such a perception would be immense, perverse, and mostly peaceful. Again my fellow doves are wrong to predict an unending series of US invasions; after one or two pushovers there would be peace because nations would stop standing up to the Americans. 

Nobody’s interests and certainly not Europe’s would be unaffected by this new hegemony. Terrorism would then become the only available weapon against it. 

Or one could join it of course. I suspect that is Britain’s destiny, mostly because of language. Working from 10pm until 3am on Thursday night, I kept BBC Radio 5 Live on in the background. In five hours of news, gossip and human interest, there was not a single item from or about the continent of Europe. Everything foreign to which successive programmes bent an ear came from over the Atlantic. If we cannot have Pax Britannica, then calling Pax Americana “Pax Atlantica” instead would be some kind of compensation. No longer emperors, we would at least be associated in our cousins’ empire. Mischievous Tories should congratulate Mr Blair on thinking better of his election pledge: “A Labour Government will never be isolated in Europe.” 

I am unsettled by American imperialism and cringe at our Prime Minister’s support for it. But I am a columnist and bark at other people’s wheels for my living. A prime minister’s job is to carve what advantage he can for his own country and Mr Blair may have concluded that, as Britain cannot pilot this pantechnicon, we might as well climb on the back. I’ll stay barking from the ditch but I understand where Mr Blair is taking my country, and I understand why.

 

September 11 suspect held in Pakistan raid

From Zahid Hussain in Islamabad

A SENIOR member of al- Qaeda accused of helping to plan the September 11 attacks has been arrested in Pakistan, US officials said last night. 

The suspect was named as Ramzi bin al-Shibh, a Yemeni citizen who was the room-mate of Mohammed Atta, the suspected leader of the hijackers. 

Bin al-Shibh, 30, was refused an American visa at least four times before September 11. He is suspected of planning to join the 19 hijackers involved in the attacks. 

He was arrested in Karachi on Wednesday in a joint raid by Pakistani forces and US intelligence officers. Two suspects were killed in the raid and five captured. Six Pakistani police officers were wounded. 

Sources in Pakistan said initially that they believed the man who had been arrested was Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, 38, who is suspected of being the mastermind behind the September 11 attacks. 

The Arab satellite network al-Jazeera ran a taped interview with bin al-Shibh and Mohammed this week in which they affirmed that Osama bin Laden was personally involved in planning the September 11 attacks. 

Bin al-Shibh also appeared in a videotape recovered by US forces in Afghanistan at the home of al-Qaeda’s military chief, Mohammed Atef, who died in a US air raid. Bin al-Shibh shared a room with Atta in Hamburg. After he had entered the United States, Atta communicated with bin al-Shibh in German through the internet. He posed as a student in America contacting his girlfriend in Germany. 

They referred to the targets as university departments. The World Trade Centre was the “faculty of town planning”, Atta’s academic speciality. 

One of the suspected hijackers had tried to enroll bin al-Shibh in a flight school in Florida. After bin al-Shibh was unable to get into the United States, the leaders of the plot may have tried to find someone else to take part in the hijacking of the fourth aircraft, senior FBI officials have said. 

Bin al-Shibh is mentioned repeatedly in the indictment of Zacarias Moussaoui, the only person charged in the United States in connection with the attacks. The court documents mention bin al-Shibh’s failed attempts to enter the United States and give details of various money transfers he made to the hijackers and to Mr Moussaoui. 

In his interview bin al-Shibh said that he and other al-Qaeda followers were elated when they watched the news of the hijacked aircraft. 

“The brothers shouted Allahu akbar! Thanks to God and cried,” he said in the al-Jazeera interview. 

The network said that the taped interview had been made in Karachi. 

Authorities believe that bin al-Shibh fled Germany for Pakistan before September 11. German authorities had issued an international arrest warrant for him. 

A correspondent for al-Jazeera claimed to have interviewed bin al-Shibh and Mohammed at a secret location in Pakistan. The men admitted being central figures in the September 11 plot, and claimed that the US Congress had been another target that day. 

In the broadcast, a voice purported to be that of bin al-Shibh said that the hijackers were instructed to take over the aircraft 15 minutes after take-off. “That was the best time and they were very brave,” he said. 

·  US officials have confirmed that five men of Yemeni descents have been arrested in the Buffalo, New York, area in connection with a terrorist investigation. The officials said the men are suspected of being part of a terror cell on US soil.

 

Daily Telegraph 

Leader Schröder's cynical gamble

(Filed: 14/09/2002) 

It has been an extraordinary transformation. Yesterday, Gerhard Schröder reiterated his opposition to Germany's taking part in any military action against Iraq. Yet this is the same man, the first chancellor born since the Second World War, who has sought to show that his country has got over its unease about projecting power beyond the confines of Nato. Deployments in Kosovo and Afghanistan have been the most striking fruits of that policy, reinforcing German claims to a permanent seat on the United Nations Security Council.

Mr Schröder's change of tack was born of desperation in early August, when there seemed to be no hope of overhauling his conservative challenger, Edmund Stoiber, before the general election on September 22. His handling of the floods helped narrow the gap, since when he has successfully diverted attention from his poor economic record to the looming crisis over Iraq. By ruling out German participation in a second Gulf war, he has tapped into a pacifist streak at home and turned the tables on his opponents. Three polls yesterday put the Social Democrats between two and three points ahead of their CDU/CSU rivals.

Domestically, the chancellor's cynical gamble, backed with equal cynicism by his Green foreign minister, Joschka Fischer, is paying off. Within the Western alliance, it leaves the country extraordinarily isolated. The two men have opened up the most glaring gap between the German and American governments on a foreign policy issue since the war.

After George W. Bush's powerful challenge to UN delegates on Thursday, an SPD victory faces Berlin with the prospect of being the one major Nato member not to take part in an invasion of Iraq. The government is apparently trying to convince Washington that it remains committed to the war on terror by suggesting that it assume command, with the Dutch, of the International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan early next year. But that will be a sideshow once Iraq is engaged.

By his own admission, Mr Schröder has failed on the economy. Now he is demonstrating that he is an unreliable ally as well. The pity is that Mr Stoiber, whose economic record is good and who has not closed the door over Iraq, has proved such a poor campaigner.

 Labour attacks Blair's 'gung-ho' war plan

By George Jones, Political Editor

(Filed: 15/09/2002) 

Tony Blair was facing deepening Labour disquiet over Iraq last night despite President George W Bush's promise to seek United Nations support for action to force Saddam Hussein to give up his weapons of mass destruction.

The renewed criticism overshadowed a long-awaited declaration of support for Mr Blair's plans by Gordon Brown, the Chancellor of the Exchequer.

Mr Bush said yesterday that it was "highly doubtful" that Iraq would comply with UN resolutions and made clear that war was all but inevitable. 

Tariq Aziz, the Iraqi deputy prime minister, raised the tension when he rejected the demand for unconditional access for UN weapons inspectors.

As military preparations reached a new pitch, it emerged that a team of British planners has begun to identify targets in Iraq for an escalation of attacks by American and British aircraft.

Reports from the United States suggested that American and British special forces were already in western Iraq to prevent Saddam deploying Scud missile launchers for an attack on Israel.

At the same time, around 6,000 British troops were preparing to move stores and equipment to Marchwood, near Southampton, for a major logistics exercise.

The growing prospect of British troops being involved in an American-led action against Iraq provoked renewed discontent among Labour's rank and file.

Chris Smith, the former culture secretary, said that an attack on Iraq could result in a "disintegration of the international coalition on terrorism", with potentially disastrous consequences for stability in the Middle East.

In an interview for GMTV's Sunday Programme, to be broadcast tomorrow, Mr Smith said: "My sense is that the Labour Party overwhelmingly is extremely anxious about what is happening here. People don't think we should be going gung-ho into a military conflict."

Mr Smith urged the Cabinet to restrain the Prime Minister over any attack.

Gerald Kaufman, a veteran backbencher, said he would support military action if it was authorised by a UN resolution on the basis of Iraq refusing to comply with demands to disarm. 

But Mr Blair should say "no" to Mr Bush "if the UN doesn't pass a resolution authorising action and America decides to take action anyhow", Mr Kaufman told BBC News 24's One to One programme.

A member of Labour's national executive committee, Ann Black, said party members were considering resigning their membership because they were "alarmed and disturbed" by Mr Blair's stance on Iraq. But she said many in the party would accept an explicit UN authorisation of the use of force.

Mark Seddon, the editor of the Left-wing Tribune and another member of the executive, accused Mr Blair of failing to consult the Cabinet over Iraq. "I wonder if he is aware of the strength of feeling out there in the country and in his own party," he said.

But prospects of a serious Cabinet rift receded yesterday when the Chancellor broke his long silence on the issue and pledged his full support for Mr Blair's stance.

In an interview with the Financial Times, Mr Brown said the Government must have the strength to take the right decisions. 

"The international community should not, and cannot, tolerate or leave unaddressed the issue of a regime that proliferates chemical, biological and potentially also nuclear weapons in absolute defiance of international agreements," Mr Brown said.

Asked whether there were serious divisions on Iraq in the Cabinet, Mr Brown replied: "I believe the Government will act as one. I am not going to speculate beyond that."

His backing will come as a relief for Mr Blair at a time when other ministers, including Robin Cook, the Leader of the Commons, and Clare Short, the International Development Secretary, have let it be known they have doubts about how far Britain should go in backing Mr Bush.

Peter Mandelson, the former Northern Ireland secretary, said Mr Blair had been able to exercise influence over the American president, helping to persuade Mr Bush to work through the UN, because he had demonstrated loyalty as an ally.

"His opinions and his counsel would have weighed heavily with the President because the President has a lot of respect and a lot of regard for Tony Blair's views and his position," Mr Mandelson said.

The MoD insisted yesterday it was not stockpiling materiel for shipment to the Gulf and that the movement of troops at Marchwood, a military port near Southampton, was part of a long-planned logistics exercise.

The exercise, Operation Log Viper, which begins tomorrow, will see regular troops and Territorial Army reserves move ammunition, medical supplies, petrol and clothing to Marchwood and RAF Woodbridge in Suffolk.

The MoD insisted that it had nothing to do with preparations for an attack on Iraq.

"There is no stockpiling of ammunition or other stores at ports," one senior MoD official said. "Most of the boxes being used for the exercise are empty."

British officials dismissed as "highly speculative" leaks to The Telegraph that up to 30,000 British troops could begin moving to the Gulf at the end of September and complete the deployment by the end of the year. 

"December would be the most likely time to begin any military operations as the desert temperatures will have receded," said the official.

 

Independent Rupert Cornwell: Be warned, this President means what he says

George Bush has now cleverly turned the argument against the UN: it can't enforce its own resolutions

14 September 2002

First, a confession. I have changed my mind. I did believe that, when push came to shove, war against Iraq would not happen. International opinion would deter Washington, and, after a summer of sabre-rattling, normal service would be resumed.

No longer. What finally persuaded me, of course, was President Bush's speech to the United Nations this week. But that speech was no more than the logical conclusion to what Dick Cheney and Donald Rumsfeld have long been saying – and, it should be noted, never publicly contradicted by that supposed leader of His American Majesty's loyal Republican opposition, Colin Powell.

The great Republican revolt has fizzled. As I and many others pointed out, the objections of Brent Scowcroft, James Baker and other members of Bush Snr's old high command were always about style, rather than substance. No one disputed that Saddam was a nasty and dangerous piece of work to be got rid of. The question was whether you went through the motions at the UN first.

Bush has now done so, in the process cleverly turning the argument against the UN: what's the value of a world body if it can't enforce the resolutions it does pass? Both America's allies and its homegrown "multilateralists" – including Colin Powell – are happy. The Security Council is being consulted; but even if it withholds formal benediction, the US will make its own decision regardless. Kosovo, moreover, provides a very recent precedent. Certain of Russian opposition, the Nato allies never even went to the Security Council for approval of the bombing campaign against Slobodan Milosevic. In the end, Russia gave a tacit green light anyway.

So much, then, for Iraq seen through the international prism. If anything, the domestic political logic for military action is even more compelling.

As a politician, Bush's strongest selling point is decisiveness. "Moral clarity" (ie his way of submitting issues and individuals to a good-versus-evil litmus test and then going with his gut instinct) is regarded by Europeans as simplistic nonsense. But it worked well enough when al-Qa'ida was the foe, and it looks as if it will work once more now that Saddam has been resurrected as the embodiment of evil.

This President projects himself as a straightshooter, patient but not to be deflected, a man who could not be more different from the evasive and emollient Bill Clinton. Unlike my predecessor, Bush indicates, if I say something I mean it. But if Saddam were to call an American bluff yet again, that reputation would crumble, and the consequences could be dire indeed. The tough guy had blinked, after all, and the Democrats would make hay.

Never forget that in this autumn of 2002, the White House has one overriding domestic goal: to secure re-election two years hence of a President who won last time only after the shenanigans in Florida, having lost the popular vote to Al Gore. Remove George Bush from his pedestal as War President, and you are then left with a leader presiding over an economy perhaps on the brink of a double-dip recession, a leader at the head of an administration viewed as patron of a corporate class that is now tarred with scandal.

But at home, too, the UN speech appears to be doing the trick. Many uneasy multilateralists on Capitol Hill are already sounding happier. My guess is that Bush will win Congressional approval, just as I suspect most of America's allies will, however reluctantly, swing behind him, now that the UN has been brought into the process.

It would be wonderful, of course, if Saddam caved in, allowing UN inspectors speedy and total access, so that the weapons of mass destruction, if not necessarily the man himself, are removed without a shot being fired. Bush would have scored a tremendous triumph, even without "regime change". But the chances of that are remote; far more likely, Saddam the brilliant tactical prevaricator will yet again prove the strategic lunatic, just as he was in 1980 with Iran, and in 1990 when he invaded Kuwait.

In which case a loathsome dictator will be attacked and driven from power.

Try as I will, I cannot see how that will not be a boon to Iraq, to the region and to the world in general. Except for one thing.

My misgivings revolve around another country in the region, whose name also begins with I. It was born amid terrorism of the sort Bush decries today. It does not merely pursue nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, but already possesses them. It, too, is in breach of various UN resolutions.

Why on earth cannot the US see the blindingly obvious and truly lean on Israel as it girds for war against Iraq?

The most valid arguments against a campaign in Iraq are that it will reinforce the Arabs' conviction that the US is at root anti-Arab, and that it will destroy the coalition assembled for the "war against terrorism". But the Arab component of that "coalition" – most obviously Saudi Arabia – has never seemed particularly resolute. Nothing would strengthen that coalition more than the sight of the US reading the riot act to Ariel Sharon over settlements and Israel's return to its 1967 borders. But it won't happen. Of that we may be as sure as we are that Bush will go to war against Iraq.

rupertcornwell@hotmail.com 

This time, Israelis fear Saddam may use germ warfare attack

By Justin Huggler in Jerusalem

14 September 2002

The Israeli press greeted George Bush's speech to the UN unequivocally: war is coming to the Middle East again and it is a war in which Israelis expect their country to be targeted by Iraq.

"Declaration of war," said the headline in Yedioth Ahronoth. "On the way to war," said Ma'ariv. Israeli government officials have lobbied for war against Iraq, but no one doubts what this could mean. In a front page news analysis, Yedioth Ahronoth spelt out the stark prospect. "By the end of November, Israel must be prepared again for the possibility of non-conventional weapons in the Middle East," it said. That means the prospect of chemical or biological warheads fired from Iraq at Israel.

The Iraqi Trade Minister, Mohammad Mehdi Salih, in an interview with the United Arab Emirates newspaper Al-Khaleej, warned yesterday that "Israel will suffer a profound and an unforgettable strike if it interferes in the war".

During the Gulf War, the air raid sirens sounded over Israeli cities and there was a scramble to get into gas masks or reach shelters. Although Iraq fired Scud missiles at Israel, no "non-conventional" payloads came with them.

But no one is banking on it being the same this time around. For one thing, in 1991, under intense US pressure, Israel agreed not to respond to attacks from Iraq. This time, the government of Ariel Sharon has made it clear it has no intention of being so restrained. Yesterday, newspapers were speculating about whether Israel would wait for an Iraqi missile attack to respond, or try to launch pre-emptive strikes. Israeli ministers were quietly expressing satisfaction with Mr Bush's speech. The only reason there has not been a louder response is believed to be that the US has leant on the government to keep quiet. It believes Israeli statements have been making it hard to gather international support, in particular among Arab states.

There is support for war among the Israeli people as well, but there is also, in some quarters, nervousness.The government is trying to replace old gas masks and ensure everyone has one.The mayor of Ramat Gan, a municipality near Tel Aviv, has made contingency plans to evacuate the population to a tent city in the event of a missile attack. The neighbouring municipality, Givatayim, has bought filters for a nearby reservoir in case of chemical contamination.

But, for all these precautions, there is not a general atmosphere of alarm. One Tel Aviv resident, who lived through the Iraqi Scud attacks, said: "I want war. Iraq is dangerous for the whole Middle East. I'm not afraid. I've lived through plenty of wars."

World's press reacts to Bush's address 

France 

Le Monde comments that President George Bush's insistence on a United Nations resolution for eliminating Iraq's weapons of mass destruction is "apparently, simply to enforce UN resolutions on Iraq. In fact, it will be a way of enshrining the new strategic doctrine of 'pre-emptive war'. While Europeans say they are wary of such a doctrine, the Chinese and Russians can already see its advantage." Libération says that Mr Bush's speech was a "change of tactic but a reaffirmation of the stated goal, that is the elimination of Saddam Hussein and his regime". 

Russia 

Commentators note the coincidence between Mr Bush's speech about Iraq and President Vladimir Putin's letter to the UN Security Council threatening to attack Chechen rebels in Georgia. Izvestiya says: "The two situations practically mirror each other." Kommersant says Georgian officials "are afraid that the US will sacrifice Georgia for the sake of its operation against Iraq ... Of course, [Russia] does not expect US blessing for a special operation in Pankisi gorge, but ... Moscow hopes very much for a neutral or not too negative reaction from Washington." 

United States 

The Washington Post says that while President Bush's speech was "powerful in outlining Saddam Hussein's relentless drive to acquire deadly weapons, [it] was less clear in explaining why it is urgent to confront Iraq immediately, when the battle to neutralise al-Qa'ida is far from over". According to The New York Times, Mr Bush must now "demonstrate sincerity about working closely with the UN on Iraq, and developing a thoughtful and resourceful plan. He must not treat the speech as a symbolic gesture that can quickly be set aside to make way for an American attack." 

Iraq 

Al-Thawra, the newspaper of the ruling Ba'ath party, accused President Bush of wanting to "exploit the international body as a tool serving and giving legitimacy to his aggressive schemes against Iraq". 

 Robert Fisk: Glimmers of hope and decency during a bad week for Arabs in America

14 September 2002

This week was a bad week to be an Arab in America. It wasn't, frankly, a great week to be an English journalist either, with a message to a university audience on the eve of 11 September about the failings and injustice of US policy in the Middle East – especially when the 2,000 people who came to listen included relatives of those so savagely slaughtered a year ago.

George Mason University is in Fairfax, Virginia, just across the county line from Arlington, where Patriot missiles were positioned to ensure America's attackers did not return.

Hanan Ashrawi, among the sanest and least radical of Palestinians, was in Virginia, lambasted in a co-ordinated campaign by pro-Israeli lobby groups and Christian fundamentalists so virulent in their remarks that the Bush administration gave her bodyguards.

"Never have I experienced language like this," she told me. Her daughter Zena – a student at George Mason – says that she did not leave home for days after the attacks last year.

Other Arab students said they could not bear to watch television for the past year. "The coverage is so anti-Muslim, so anti-Arab that it is disgusting for me to watch," a young woman – who wore an Islamic headscarf – announced. "You can see the effect of the television, the way people look at us. They don't say anything. But it's in their eyes."

Even before my flight from the Middle East had landed at Dulles airport, a columnist in the local Richmond Times, rejoicing in the name of A Barton Hinkle, condemned the university for inviting me to speak. As the US commemorates one of its saddest days, he wrote, Fisk was the "wrong choice" as a speaker and trotted out the usual lies: because Fisk suggests that US policy in the Middle East has created so much Arab hatred, he was "a terrorist excuser", "a terrorist enabler", "a terrorist apologist".

By breakfast time, the president of the university – chastened by Hinkle's slanderous remarks – was in heated conversation with the Provost, Peter Stearns, who vigorously defended the university's right to invite a journalist to speak about 11 September in a context outside that of the sorrow and grief which the university would be recognising the next day. And by the evening, 2,000 Americans – the majority without any Middle East origins but with Jewish and Arab Americans among them – turned up. I spoke about the international crimes against humanity of 11 September – as well as the wickedness of Palestinian suicide bombers. I also talked about the massacre of Palestinians in Beirut 20 years ago, with its death toll well over half that of 11 September. Would those Palestinian victims be commemorated, I asked?

There was fierce criticism among the audience of their own media coverage of 11 September, its mawkishness, its refusal to ask questions about the motives of that terrible crime. I could sense eyes moving suspiciously over the faces of the Muslim students with whom I breakfasted this week. But I could also feel the same gaze on a Jewish friend who had lunch with me in New York. All, I suppose, were of "Middle Eastern appearance". Or was this my imagination? Wasn't it, in truth, a tribute to Americans – not to their government – that they could still treat innocent Arabs with respect, that they could encourage a foreign journalist to give a lecture about America's injustice in the Middle East just a day before the anniversary of 11 September?

I flew from Washington National to New York's La Guardia airport. In the pre-flight security check queue, an Egyptian was in front me. He was dark-skinned and his English was poor. The security staff could hear him speaking in Arabic. But they took his boarding card without a word and cheerfully wished him a good flight on this, the most terrible anniversary for anyone – let alone an Arab – to fly to New York. It was I with my distinctly European features, who received the random check; shoes off, computer examined, passport scrutinised.

There were almost 200 empty seats on the flight – the skies over New York must have been haunted by more than enough ghosts that morning – although it's still eery to find how, on the approach to La Guardia, you still instinctively look west over Manhattan and search for the twin towers.

On my way back to Washington, I took a cab for La Guardia driven by a Korean. He wanted to talk about 11 September and Arabs. "The Arabs here knew. You see, most of my fellow drivers are Arabs. But from 7 in the morning of 11 September, they were off the streets. They'd all been told not to work in Manhattan after 7am. I didn't see any Arab drivers after that time. Well, of course! They had been warned in advance."

First, the lie was against the Jews: American Jews had been told not to go to work at the World Trade Centre on 11 September, so this pernicious rumour went – they were behind the crimes. Now, as I bumped towards the East river, I was getting the flip side of this mendacious tale: the Arabs of New York were behind 11 September. Surely, I thought, the time must come when the Jews and Arabs of America unite to protect each other.  

Leader A decade on, Black Wednesday still casts its malign shadow over us

14 September 2002

The pro-Europeans in this country got it wrong when Margaret Thatcher was finally forced, the month before she was toppled, to join the European exchange rate mechanism. It was the wrong time to join and the pound joined at the wrong rate. But when it all went belly-up, 10 years ago on Monday, it had unexpected but long-lasting effects on British politics.

That moment, when Chancellor Norman Lamont emerged from the Treasury to announce that the Government had withdrawn from the ERM, seriously damaged the pro-European faction within the party and tipped the party's centre of gravity decisively towards Euroscepticism.

More importantly, it destroyed the Conservative reputation for competent economic management. The party has still not recovered. The paradox was that this helped ensure the election of a pro-European Labour Party five years ago.

Yet the shadow of Black Wednesday – quickly renamed White Wednesday by the prematurely-celebrating sceptics – still casts its malign restraining influence over this Government. Surely it is time for Tony Blair to cast off this unnecessary encumbrance, based as it is on a misreading of history.

Yes, the pro-Europeans got it wrong about the ERM. But the ERM was not simply about support for the emerging programme of monetary union. One of the main reasons for joining was the worry about inflation – an immediate danger after Nigel Lawson's "blip" and the bubble in the housing market.

Mr Lawson was the main driving force behind joining the ERM, although it happened only after he had resigned over the issue. Yet he was always an opponent of monetary union. He wanted a semi-fixed exchange rate because he thought it was the only protection against the endless loop of inflation and devaluation.

That turned out to be misguided, because it took too little account of the different cycles of the British and Continental economies – and the opportunity this would provide for aggressive currency speculation. But the part of the pro-European argument that should have been untouched was the case for monetary union. Inevitably, it, too, was contaminated by the fallout from 16 September 1992, but the perspective of a decade ought now to allow a reappraisal.

The reasons why Britain should adopt the euro are less to do with the control of inflation – independence for the Bank of England has already provided much of the credibility required to reassure the markets about the long term. The reasons are to do with exploiting to the full the stability and efficiency of a single European market – and with the politics and the culture of Britain's leading place in the European Union.

Yet the opponents of Britain adopting the euro continue to rehearse the arguments that are essentially those against the ERM. Mr Lamont this week repeated the tired old complaint about a "one size fits all" interest-rate policy. That is, as he discovered, a fatal problem in a semi-fixed exchange rate system when economies are out of synch. But it is not so serious in a currency union. Britain already has differing economic conditions in the north and south, while in the eurozone Ireland has enjoyed the benefits of low interest rates with few ill effects.

Some degree of economic convergence is obviously desirable, but one of the best ways of ensuring that is for Britain to join – as soon as possible. A decade later, it is time to move out of the shadow of the ERM disaster. 

Financial Times editorial

Two last chances on Iraq
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President George W. Bush this week in effect issued two ultimatums: one to Saddam Hussein and the other to the United Nations. Mr Bush told the UN General Assembly on Thursday the Security Council had failed in its obligation to enforce the dis-armament of Iraq, as much as the Baghdad regime had refused to meet its obligations by serially flouting council resolutions.

The international authority that arose out of the ruins of the second world war and the wreckage of the League of Nations faced a "difficult and defining moment", he said. "Are Security Council resolutions to be honoured and enforced, or cast aside without consequence?"

Mr Hussein, for his part, would have to "immediately and unconditionally forswear, disclose and remove or destroy all weapons of mass destruction" if he wished to avert war and save his regime.

It was a clever speech, in which the administration forswore its unilateralist instincts and channelled its desire to settle the Iraq issue through the UN, challenging its more-multi- lateralist-than-thou allies to come up with the goods. It also addressed legitimate and pressing concerns that have to be met.

The way to do that is through a robust Security Council resolution requiring Baghdad to re-admit UN teams to carry out weapons inspections without any conditions, backed up by the credible threat of military action. But the president implied rather than stated this was the way forward. Beyond cataloguing the crimes of Mr Hussein's regime, moreover, and the Iraqi dictator's ambitions to continue to develop and acquire weapons of mass destruction (WMD), Mr Bush told us little we did not already know.

Bush's case

Speaking one day after the emotional commemoration of September 11, he elided Iraq into the "war" on terrorism, saying: "Our greatest fear is that the terrorists will find a short cut to their mad ambitions when an outlaw regime supplies them with the technologies to kill on a massive scale." Yet he did not make a clear and compelling case for war, based on new evidence.

The best available evidence was marshalled this week by the London-based International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS). It concluded Iraq probably had dangerous, residual WMD capabilities in chemical and above all biological arms. But its overall capability was "severely diminished" in comparison with the period just before the 1991 Gulf war - by the destruction of that war, subsequent bombing campaigns and, above all, the weapons uncovered and destroyed by UN inspectors before they were forced out in 1998. Nuclear weapons, the IISS judged, "seem the furthest from Iraq's grasp", unless it were to come by fissile material on the black market.

The US document on Iraq, released just before Mr Bush's speech, is a flimsier affair. Rather startlingly, there has been no "national intelligence estimate" or cross-agency judgment on Iraq's WMD capability since the Clinton administration.

The long-promised British dossier on Iraq is still awaited. But it is unlikely to take the case further than the sober IISS study, whose conclusions are mostly in the form of questions. But while a "killer fact" is unlikely to emerge, there will be a steady drumbeat of rhetoric and headlines. It is thus of paramount importance to keep the focus on the goal of disarmament.

Dubious contention

Mr Bush's contention, for example, that Iraq is the most likely state to furnish terrorists with some form of WMD is dubious. Nothing in Mr Hussein's infamous career suggests he would surrender to freelances any portion of the power, control and mystique he believes these weapons confer. He has all but staked his country on retaining some of his arsenal, believing it ensures his survival. There is arguably greater risk of such weapons falling into rogue hands in US-backed Pakistan, where domestic and regional instability threatens a military regime that has backed Islamist brigades in Afghanistan and Kashmir.

There can be no certainties; September 11 banished that. Nor, if inspections resumed in Iraq, would the results necessarily satisfy the US. All the more reason for Washington's allies to emphasise those of Mr Bush's words that touched on disarmament.

But if there is a new inspection regime, all Security Council members must back it to the hilt, without the divisive backsliding that undermined the 1991-98 campaign and so emboldened Baghdad to play cheat-and-retreat.

It is certainly a last chance for Mr Hussein. But in this last chance for the UN, the US, its most powerful member, must show good faith in giving it a real chance. It would be a big prize if concerted action short of war could draw the fangs of the Iraqi dictator and restore the authority and legitimacy of the UN - and save it from the fate of the League of Nations, destroyed by unilateral actions.

 

Mr Greenspan's tarnished legacy
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At first sight, the US economy seems to be ticking over quite happily. For example, yesterday's retail sales figures showed 0.8 per cent growth in August alone. But investors are nervous and US producers unhappy. More important is that everyone now knows that the late-1990s boom was not as good as was billed at the time. Continued consumer buoyancy in this climate is highly questionable; prolonged economic stagnation is possible; as is another recession if consumers retrench, realising they borrowed and spent more than was prudent.

When expectations are dis-appointed, the natural urge is to find somebody to blame. Top of the list is Alan Greenspan, chairman of the Federal Reserve. The charge against Mr Greenspan is simple: he allowed a stock market bubble fuelled by debt to develop; and the subsequent bust threatens sustained economic weakness. Mr Greenspan rejects this charge outright: it was not possible to spot the bubble until it burst, he says; and even if interest rates had been raised to stop the equity party, the pain of so doing would have been worse than the current problems.

Wisdom after the event

No reasonable jury could come to a quick verdict. First, monetary policy decisions are taken under uncertainty on the basis of the best available information at the time. Wisdom after the event should impress nobody. Second, Mr Greenspan's famed delphic utterances allow both sides to quote his past words selectively; few people insert more caveats into a speech. Third, the eventual outcome of the asset bubble is not known - and may not become clear for years. Fourth, it is impossible to say what would have happened had alternative policies been followed.

Snippets of confidence

But these difficulties are not insurmountable. First, evidence contradicts Mr Greenspan's defence. The most recent full transcripts of the Federal Open Market Committee in 1996 show the Fed chairman to be happy to talk about bubbles and the means of pricking them in September 1996. Second, Mr Greenspan lost sight of perhaps the most important concept in central banking: caution. From a reference to "irrational exuberance" in 1996, his enthusiasm grew until, in 2000, he regularly talked of a "once in a century acceleration of innovation", a "pivotal period in American economic history", where "I see nothing to suggest these opportunities [of high rate of return productivity enhancing investments] will peter out any time soon." This was damaging because, as the bubble inflated, markets were reassured by these snippets of Mr Greenspan's unaccustomed confidence. Third, Mr Greenspan protests too much. Forecasting errors are to be expected, so judgments made on uncertain evidence will sometimes be wrong. But Mr Greenspan is loath ever to admit past policy errors. He should learn that admitting mistakes would enhance rather than detract from his credibility.

To adapt one of his more recent memorable phrases, Mr Greenspan suffered from "infectious adulation" over the past few years. He began to believe the hype. He must now battle hard to save his reputation.

  

US seeks a tough UN motion on Iraq

By James Harding and Carola Hoyos in New York and Cathy Newman in London
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The US on Friday launched a diplomatic effort to frame a tough United Nations resolution on Iraq even as President George W. Bush said he was "highly doubtful" Saddam Hussein would meet its demands.

Mr Bush, who has signalled US preparedness to use military force but so far stopped short of an explicit threat of war, suggested he held out little hope of a diplomatic solution to the Iraqi threat. "I am highly doubtful he'll meet our demands. I hope he does, but I'm highly doubtful."

Tariq Aziz, Iraq's deputy prime minister, was defiant. "We do not accept President Bush's conditions . . . The return of inspectors without conditions will not solve the problem," he said.

Colin Powell, US secretary of state, on Friday met representatives of the UN security council as diplomats started to draft what one official described as "a resolution with teeth".

The US is determined to see within a matter of weeks a resolution that requires the Iraqi president to give up weapons of mass destruction, stop the support of terrorism and end the suppression of minorities. Mr Bush said the UN resolution should have a deadline of "days and weeks, not months".

US diplomats also want the UN resolution to give Mr Hussein a clear sense of the consequences of non-compliance.

Mr Powell and Jack Straw, the foreign secretary, on Friday met their counterparts from fellow permanent members of the UN security council - France, Russia and China. The US and the UK are expected to press for an "intrusive" inspections regime as part of the UN resolution.

World leaders welcomed Mr Bush's decision to engage the UN in its policy towards Baghdad but suspected the US had made up its mind to overthrow Mr Hussein.

The Pentagon has been working on war scenarios for Iraq and a state department official said the US had been doing "a lot of work internally" on the cost of cleaning up and reconstructing Iraq after a military operation.

Geoff Hoon, the defence secretary, and Donald Rumsfeld, his US counterpart, have worked out the broad outlines of Britain's military commitment to an attack on Iraq.

It had been expected that the UK would guarantee sending a division of 12,000-14,000 personnel. However, it is understood that Britain's involvement may be less substantial.

A Whitehall insider said the main emphasis would be on rapid deployment, logistics, aviation, maritime and special forces rather than ground troops.

The US and UK appear confident they will be able to garner sufficient support for a UN resolution on Iraq, despite apparent differences among members of the security council.

France, which maintains that the security council should issue an ultimatum, possibly followed by a resolution that could authorise the use of force, appeared to edge closer towards supporting the US.

On Friday Michele Alliot-Marie, France's defence minister, did not rule out French military assistance but said any decision regarding a campaign against Iraq had to be taken by the security council.

Diplomats think Russia and China are unlikely to use their veto to block a resolution. In Moscow, John Bolton, senior US state department official, predicted that Russia, which in the past has been Iraq's chief ally on the council, would eventually support the US.

US may 'rethink' policy on Russian action

By Robert Cottrell in Moscow

Published: September 14 2002 5:00 | Last Updated: September 14 2002 5:00

If Russia produces per-suasive evidence of terrorist bases in Georgia, the US may "rethink" its policy on the country, to consider a Russian role in anti-terrorist operations there, a senior US official indicated yesterday.

The official, who spoke anonymously, said President Vladimir Putin's ultimatum to Georgia this week, to clear out alleged terrorist bases from its Pankisi Gorge region or face Russian military intervention, marked a "dramatic ratcheting up" of the Russian stance.

A State Department spokesman said on Thursday: "We believe firmly that problems in the Pankisi Gorge should be addressed by the Georgian government and they are doing so."

But the US official indicated the US response was more pragmatic than such tough public statements from Washington suggested. In fact, said the official, the situation in Georgia was "not fully factored in" to US-Russian relations.

"The Russians have to make their case - what it is they are concerned about," he said. "We would like to learn much more about what the Russians think is there. I don't think we reject what they say in big-picture terms outright."

Russian commentators say Mr Putin is nakedly exploiting the US need for support in any action against Iraq.

As a permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, Russia's acquiescence would be crucial in any UN resolution on Iraq.

"Russia is offering to make no objection to how the US deals with Iraq, in return for no obstruction by the US in Russia's handling of Georgia," wrote Vremya MN, a

Russian newspaper, yesterday.

Georgia was likely to be a subject of discussion when Russian and US foreign and defence ministers met in Washington on September 20, said the US official.

He did not say what might follow if Russia did produce evidence of terrorism in Georgia. But US instructors are in the country, training and equipping local forces.

Russia blames Georgia for undermining efforts to end a long-running civil war in the Russian republic of Chech nya, which borders Georgia.

In a letter to world leaders on Thursday, Mr Putin accused Georgia of "turning a blind eye" when "bandits" from Chechnya crossed the border and took refuge in its territory. He accused Eduard Shevardnadze, Georgia's president, of "pandering to terrorism".

Unless Georgia took "practical actions to liquidate terrorists" on its soil, Russia would "take adequate measures", Mr Putin said.

On Russian television on Wednesday, he said terrorists in the Pankisi Gorge were linked to the September 11 attacks on the US. He had told the Russian army to consider possible strikes.

Mr Putin's tough language is also proving popular with the public and with conservative sections of the political establishment. Yesterday the Russian parliament voted to back Mr Putin's tough line.

But there are doubts about how successful unilateral Russian military action in Georgia might prove. "The current resources of the Russian armed forces would probably suffice to breach the territorial integrity of Georgia but they are clearly not enough to solve the problem of Chechen terrorists and any other terrorists," said Vremya MN.

Diplomats say economic factors also figure in Russia's bargaining over Iraq. Saddam Hussein's regime owes Russia at least $7bn in Soviet-era sovereign debt.

There was no "agreement" between the US and Russia that those interests would be protected by a new regime in Iraq, said the senior US official.

But the US believed Russia would have better commercial prospects in a post-Saddam Iraq.

But the official denied reports that the US had dropped its objections to Russia's construction of a nuclear power station in Bushehr in Iran.

The megaphone diplomat

By Haig Simonian
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A month ago, Gerhard Schröder's campaign for re-election on September 22 was in deep trouble. Trailing badly in the opinion polls, Germany's chancellor could not shift the focus away from unemployment, where he is most vulnerable.

In the space of a few weeks he has staged an astonishing recovery, thanks largely to his uncompromising hostility to military action in Iraq. Three opinion polls published on Friday showed Mr Schröder's Social Democrats leading the opposition Christian Democrats by between two and three points.

The chancellor's bold stand has earned him new support at home, but at the expense of his credibility abroad. "Incomprehension", "bafflement" and "bewilderment" are three of the politer words being used in western capitals to describe the reactions to Mr Schröder's criticism of US policy towards Iraq.

The German chancellor is not alone in doubting the wisdom of military action to depose Saddam Hussein. French president Jacques Chirac has expressed reservations about a move whose negative repercussions in the Middle East could outweigh any benefits. But while Mr Chirac has been subtle and nuanced, Mr Schröder has been brutally outspoken.

By turning Iraq into an election issue, Mr Schröder has mobilised large sections of his SPD, formerly disenchanted by his mixed record on the economy and unemployment in particular.

"Schröder urgently needed a theme to divert attention from unemployment," says Jürgen Falter, professor of politics at Mainz university. "And he knew the postwar distaste for violence cut right across party lines."

Mr Schröder's position on Iraq has galvanised support for the notionally pacifist Greens, his junior coalition partners. And it may have brought leftwing or anti-military SPD sympathisers back into the fold after toying with the former Communist party of Democratic Socialism, which has nibbled at the roots of both the SPD and the Greens with its uncompromising pacifism.

Electoral opportunism cannot entirely explain the chancellor's bold stand. "It's the sort of thing he loves," says Anne Marie Le Gloannec, head of a Franco-German social science research centre in Berlin. "He likes to be the man in the middle making waves."

Mr Schröder appears unconcerned that his independent-minded position on Iraq could strain relations with European partners. Relations with Mr Chirac have been tense because of sharp differences over European Union farm policy and institutional reform. The chancellor is aware that he is becoming a political oddity in a Europe that has shifted sharply to the right. And he makes no secret of the fact that he is not on the same political wavelength as conservatives such as Italy's Silvio Berlusconi and Spain's José Mara Aznar.

Recent reports of American rage appear to have encouraged Mr Schröder to be yet more assertive. "Germany has no reason to allow itself to be lectured by others," he told an enthusiastic crowd of 8,000 predominantly young supporters at a rally in the university city of Münster this week. "On the existential questions that decide German politics, the decisions are made in Berlin - in Berlin and nowhere else."

This message appears to contradict Germany's traditionally multilateral foreign policy. In the past four years, Mr Schröder has shown unprecedented readiness to participate in peacekeeping missions, whether in Kosovo, Macedonia or Afghanistan. Each, especially the latter two, came in spite of deep misgivings in the government's own ranks, entailing significant political risks.

"You have to distinguish," says Herfried Münkler, professor of politics at Berlin's Humboldt university. "In the Balkans, it was a matter of re-establishing democracy in failed states that were geographically close and economically linked to Germany."

"Afghanistan was geographically and politically much more distant. But this was a reaction to the September 11 terrorist attacks and the chancellor's promise of unlimited support for the US. In the case of Iraq, however, you're talking about attacking a functioning sovereign state, where the moral and political balance is far less clear."

Mr Schröder evidently sees two sides to the greater international responsibilities Germany has accepted. Berlin's willingness to take on a bigger international burden has also given it a greater right to raise its voice, he believes. In speech after speech, Mr Schröder has emphasised the fact that an essential aspect of friendship between nations includes the right to criticise. Anything else is "subservience".

Germany's tainted history and postwar antipathy to violence, rather than plain electioneering, also explain the moralising tenor of some of Mr Schröder's remarks. "The weird thing is, Germany not only feels more inclined to express its opinions but wants them to be respected too," says Ulrike Guérot, a specialist at the German Council on Foreign Relations. "There's a growing sense of national pride, boosted by the passage of time and gradual erosion of wartime stigmas, combined with an increasing wish to be involved in setting international agendas."

Mr Schröder's exploitation of the Iraq issue may help him win the elections. If re-elected he may even seek a rapprochement with Washington, perhaps through a policy reversal in the light of some "new evidence" justifying military intervention.

Intellectual gyrations are nothing new for the chancellor, whether in foreign or domestic affairs. At the rally in Münster, part of the coal-producing state of North Rhine-Westphalia, for example, he managed in one breath to link massive state subsidies for unprofitable German coalmines with the development of a high-technology coal industry.

Even if he is forced into a U-turn, it is unlikely to throw Mr Schröder for long. The chancellor is famously thick skinned. And, with re-election behind him, he would probably have the confidence to bluff or bulldoze his way through any crises ahead. Even so, if Mr Schröder is re-elected next weekend, he will have to put a stop to the megaphone diplomacy if he is to end Germany's isolation and patch up relations with Washington.

The miseries of sterling

By Philip Stephens
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Ten years on and sterling's ejection from the European exchange rate mechanism on Black Wednesday still has a surreal quality about it.

Picture the scene on September 16 1992. John Major's senior ministers huddled around a borrowed transistor radio as the hurricane on the currency markets washed away the government's economic policy and its political authority. The Bank of England's Eddie George pacing the prime minister's temporary offices in Whitehall's Admiralty House, glued to his pocket Reuters monitor as the Bank emptied it s foreign exchange reserves. Interest rates raised to a breathtaking 15 per cent. An ashen-faced Norman Lamont, bathed in television lights outside the Treasury, announcing, preposterously, that the government had chosen to suspend sterling from the ERM.

Other currencies, including the French franc and the Italian lira, were caught in the ERM storm a decade ago. But for Britain it was another in a long line of national humiliations. Mr Major, defying the depressed condition of the economy, had staked his authority on maintaining the DM2.95 parity. He gambled and lost. His party's standing in the opinion polls fell to 30 per cent. It has yet to recover.

For all its unique and tragi-comic drama, this was a catastrophe among many. The exchange rate has been at the heart of a series of economic upheavals and political convulsions for m ore than 75 years. Leaders of both the main parties have been unnerved by the economics and vexed by the politics. Prime ministers and chancellors have worn a strong pound as a badge of national pride, have sought to drive down the currency to make the nation "competitive" or have tried simply to ignore it. None has found a convincing answer.

A floating pound has rarely proved the shock absorber described by disciples of perfect markets. Nor has a fixed currency been the reliable lever of change imagined by those who want to force adjustments in the real economy.

Winston Churchill took the latter view when sterling was returned to the Gold Standard in 1925. Sane economics fell victim to sterling's totemic status. Churchill had his doubts about restoring the pound's convertibility to gold at $4.86, but he swallowed the argument that Britain could not own up to its waning economic power by choosing a lower rate. The decision, denounced by John Maynard Keynes in his famous tract The Economic Consequences of Mr Churchill, helped tip Britain into the depression.

The postwar years saw much the same confusion between economics and politics. The Bretton Woods system of fixed but adjustable exchange rates brought relative stability to the interna tional economic system. But Clement Attlee's postwar Labour government set sterling's rate too high. When it was forced to devalue in 1949, it discovered how fixed rates had hardened the equation between devaluation and political humiliation.

The exchange rate was the shadow over the 1950s. For all Harold MacMillan's claim that the nation had never had it so good, sterling emerged again and again as a constraint on growth and a source of instability. Speculative onslaughts on the pound were resisted only at the expense of deflationary domestic policies. As so often, the politicians and policymakers confused cause and effect. Sterling's wea kness was a symptom of a more fundamental malaise - the failure by industry to invest and re-equip, the polarisation of industry between management and unions and the loss of the export markets of empire.

The mixture of misunderstanding and misplaced pride plagued Harold Wilson's administration in the 1960s. Wilson, like Attlee, nailed his colours to the prevailing exchange rate. And l ike his predecessor, he was humiliated by the markets. James Callaghan, chancellor at the time of the 1967 devaluation, would later reflect on how he had watched the "currency reserves gurgle down the plughole day by day knowing that the drain could not be stopped". Wilson never recovered his political authority.

The easy conclusion to draw from these episodes is that the problem lay with attempts to fix the exchange rate. The history says otherwise. A floating rate did not exempt Britain from the laws of economics as the so-called Barber Boom in the early 1970s collided with the first oil-price shock. The sterling crisis of 1976 saw the Labour government go cap in hand to the International Monetary Fund. The political impact was no less crushing for the fact that the pound was floating.

Margaret Thatcher tested to destruction the idea that a government intent on sound economic management can let the pound go where it will. At first she exulted in a strong currency as the North Sea oil taps opened. The DM5-pound was worn as a badge of success. Benign soon became malign neglect. The high exchange rate strangled British industry. Mrs Thatcher swallowed her pride and ordered cuts in interes t rates to force it lower. Soon enough a rising pound was replaced by a runaway fall in its value.

The lesson here was that global capital markets pay little respect to the theoretical relationship between the exchange rate and the underlying performance of an economy. At the Treas ury Nigel Lawson discovered that sterling could overshoot for long periods in a market trading more than $1,000bn dollars a day. Control had passed to the international investors and speculators. For Mr Lawson, a weak pound s oon became again an over-strong one. His repeated clashes with Mrs Thatcher on how to manage sterling's gyrations sowed the seeds of their mutual destruction.

Once again, the economics became fatally intertwined with politics - in this case the politics of opposition to the European Union's plans for a single currency. "I will never let the Belgians decide the value of my pound," Mrs Thatcher once told me. Britain would retain its "sovereign" pound. Even as global markets wrested control of currencies from governments, sterling became in the minds of Eurosceptics an em blem of national independence. Sovereignty, though, was an illusion. An "independent" monetary policy was not available to an economy of Britain's size in a globalised economy.

After Black Wednesday, Mr Major's government tried to forget its previous ambition to make the pound Europe's strongest currency in favour of a celebration of devaluation. But though the economy recovered, the government never did.

Five years as chancellor, Gordon Brown has thus far been spared such crises - though an overvalued pound has hardly been kind to British industry. But as Tony Blair's government ponders whether to replace sterling with the euro, it might reflect that a sovereign pound has rarely delivered anything but misery.
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 Daily Star The road map to democratic governance in post-Saddam Iraq 

LONDON: With a US attack calculated to overthrow the regime of Saddam Hussein in Iraq imminent, it might be useful to reiterate the following practical steps that can ensure that Saddam would be replaced by a democratic government.

The actual process of unseating Saddam might be the easy part of the enterprise compared with the task of establishing democracy in Iraq. Democracy in Iraq has been in decline since the monarchy was overthrown in 1958, hitting rock bottom under Saddam.

Iraqi opposition parties, forced by Saddam’s regime to operate either underground or in exile, have been deprived of opportunities to consolidate democratic principles through practice.

Opposition parties in exile fell under the influence of host countries (Iraq’s neighbors especially), which dealt with them as political pawns depriving them of freedom of action and thus opportunities to establish democratic traditions.

The adage that says “there is no democracy without democrats” was proven right by the events that took place in liberated Iraqi Kurdistan back in 1996, as well as by the failure of the Iraqi National Congress (INC) that regressed from being an umbrella for all opposition movements to being a party in conflict with other movements.

The independence of the Iraqi opposition was undermined by the way successive US administrations dealt with it as a propaganda tool. The fact that different American officials “adopted” certain opposition factions did not enhance the opposition’s independence, and neither did the reliance of the opposition itself on financial help from America and/or regional states. Opposition factions thus lost the ability to deal democratically with each other. Instead of opposition leaderships being accountable to their grassroots, the latter became financially dependent on the former. Forming a new opposition party became the method of choice for some dissidents to gain financial backing.

In the absence of solid democratic traditions in political life, inconsequential differences of opinion became reason enough for parties to break up. The lack of democracy also led to the rise of personality cults, so much so that some opposition parties have no grassroots to mention: All they have are leaders with personal computers on which statements are written. This style of politics is as detrimental to democracy as dictatorship is, and consequently there appears to be no way democracy can be established in Iraq without outside help.

However, regional states, lacking democracy themselves, cannot give what they do not have. In fact, the United States is the only outside power that is willing and able to extend this sort of help. Unfortunately, by adopting a policy of containment, the Americans abrogated this role.

However, the recent American espousal of regime change as a new policy for Iraq has returned the problems of the Iraqi opposition to the political limelight, not only because Washington needs Iraqi dissidents to aid its military operation, but also to help set up an alternative to the Saddam regime that ensures stability, thus providing the Americans with a suitable exit strategy.

Had the US been able to effect change in Iraq through a military coup, it would have done so years ago. But the reality of the situation has convinced the Americans that the only way to achieve political change in the country is through military intervention.

However, American military intervention does not mean that a new dictatorship will not be the only way to ensure that Iraq does not slide into chaos and civil war. If the Americans go down that route and install a new dictator in Saddam’s place, however, they would be admitting failure. Moreover, they would be introducing a new element of instability in a region that is already seething with anger at the United States.

The Americans can of course undertake to carry out change on their own. But in that case, they would have to keep their forces in Iraq for many years to come ­ an option unlikely to be accepted by American, not to mention Arab, public opinion.

That is why Washington decided to involve the UN and the Iraqi opposition in its plans for the future of Iraq. US Vice-President Dick Cheney expressed American thinking on the shape of the regime to replace Saddam’s on Aug. 26, when he declared: “The US is determined to establish a unified Iraq under a pluralist democracy in which the human rights of all ethnic groups will be respected.” Cheney had earlier said: “We are not about to overthrow one dictator just to replace him with another.”

The State Department invited 32 Iraqi dissidents to a two-day meeting in London on Sept. 4-5 to discuss democratic change in Iraq after the overthrow of the current regime. Besides the INC, the Kurdistan Democratic Party, the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan, the Supreme Assembly of the Islamic Revolution in Iraq, and the Iraqi National Accord, representatives from most Iraqi opposition factions took part in the conference, including Islamists and independents. Kurds, Turcomans, Assyrians, and Arabs were all represented. However, some parties, such as the communists, the Islamist Daawa, and Arab nationalists, were not invited.

Participants did not project themselves as future rulers of Iraq, or as trustees for the opposition. The meeting was nothing more than a forum for inter-Iraqi and Iraqi-American debates.

The London gathering marked a qualitative leap in American thinking that could become the basis for a new Iraqi-American partnership built on cooperation towards the establishment of a model democracy in Iraq that could provide stability and ward off fundamentalism.

Iraq, a country rich in natural and human resources, can certainly provide the necessary foundation for such a democracy, while America is more than capable of defending it both from itself and from its neighbors. Moreover, it will not be in the interests of a post-Saddam Iraq, busy rebuilding itself, to threaten Western interests. A new Iraq, allied to Washington, would be well placed to help solve many problems in the Middle East, such as the Palestinian-Israeli conflict and the issue of regional economic development.

In the London meeting, discussions revolved around the democratic and federal formulae appropriate for post-Saddam Iraq; the period of transition; and the requirements for setting up a civil society under the rule of law.

Participants adopted the principles decided on at the 1992 Salaheddin opposition conference as a basis for their deliberations. After thorough discussions, several committees were set up and were entrusted with contacting various opposition factions (whether they were represented at the meeting or not) in order to gauge their positions with a view towards arriving at compromises.

It was agreed that the participants would meet again next month in order to come up with recommendations, which they would then refer to a general meeting of the Iraqi opposition to be held at a later date.

The success of this endeavor will pave the way for success in that meeting, which will present an opportunity for the opposition to come up with a charter that will lay down rules for settling any disputes ­ or at least will spell out mechanisms for solving such intractable issues as federalism, the future status of Kirkuk and the nature of the transitional period.

For the upcoming general meeting of the Iraqi opposition to succeed, it must accurately diagnose the Iraqi crisis and specify the best ways for solving it. To do so requires a readiness by all parties to make concessions and understand each others’ points of view. The recent announcement by the two Kurdish parties that they have succeeded in patching up their differences was a good beginning.

Creative thinking and a readiness to compromise is essential for the opposition to succeed. The United States can play a constructive role, not by imposing solutions, but by acting as a catalyst and guarantor.

If the upcoming opposition meeting is to succeed, it must become neither a talking shop nor an arena for various parties to compete for positions in an illusory government. It must be an opportunity to lay down the foundations for the Iraq of the future, which necessitates the participation of all parties. Participants must gauge their success by what they contribute to the meeting rather than by what they hope to get out of it.

The upcoming meeting might be the opposition’s last chance to win the respect and trust of Iraqis ­ especially those inside Iraq. This can only be realized if opposition factions are seen to be serving their constituents rather than themselves. 

Ghassan al-Atiyyah is the Iraqi editor of the London-based Iraqi File (iraqifile@aol.com). He wrote this commentary special to The Daily Star  

Arab Press Review (Daily Star)

 Holding the UN hostage to Washington’s war plans 

US President George W. Bush’s speech to the United Nations General Assembly gets banner headline treatment in the Arab press, which for the most part views it as a declaration of impending war against Iraq, regardless what happens over the issue of arms inspections.

In Beirut, the daily An-Nahar calls it a declaration of “suspended war,” pending the outcome of Washington’s efforts to get the UN Security Council to issue an ultimatum to Baghdad, while As-Safir sums up the US president’s message to the international community as: “Wage war on Iraq or we’ll wage war alone.”

Other Arab newspapers highlight the list of demands Bush spelled out for Baghdad to comply with. But while some, like London-based pan-Arab Asharq al-Awsat, portray the demands as “preconditions for avoiding war,” others such as Al-Quds al-Arabi see them as pretexts for justifying it. “Bush declares war inevitable,” the pan-Arab daily headlines.

Egypt’s semi-official daily Al-Ahram reserves its front-page lead for the news that President Hosni Mubarak is to hold a series of meetings with Arab leaders “after the increase in the possibility of Iraq being attacked.”

In its main editorial, Asharq al-Awsat expresses relief that the Bush administration has finally restrained its unilateral and isolationist impulses and opted to “take the issue of Iraq to the UN,” and implies that the onus is now on Baghdad to avoid war.

“The US president has thus provided a new opportunity for resolving the current crisis over Iraq. The ball is now in the Iraqi government’s court and the UN should exploit this opportunity and prevent it from being squandered,” it says.

The paper applauds the Bush administration for assuming a new multilateral approach to world affairs, commenting that whenever America has “placed its enormous capabilities in the service of the international community and international law and justice” the outcome has been beneficial for all; and when it has done otherwise, both it and the world have suffered.

America must play a “leading role” in the world, “but if it is ready to assume the responsibilities of leadership it must listen to others and discuss with them their policies, views and fears with a strong sense of responsibility,” Asharq al-Awsat counsels. “Bush’s speech to the UN General Assembly was a step in the right direction,” it declares.

Al-Quds al-Arabi couldn’t agree less, remarking that Bush did not take the Iraq issue to the UN but served notice that he wasn’t going to let either the world body or international law stand in the way of his drive to reorder the Middle East by force.

“He pre-empted any Security Council resolution and gave changing the regime in Iraq precedence over any other consideration, including the issue of arms inspectors and weapons of mass destruction,” it says.

Bush effectively arrogated to Washington the role that the UN Security Council is supposed to play, Al-Quds al-Arabi writes. To the council’s demand for the resumption of arms inspections in Iraq, he added a list of his own, such as the novel demand that Iraq account for missing Gulf War personnel from various countries, or that it cease oppressing its people or supporting terrorism.

“What can be concluded from these debilitating preconditions is that the American president has decided to erase the Iraqi president just as he erased Palestinian President Yasser Arafat, and that the readmission of arms inspectors will neither change that equation nor lead to that decision being reversed,” it writes.

“So his talk of coordinating future moves against Iraq with the UN is just talk for media and political consumption. The decision to attack has been made and all that remains is how to implement it and market it to some countries in the region and the world,” according to Al-Quds al-Arabi.

Bush didn’t offer a single piece of evidence about Iraq’s possession of weapons of mass destruction, and everything he said about the country was just rhetoric, “especially his feigned concern for the Iraqi people.

“Were he genuinely concerned, he and his predecessors wouldn’t have left the Iraqis subjected to the cruel embargo that has killed half a million of their lot.

“War is looming come what may, and it is painful to see no evidence of any Arab action to confront it. On the contrary, all we see is evidence of direct involvement in it by some Arab states,” Al-Quds al-Arabi says.

The UAE daily Al-Khaleej says the list of new demands Bush presented Iraq was obviously “drawn up to be rejected, so that the rejection can be used to justify aggression.”

Whether the Iraqis cooperate over disarmament or not, a war “seems unavoidable, even if they were to give up the shaving blades in their homes,” the Gulf daily writes.

The US certainly has the military muscle to inflict immense devastation on Iraq, or any other country in the world, but it will have to face up to a number of unavoidable questions: “What next? Until when? What harvest will it reap? Will the whole world remain a spectator, even though most of it stands to lose?

“Following the destruction of Afghanistan, Iraq is next in line. The threats have extended to Iran, and also Syria and Lebanon,” and it is no coincidence that these are exactly the targets of the threats Israel constantly mouths too, the paper says.

“Is America going to destroy the entire region to appease its arrogance, satiate the appetites of those they call its ‘hawks,’ and pamper its Israel?” Al-Khaleej wonders.

Jordan’s Al-Rai says while Bush went through the motions of asking the UN to handle the Iraq crisis, he presented it with “categorical judgements that turned the question into one of when military action will begin, rather than whether he has decided on it.”

The “hope” was that the US president would use his UN address to “turn to quiet diplomacy, dialogue and respect for international legality” in his approach to Iraq, the paper says.

But following his speech, “it can be said, regrettably, that war is imminent,” and that international efforts have failed to “prevent things from reaching the point of no return. That was reflected in the tone and terminology used in Bush’s speech, which gave the impression that Iraq is the source of all evil in the universe,” the Amman daily writes.

“Most of the world and all the Arabs” think the crisis can and should be resolved according to international law ­ with Baghdad allowing the arms inspectors back as a prelude to the lifting of sanctions against Iraq and the “normalization” of its ties with the region and the world.

But instead, the coming phase is likely to be characterized by “various kinds of pressure, intimidation, inducement and threats of sanctions” against other countries, “to give the impression that the US has put together an ‘international coalition’ against Iraq like the one Bush pere led a decade ago.”

By announcing that the US would rejoin UNESCO, Bush may have tried to signal a willingness to work hand in hand with the international community. “But giving precedence to the option of forcing ‘regime changes,’ as Bush did in his speech, reduces the positive impact of that gesture, especially when Israel possesses a huge arsenal of weapons of mass destruction,” Al-Rai says.

Abdelwahhab Badrakhan, in the Saudi-run pan-Arab daily Al-Hayat, says that while Bush made an effort to convey the impression that he respects the international community, his speech “defied the logic on which international relations are based and the spirit in which the UN operates.”

He contrasts what Bush said with UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan’s earlier remarks to the General Assembly stressing that while every country has the right to defend itself when attacked, the use of force outside the context of self-defense needs international sanction which only the unique legitimacy of the UN can provide.

In other words, Annan signaled that war on Iraq would not be an act of self-defense, and that “American legitimacy” was no substitute to the UN’s. Annan also remarked that any government which respects the law within its borders is obliged to respect it outside them, adding that the gauge for Security Council action over any issue ­ “Iraq, for example” ­ is the extent to which it constitutes a threat to world peace.

Annan was constrained by his position from being more specific, says Badrakhan, but he knows that the US is in effect imposing a “parallel” international world order to supplant that represented by the UN, at the expense of the latter’s credibility and “legitimacy” and in contempt of international law.

“The American president came to the UN to throw down the gauntlet in everyone’s face: You must choose between international legitimacy and American legitimacy, and you have only one option ­ to place international legitimacy at the service of the United States,” Badrakhan writes.

“He’s going to war come what may. He made the decision last November (according to USA Today). He won’t announce it until the military say they’re ready to implement it. But he won’t cancel it or defer it pending the achievement of an international consensus, which he doesn’t need.”

Raghida Dergham, Al-Hayat’s New York bureau chief, writes in her weekly opinion piece that Bush’s demand that Iraq disarm completely to avoid an attack is one with which it is “impossible” to comply.

Baghdad can readmit inspectors and give them free rein to search anywhere, “even the Iraqi president’s bedrooms.” But it can never “prove” it doesn’t have any weapons of mass destruction, she points out.

Baghdad’s position is that it has already destroyed all the prohibited weapons that were not destroyed by UNSCOM or American aerial bombardment, and because they no longer exist it cannot prove that it destroyed them.

Yet UNSCOM, like its successor UNMOVIC, insists that the burden of proof is on Baghdad. In other words, it is deemed guilty until proven innocent, yet the one thing UNMOVIC will not, by definition, be able to find is proof that Iraq is free of weapons of mass destruction.

Some would argue that this is an “unfair trap” that has been sprung for Iraq, Dergham writes. But others will say that it is Baghdad’s own fault that it was placed in such a position, due to its previous efforts to conceal weapons programs, which it later had to own up to after their existence was revealed by Saddam’s son-in-law, Hussein Kamel, when he defected.

Baghdad will have to think of “creative” ways of getting out of this bind, and only the unconditional readmission of UNMOVIC can “buy it time” to do that, Dergham suggests. But even that would not be sufficient.

Meanwhile, it is futile for Baghdad to demand that in return for admitting UNMOVIC it be offered a timetable for the lifting sanctions, or guarantees that the arms inspectors won’t include spies ­ even though the UN resolutions entitle it to that. “This is not the time for talking about quid pro quos. It is the time for talking about an alternative,” Dergham says. Back to top

Israeli Press Review (Daily Star)

Sharon rides high as Bush cocks his gun 

US President George W. Bush’s stern warning to Iraq in his address to the UN General Assembly dominates the news pages and the opinion columns of Israel newspapers.

The mass circulation daily Yediot Ahronot sees the speech as a “declaration of war,” and says Israeli officials were pleased with the president’s tough tone. The second Tel Aviv tabloid, Maariv, has a front-page photograph of the aircraft carrier USS Abraham Lincoln with the words “Ready Now” spread across its deck, and quotes Bush as saying military action against Iraq is unavoidable unless Iraqi President Saddam Hussein dismantles his weapons.

Maariv also reports that Bush thanked Israel for standing by the US as a “loyal soldier,” but it says Washington has been sending messages to Jerusalem, urging Israel to keep a low profile. Yediot Ahronot for its part speaks of rising tension in Israel and of a growing demand for gas masks. It says that after Bush’s speech, queues for gas masks got appreciably longer.

In a front-page commentary, Yediot Ahronot military analyst Alex Fishman contends Bush has clearly already made up his mind to go to war with Iraq. “The president,” he says, “drew his gun, cocked it and told world leaders: ‘I am already on the way to Baghdad and you are welcome to join me. If you want to come fine; if not I’ll manage on my own.’ He didn’t ask for anything, he didn’t apologize, he didn’t even present a proper ultimatum which could leave the Iraqi leader a way out. It was a speech announcing the impending war.”

Fishman says that going by the steps the Americans have already taken, they are halfway to launching hostilities. “Transferring the US Central Command from Tampa, Florida, to Al-Udaid Air Base near Doha, Qatar, is a turning point that will accelerate American war preparations. If so far we have seen only rescue teams, now we will start seeing personnel and equipment streaming towards the Gulf. According to Israeli estimates, in about two months, the Central Command chief will be able to tell the president: ‘We are ready, you can open fire.’”

According to Fishman, the significance of this timeline for Israel is that by the end of November, it “must again be ready for the possible use of nonconventional weapons in the Middle East. In addition, shooting in Baghdad could be a catalyst for the eruption of suppressed conflicts ­ like the one on the northern border.”

In a piece tinged with skepticism under the headline “George’s horror show,” Maariv political analyst Chemi Shalev asserts that “anyone who heard the president’s speech, and believes what he said, cannot but feel the fear of God.”

Recalling that new Israeli Chief of Staff Lieutenant General Moshe Yaalon had declared that he never lost any sleep over the Iraqi threat, Shalev says that “either Yaalon is the type that can sleep through just about anything, or else, perish the thought, perhaps Bush exaggerated a little” in depicting Saddam as a clear and present danger to the world in general and Israel in particular.

While Bush may have won the hearts of America, the United Nations, Shalev writes, “is an entirely more complicated matter.” By changing tack and trying to get UN Security Council legitimization for attacking Iraq, Shalev contends, “the Americans may have made some gains in persuading some European governments to change their tone and their approach, but in the Third World, especially in the Arab world, it really hasn’t worked … and despite all the feverish diplomatic efforts, most of the Arabs and Muslims will continue believing that it is all a Zionist-Imperialist plot.”

Bush made clear, Shalev continues, that “the die is cast and the attack will go ahead with or without a UN stamp of approval. The regional repercussions of the move will depend absolutely on the outcome on the ground. A rapid, forceful and elegant American campaign will convey a deterrent message to the leaders of the ‘axis of evil’ and their fellow-travelers; but a botched operation and an ensuing entanglement could set a perilous maelstrom in motion, into which we too will be sucked. In that case, the day after the confrontation will turn out to be a lot scarier than the day before.”

In a Maariv Sabbath supplement article entitled, “The treason of the West,” Ben-Dror Yemini scathingly attacks European intellectuals for failing to support the US in its “war on terror.” He says a year after the Sept. 11 attacks, America is losing the ideological war and anti-American fundamentalism is winning.

“The ‘progressive forces’ in the West have made a pact with the forces of evil ­ in the name of democracy and human rights, of course. A year has gone by and the victory is Osama bin Laden’s, whether he is alive or dead. The Iranian worldview, of the Great Satan (the United States) and the Small Satan (Israel), which is a bin Laden-like vision, is making inroads. This ideological pollution is spreading. And although we are already used to the Iranian ideas, the problem is with the growing support they are getting in the West.”

Yemini writes that “the West has long crossed the line between self-criticism and self-destruction.” He says this European self-deception, appeasement and sycophancy happened before with “an evil dictator” in the 1930s, and that something similar seems to be happening again, “except that in the previous round, Europe was attacked and the US sprang to its defense. This time the US is under attack and Europe justifies and encourages the attackers.”

“A year has gone by,” Yemini complains, “and more people have an anti-American bias: some because of evil incitement and Islamic education financed by the Saudis; some because of their hypocrisy, their stupidity and their evil. Bin Laden couldn’t have dreamt of a better outcome. The work of evil is being furthered by hypocrites in the West.”

Analyzing the findings of Maariv’s bi-weekly public opinion survey, Chemi Shalev writes that it was conducted “before the humiliating slap in the face dealt to Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat by the Palestinian Legislative Council this week, but judging by the findings, what happened in Ramallah must have caused Israelis a good deal of pleasure.

“It may be that the ‘rebellion’ will turn out to be short-lived, a passing moment, a fleeting separation of powers in a reality of dictatorship. But if the Palestinians do manage to neutralize Arafat with their own hands, for whatever motives, their stock will soar sky-high amongst Israelis. The survey shows that while Israelis have not decided finally whether the Palestinians want peace or not, they have decided by an overwhelming majority that they’ve had it with Arafat.”

Eighty percent of those polled say Arafat is irrelevant and 79 percent that Oslo is no longer valid; 81 percent say Arafat does not want peace.

On the political scene, the poll shows that Sharon is holding his own, with 56 percent saying they are satisfied with his general performance, the same as in the previous poll.

Sharon would also win an election, both within the Likud (39 percent to Sharon, 29 percent to Benjamin Netanyahu) and in a vote for prime minister, (Sharon 58 percent, Labor Party leader Binyamin Ben-Eliezer 18 percent). 

Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty (RFE/RL)  Russia: Has Cooperation With The U.S. War On Terrorism Paid Off?

By Valentinas Mite 

Russia was one of the first countries to offer strong support to the United States in its war on terrorism. Russian President Vladimir Putin accepted the presence of U.S. bases in the Central Asian republics, began sharing Russian intelligence with the U.S., and appeared to soften on the question of Baltic membership in NATO. But one year later, some Russian analysts and politicians say that Moscow's cooperation with Washington has not paid off and that the U.S. has not given sufficient political and economic support to its new ally. 

Prague, 13 September 2002 (RFE/RL) -- After last year's terrorist attacks on the United States, Russia gave strong support to the U.S.-led war on terrorism. But a year later, some Russian politicians and analysts are saying their country has received almost nothing in return. 

They say Russia has surrendered its traditional dominance in Central Asia, where U.S. soldiers are now stationed. They criticize Russian President Vladimir Putin's soft stance on the Baltic countries' NATO entry bid and say that despite the creation of the Russia-NATO Council that Moscow still does not have the power to influence major alliance decisions. Such critics also point to the fact that Russia still has yet to join the World Trade Organization, putting it behind countries like Moldova and Kyrgyzstan. 

Some observers insist that joining the U.S. in the war on terrorism is good for the security of the Russian state and may bring more benefits in the future. But analyst Aleksandr Anisimov said Russia has seen only a few benefits since offering its cooperation to the U.S., and that for ordinary Russians, life has not changed for either the better or worse. He said U.S. investment has not substantively increased in Russia and that the U.S. had done little to help address Russia's dire social problems. 

Anisimov said the only true benefits to come of Russia's cooperation with the U.S. are political ones, and that President Vladimir Putin and his ruling elite are the only ones to reap the rewards. Putin has gained more support in the West; his military campaign in Chechnya is not criticized as harshly as before. His cooperation has also improved business prospects with the West but may, at the same time, be damaging Russia's traditional business ties in Arab countries. 

"If you speak about the groups of oligarchs who seek good relations with the Arab states and are involved in deals that [Iraqi President Saddam] Hussein is making under the approval of the UN Security Council, [the new cooperation with the U.S. is not useful]. It is also not useful for the groups that are dealing with Iran. These groups, of course, think that Russia stands to lose a lot if it continues its policy of rapprochement with the West," Anisimov said. 

Andrei Piontkovskii heads the Moscow-based Strategic Research Center think tank. He takes a more optimistic view, saying that, although some anti-Americanism persists among some members of the political elite, Russia scored a diplomatic victory in becoming an ally of the U.S. "Thanks to the situation and to the fact it has allied itself with the United States in its operations in Afghanistan, Russia has eliminated its own most dangerous security threat [to the south]," Piontkovskii said. "Before the events of 11 September [2001], Moscow itself was seriously debating whether to bomb the Taliban. After anti-Taliban commander [Ahmad Shah] Massoud was assassinated, it became absolutely clear the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance would be crushed. Islamic radicals may have moved into the Ferghana Valley [in Central Asia] by the following spring, which would have been a political and military catastrophe for Russia." 

Marius Vahl, a political analyst for the Center for European Policy Studies in Brussels also said Russia has gained a lot for supporting the U.S. in its war against terrorism. He said that before 11 September 2001, the Bush administration was not inclined to treat Russia as an important potential ally. Now, Vahl said, Russia's close post-11 September ties with the U.S. have allowed it to pursue ties with "axis-of-evil" countries Iran, Iraq, and North Korea. Vahl said the U.S. would not be so flexible on Russia's choice of foreign friends if it was not such a staunch supporter of the U.S.-led war. 

Even more notable, Vahl said, is the fact that criticism of Russia's war in Chechnya -- a "very big topic" in the West before 11 September -- has "disappeared." The creation of the Russia-NATO Council is also an important development that may have major benefits in the future, Vahl said. 

Regarding Russia's failure to join the World Trade Organization, Vahl said Moscow is coming close to achieving this long-term goal, and that 11 September is in large part the reason. "On the political level, Russia's application is regarded much more favorable now than if Russia had chosen a completely different course after 11 September," Vahl said. 

Some Russian newspaper commentators complain that the U.S. administration is pursuing its own foreign-policy interests unilaterally and appears to have little regard for the opinion of its allies. 

But Anisimov said this is not exactly the case. He said Russians should not blame the U.S. for changes in the global geopolitical situation. He said the problem is not that the U.S. is getting stronger, but that Russia is getting weaker. "The root of the problem is not in the United States but in the weakening of the Russian Federation. The former Soviet republics have practically no desire to develop economic and political relations with Russia," Anisimov said. 

Anisimov predicts the trend may eventually lead to the breakup of the Commonwealth of Independent States, a loose union formed in the place of the former Soviet Union.

 

 Russia: Moscow's Neighbors Struggling With Energy Investment Choices

By Michael Lelyveld 

Poland, Lithuania, and Georgia are all struggling with plans that would give Russian companies control of their vital energy assets. While critics are wary of Moscow's political power, the governments seem willing to embrace the investments only when no alternatives exist. 

Boston, 13 September 2002 (RFE/RL) -- Russia's neighbors are considering their economic choices in deciding whether to depend on energy investments from Moscow. 

In Poland, the government has made clear that it is casting about for alternatives to an investment by Russia's largest oil company LUKoil in the country's second-biggest refinery. Treasury Minister Wieslaw Kaczmarek said on 10 September that a decision on the joint bid with British-based Rotch Energy for Rafineria Gdanska had again been postponed in a move that is expected to lead to a domestic merger. 

Kaczmarek said: "That decision will be made soon. It is a matter of two weeks because I assume that the cabinet will be dealing with a program amending the restructuring of the oil sector," Poland's Radio Zet and the PAP news agency reported. Kaczmarek added, "Today we have a tough choice to make: we have to decide whether to sell the refinery or revise the sector strategy and allow for the creation of a national operator." 

In recent days, Polish officials have postponed action on the LUKoil offer, which was set for the end of last month. Last week, the nation's largest refiner, PKN Orlen, said it would match LUKoil's bid. The government's move is aimed at keeping the Gdansk refinery in Polish hands. In July, Prime Minister Leszek Miller cited a "political context" for an earlier delay of the decision on LUKoil. Poland has been trying to sell the refinery since 1998. 

But the risk that Russia could control the refinery, with its 20 percent share of Poland's fuel market, is apparently too much for the government to bear. Although PKN Orlen's president, Zbigniew Wrobel, initially rejected the refinery's price as too costly, he now plans to raise the funds with a bank loan, CEE News said. 

In Lithuania, the government apparently has no such plans and no hope for domestic investment in the Mazheikiu Nafta refinery. The Russian oil giant Yukos is trying to acquire a majority interest in the facility, which is the only major refinery in the Baltic countries. Last week, Lithuania's Economy Ministry recommended that the government should not buy a share in the loss-making business to keep Yukos from gaining control. 

On 10 September, Prime Minister Algirdas Brazauskas told parliament members in the Seimas that the Yukos takeover would be "understandable and fair," RBC News said, noting the company's past and promised investment in the refinery. Yukos plans to assume the debt of the U.S.-based Williams Companies, which withdrew as the operator last month. 

But lawmakers have asked the State Security Department to analyze the implications of the transfer, Lithuanian radio and the BBC reported. Mecys Laurinkus, the head of the security agency, urged the Seimas not to rush ahead with amendments that would allow the sale. Opposition leader Vytautis Landsbergis warned that the legislation would give Yukos the right to transfer control to any other company. But so far, no Lithuanian investors have emerged to take the place of the Russian company. 

In Georgia, the grounds for security concerns may be even greater because of the country's bitter dispute with Russia over Chechen attacks that Russia says are staged from the Pankisi Gorge. 

On 10 September, President Vladimir Putin ordered security officials to examine the "feasibility and desirability" of attacking terrorist bases, Interfax reported, implying that these may be found on Georgian territory. The next day, Putin informed the United Nations that Russia will take "appropriate measures" if Georgia fails to halt the attacks. Georgian President Eduard Shevardnadze responded by calling the statement "somewhat impulsive," adding that it treated the issues in a "lopsided and biased manner," Interfax said. 

Yet, Shevardnadze has supported the takeover of Georgia's gas network by the Russian gas trader Itera through a joint venture known as Tbilgazi, despite objections from critics that it would leave energy security at the mercy of Moscow. 

Last week, Shevardnadze angrily told his cabinet of ministers: "Do we wish to sign the deal with Itera or not? Stop talking. They can say whatever they wish. I will be the first to sign," the Russian website gazeta.ru reported. An Itera spokesman said Georgia owes the company $90 million for past gas supplies. Shevardnadze fears that the debt will lead to a destabilizing cutoff this winter unless Georgia agrees to the Tbilgazi deal. 

Itera is also set to take control of Azot, Georgia's largest fertilizer plant, which owes the company $36 million, according to Interfax. U.S.-registered Itera strongly denies any link to the Russian government. 

But like their counterparts in Poland, Georgian officials have been seeking alternatives to minimize the risk of Russian control. Deputy Minister of State Giorgi Isakadze proposed this week that the U.S.-based company AES, which has operated the power network, be brought in as an investor in Tbilgazi. 

It is unclear whether the move will succeed in reducing the Russian share or in easing Georgia's fears. But all three countries seem to see Russian investment in their energy sectors only as an option of last resort.

Western press review

 Western Press Review: Bush's UN Address, Macedonian Elections, And Putin's Russia

By Khatya Chhor 

Prague, 13 September 2002 (RFE/RL) -- The focus of commentary in the Western press today is primarily on U.S. President George W. Bush's speech to the UN General Assembly yesterday. Bush maintained that Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein has defied over a decade of UN resolutions, and that the UN has neglected to enforce its mandates. His speech suggested that the credibility of the UN is now at stake. Bush also reaffirmed that the U.S. is willing to act preemptively and alone to counter what it believes is an impending threat from Iraq. 

Other topics looked at today include Macedonia's parliamentary elections on 15 September and Russian foreign policy under President Vladimir Putin. 

THE NEW YORK TIMES: 

An editorial in "The New York Times" today says U.S. President George W. Bush's speech to the UN General Assembly yesterday gave some "welcome coherence" to U.S. policy. Bush "reserved the right to act independently to restrain Iraq," while expressing "a preference for working in concert with other nations." 

Bush's UN address also offered the prospect of "a graduated response" to any potential threat posed by Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein, "rather than the pell-mell rush to armed conflict" that U.S. Vice President Dick Cheney and Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld seem to suggest. 

The editorial remarks that Iraq, "with its storehouse of biological toxins, its advanced nuclear weapons program [and] its defiance of international sanctions," is "precisely the kind of threat that the United Nations was established to deal with." "The New York Times" says that after a decade of Iraq's defiance of UN resolutions, "the UN faces a defining moment and a test of its purpose and resolve." 

THE NEW YORK TIMES: 

In a separate contribution to "The New York Times," former U.S. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright says Bush made a strong case yesterday for international action to ensure Iraqi compliance with UN resolutions "or the establishment of a new and, ultimately, democratic government in Baghdad." 

She says Bush has "wisely chosen to solicit global support" in this endeavor. But if Baghdad "persists in its defiance, the president has rightly placed the burden on those who oppose the use of force to explain how else compliance may be assured. One cannot insist on the [UN Security] Council's central role in promoting international security and law, then look the other way when the will of the council is repeatedly defied." 

But Albright, who is also a former U.S. ambassador to the UN, adds that she hopes Bush will not be pressured into an "unwise timetable for military action." Right now, she says, the U.S. priority should remain the disruption of Al-Qaeda and other terrorist networks. 

The U.S. should continue to focus "on Al-Qaeda's ongoing plans to murder innocent people" instead of on Iraq, she writes. The U.S. "cannot fight a second monumental struggle without detracting from the first one." 

THE GUARDIAN: 

In a contribution to Britain's "The Guardian," Anatol Lieven of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace says Bush's speech presented the UN with "a dilemma rather than a choice." While Bush made "token gestures towards the UN," the type of resolution he proposed would be designed to ensure Baghdad's rejection, thereby leading to war. 

On one hand, the UN Security Council could reject such a resolution, says Lieven. The U.S. would then "launch a unilateral military campaign against Iraq, emphasizing in the crudest way possible the irrelevance of the UN and the impotence of the Security Council and its members." 

Alternatively, the Security Council "can bow to U.S. pressure" and back a resolution Iraq is certain to reject, "leading to an immediate Anglo-American attack." Bush's argument that Iraq's violation of UN resolutions has undermined UN authority is valid, Lieven says. However, "U.S. and Israeli defiance of the UN on a whole range of issues has gravely undermined Bush's own credibility in this regard." 

Lieven predicts the United States will get the type of resolution it wants, and that "war will follow." 

SUEDDEUTSCHE ZEITUNG: 

Wolfgang Koydl, writing in the "Sueddeutsche Zeitung," says the U.S. president delivered a "strong performance" at the UN General Assembly yesterday. Koydl says Bush did well to insist on speed. He says it is imperative for Washington to submit a new resolution on Iraq within three weeks that demands unfettered access for weapons inspectors. 

The ball now lies in the UN's court, says Koydl. It can accept the U.S. proposal and submit to the resolution. Or it can reject America's suggestion and then watch Washington act alone in dealing with the perceived Iraqi threat. The UN "will then take the blame for its own resulting impotency." 

Bush can only win, says Koydl. Bush has used diplomacy well, even leaving open the possibility of a peaceful transition of power in Iraq. Regime change in Iraq is all that Bush is after. And Koydl says Bush "is known for getting what he wants." 

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL EUROPE: 

In a contribution to "The Wall Street Journal Europe," Iso Rusi, editor in chief of the Skopje-based Albanian-language weekly "Lobi," says the maneuverings ahead of Macedonia's 15 September parliamentary elections are like an absurdist's dream. Violent incidents are taking place almost daily, and may threaten the polling process. Supporters of the ruling VWRO-DPMNE party have forcibly blocked access to election rallies for the ethnic Macedonian-dominated opposition Social Democrats. And Interior Minister Ljube Boskovski "has threatened Western diplomats with expulsion, claiming they're trying to undermine Prime Minister Ljubco Georgievski. Some Macedonian journalists were threatened with arrest as well," Rusi says. 

This year, Rusi says, hard-liners on both sides are pitted not against each other, "but against moderates in their own communities." He calls it "bizarre to even speculate that the hard-line [Macedonian] and Albanian parties are working together. Even more bizarre is that the former rebel leader, Ali Ahmeti, now sounds like the greatest champion of the Macedonian state." 

In Macedonia, he says, "everything is possible." How else, he asks, can one make sense of a country where the prime minister and interior minister, "supposedly the pillars of the system, are doing everything to destabilize and divide the country"? And where former National Liberation Army (UCK) commander Ahmeti, who Rusi says "started a civil war on behalf of a minority only a year ago, now looks the most committed to Macedonia's survival as a multiethnic and unitary state"? 

THE WASHINGTON POST: 

"The Washington Post" says in an editorial that in order to respond appropriately to the U.S. president's speech yesterday, the UN Security Council will have to do more than pass another resolution that "condemns" Iraq for violations of international law, or demands "unrestricted access" for weapons inspectors. "To be meaningful, or credible in Baghdad, any new action must set a deadline for Iraqi compliance and authorize force in the event of defiance." 

But the "Post" says practically speaking, the U.S. administration will probably not gain the support of the UN unless it can convincingly answer some of the looming questions about its Iraq policy. President Bush's speech "was less clear in explaining why it is urgent to confront Iraq immediately, when the battle to neutralize Al-Qaeda is far from over. Afghanistan remains dangerously unstable," says the editorial, and Middle Eastern and European governments question how the U.S. intends to ensure a stable, democratic, post-Saddam Hussein government in Iraq. The paper says there are "deep concerns that, as in Afghanistan, the Bush administration will not back up its rhetoric about postwar nation-building." 

FRANKFURTER ALLGEMEINE ZEITUNG: 

In an analysis in the "Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung," Markus Wehner describes Russian President Vladimir Putin as a "pragmatic politician." 

A year ago, Putin stood squarely behind the United States following the terrorist attack on 11 September. "Were it not so cynical," says Wehner, "one could describe 11 September as a windfall for Putin." He has harvested rich fruits for his solidarity with the U.S. Russia has been admitted to the G-7 club of leading industrial nations, and the former controversy over Russia's war in Chechnya has died down. In the future, Russia is to share in NATO decision making. All these changes, Wehner writes, "are the achievements of a single year." 

Prioritizing expediency over morality seems to be Putin's guiding principle, says Wehner. Russia might be critical of a U.S. attack on Iraq, but Wehner predicts there will be no outright opposition. Putin is, moreover, single-minded in his aim to modernize Russia's economy and military power. 

Wehner says it would be preferable if Russia's reputation abroad had improved because life in the country was actually better -- because a legal system had taken root, a middle class was developing, and investors were pouring into the country. Then, he says, the country's improved image would not depend solely on the person in charge in the Kremlin. 

LIBERATION: 

In France's daily "Liberation," columnist Jacques Amalric says U.S. President Bush changed his tactics with his speech at the UN yesterday, while reaffirming his main goal -- that of regime change in Iraq. Having hinted all summer at a one-sided preventive military action in Iraq, Bush has thrown a little multilateralism into the mix. He has followed the advice of the doves in his administration and of foreign governments, and has agreed to give the UN one last chance to prove that it has the capacity to insist on compliance from Iraq. 

But Amalric says there is no indication that yesterday's General Assembly session will preclude an eventual resolution authorizing a military response. He says Bush has already prepared by making pledges to the other four permanent members of the Security Council in order to dissuade them from using their veto right to halt military action. Bush has offered guarantees on Iraqi petroleum for those that this interests, namely Russia and France. 

There is also the indication that the U.S. will approve, or at least not condemn, the military actions of other states under the rubric of the antiterrorist fight. This works very well for Russia in dealing with alleged terrorists in Chechnya and Georgia, as well as for China, in its campaign against separatist Muslims. 

(RFE/RL's Dora Slaba contributed to this report.) 

The Roots of European Appeasement 

It's the 1920s all over again. 

by David Gelernter 

09/23/2002, Volume 008, Issue 02 

ON NOVEMBER 11, 1920, there was a strange and moving scene in London. The king and his entourage unveiled the Cenotaph in Whitehall and laid solemnly to rest, in Westminster Abbey, an unknown soldier of the Great War. The ceremony had been carefully planned. The whole nation came to a transfixed halt--which had not been planned. No one had foreseen (writes David Cannadine in his essay on Lord Curzon, who designed the ceremonials) the "overwhelming emotion" of that day. Cannadine quotes the Times: "The authorities frankly admit that the extent to which the public imagination has been stirred has exceeded all their expectations." By the end of the week, roughly a million people had visited the Cenotaph and the graveside. 

There were ample grounds for grief-stricken remembrance: Some million British Empire soldiers had died in the First World War. But another memory (conscious or not) must have transposed the nation's grief into a different, nearly unbearable key. Almost every visitor at the Cenotaph or the graveside would have recalled August 1914, when war broke out andLondon rejoiced--uproariously. In fact, virtually all Europe rejoiced uproariously. "Europeans of all stripes," according to the historian Peter Gay, "joined in greeting the advent of war with a fervor bordering on a religious experience." The pacifist philosopher Bertrand Russell writes of discovering, "to my amazement," as he wandered the streets of London, "that average men and women were delighted at the prospect of war." In August 1914, the war's ghastly end was unforeseeable and unimaginable. On November 11, 1920, its jubilant beginnings were unimaginable. On that sad November day, millions of Englishmen confronted not merely grief but guilt, and modern Europe was born. 

What happens when a fundamental axiom we have believed for generations turns out to be wrong? Today we are finding out. We have believed that the Second World War was a continuation of the First; that the Cold War was a grotesquely extended prolongation of the Second. But the truth cannot have been that simple, because the effects of the Second World War are vanishing while the effects of the First endure. 

The First World War seemed unimaginable but turned out to be human, all too human when compared with the Second, which was too big for the mind to grasp. As the Second World War and its aftermath fade, they reveal a "new world order" that is strangely familiar--amazingly like the Western world of the 1920s, with its love of self-determination and loathing of imperialism and war, its liberal Germany, shrunken Russia, and map of Europe crammed with small states, with America's indifference to Europe and Europe's disdain for America, with Europe's casual, endemic anti-Semitism, her politically, financially, and masochistically rewarding fascination with Muslim states who despise her, and her undertone of self-hatred and guilt. 

During the decades following the Second World War, this world of Versailles seemed to be gone for good. It had begun to unravel in the 1930s. "The year 1929, the midpoint in the two decades between the wars, was an important watershed," writes Donald Kagan in his "On the Origins of War and the Preservation of Peace" (1995). "In October of that year Gustav Stresemann died and with him the politically careful, if determined, program of the peaceful revision of the Versailles settlement in Germany's favor. In the same month the Wall Street stock market crash gave impetus to a great depression that swept across the industrialized world, causing political shock waves of great significance in Europe." 

Looking around today, we find ourselves in a nightmare house where the clocks all stopped on the eve of an unthinkable disaster. It is 1928 all over again. 

THE FIRST WORLD WAR ended on November 11, 1918. The victors met in Paris (the vanquished would have spoiled the party and were not invited); the Treaty of Versailles, which imposed peace terms on Germany, was signed on June 28, 1919. (The Allies settled separately with Austria, Turkey, and Bulgaria.) 

Europe pondered the jubilant beginnings and tragic end of the World War--and her spirit was damaged irreparably. On top of which, the victorious allies soon came to feel that the peace they had dictated to the Central Powers was vindictive and unjust--especially the huge reparation payments imposed on Germany as punishment for having started the war. (The exact figure was left unspecified in the treaty, like a blank check.) 

The British diplomat Harold Nicolson kept a diary at the Paris Peace Conference, and included excerpts in his classic "Peacemaking, 1919." The last sentence of the book is his verdict on the conference: "To bed, sick of life." Before long, that sentence came to epitomize Europe. Horror-struck guilt and self-hatred blossomed into 1930s appeasement, the policy with which Britain and France approached Nazi Germany's increasingly outrageous violations of the Versailles treaty. 

"To bed, sick of life"--the historian Christopher Thorne wrote (in 1967) of the "weary ignorance" of Stanley Baldwin, prime minister twice during the 1920s and again from 1935 to '37; of France's "weakness and despair" between the wars. In 1933, when Nazi rule was just beginning, Churchill spoke of "the mood of unwarrantable self-abasement into which we have been cast by a powerful section of our own intellectuals." That was the year in which the undergraduates of the Oxford Union passed (275 to 153) their infamous motion "that this House refuses in any circumstances to fight for King and Country." In 1936 R.M. Barrington-Ward, assistant editor at the Times, told a staffer that "We are, as the Prayer Book says, 'tied and bound by the chains of our sins' stretching all the way back to the General Election of 1918"--when Britain voted for Lloyd George and vengeance on Germany. 

Once upon a time we thought of appeasement as a particular approach to Hitler. We have long since come to see that it is a Weltanschauung, an entire philosophical worldview that teaches the blood-guilt of Western man, the moral bankruptcy of the West, and the outrageousness of Western civilization's attempting to impose its values on anyone else. World War II and its aftermath clouded the issue, but self-hatred has long since reestablished itself as a dominant force in Europe and (less often and not yet decisively) the United States. It was a British idea originally; it was enthusiastically taken up by the French. Today (like so many other British ideas) it is believed more fervently in continental Europe than anywhere else. 

Consider the "Continental attitude" towards our proposed war against Saddam Hussein. If you had the Second World War in mind, you might think: Nothing could be more dangerous than to dither while a bloody-minded tyrant builds his striking power. It is crazy to let him choose D-Day, on the theory that if you leave him alone long enough, he will switch personalities and call the whole thing off. Human adults do not switch personalities--but if someone were going to blaze a trail and be first, a bloody swaggering dictator is not the man. Hitler didn't change even when his whole world had burnt to ashes. The last testament he composed in his bunker in 1945 is strikingly like "Mein Kampf," dictated in the comfort of his five-star prison cell in 1924. 

The wisdom of "act first, dither later" as an approach to threats from tyrannies was borne out by Western experience in the Cold War. When the Soviets threatened Western interests directly by trying to starve West Berlin, put nuclear missiles in Cuba, and float the Arabs to victory against Israel (in 1973) on a tidal wave of weaponry, America did not wring her hands and ponder; she acted fast, and won. 

But suppose your attitudes were shaped, consciously or not, by the First World War and its aftermath. In that case, the lesson you'd take away would be very different: Whatever you do, never rush a war. Austria did not have to declare war against Serbia on July 28, 1914, but she was in a hurry to forestall proposed negotiations. Russia did not have to mobilize on the 30th, she was under no military threat, but she mobilized anyway. Germany did not have to go crashing into Belgium on August 4, she was in no danger of being overrun by hot-headed Flemings, but once she had mobilized (which she had to do because Russia had), her famous master-plan (to concentrate on the Western front, pivot through Belgium, and come down on France like a sledgehammer) would be exposed and rendered as useless as lightstruck film unless she hit right away. 

Some Europeans know these details and some do not. But what every educated European knows is that World War I could have been prevented if only Europe hadn't been in such a demented hurry to fight. And the graveyards of World War I are a permanent feature of the European landscape. In consequence and in tribute, many Europeans are against all war on principle--defensive or offensive, just or unjust, mandatory or frivolous; and they hate Western civilization into the bargain. Can you blame them? The contempt for Western ideas, morality, religion, and traditions that is so prominent among European intellectuals is not the sheer malice it sometimes seems. Europe has earned the right to hate herself. If things go wrong, a scratch can fester. A pardonable act of (at worst) bad judgment--to whoop up a war along with throngs of your fellow citizens--can turn to scalding remorse as the death toll rises and rises. And such quiet emotions as private remorse can reshape history, when you sum up over a whole civilization. 

This frantic compulsion to do nothing was countermanded by the Second World War and the Cold War--both of which centered on totalitarian tyrannies. That Iraq is more like these tyrannies than it is like Imperial Germany seems not to matter to the world's Continental Thinkers, who dominate the opinion-making elite nearly everywhere. 

LOOK AT EUROPE TODAY: The peace of 1919 gave it political shape and intellectual substance. Versailles ratified the transformation of militant Imperial Germany into liberal, democratic Germany--basically the Germany we know today. Of course the liberal, democratic Germany of the 1920s went through several interesting transformations before it reemerged after the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989. But that is exactly the point. The effects of the Second World War were profound but are vanishing. (Or: were so profound that they are vanishing.) 

The Peace of 1919 recreated the independent Polish and Czech states that had been submerged for generations. It created the independent Baltic states of Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia--which (again) disappeared during the Second World War and its aftermath, and have again popped to the surface as World World II vanishes from the scene like a drug that has worn off. The German, Austro-Hungarian, and Turkish empires were overthrown by the victorious allies in 1919; Imperial Russia overthrew herself. Today's Russia is the logical successor of the 1920s Soviet Union. When Russia made a separate peace with Germany in March 1918, she surrendered huge chunks of territory. Although she regained some with the defeat of Germany and the withdrawal of the German army, and others with the Red Army's victory and the expansion of Communist rule in the early '20s, she only reestablished herself as an empire much later. Stalin's deal with Hitler in 1939 and the defeat of Germany in '45 restored Russia to imperial grandeur--but only temporarily. With the end of the Soviet Union, the Russian Imperium took up where it had left off in 1918, and resumed shrinking. The resurgence of Imperial Russia under the Soviets was a passing fad, or so it seems. 

Bolshevik tyranny retreated a step under the New Economic Policy of the 1920s; resumed retreating in the late '80s under Gorbachev, and then disappeared. Had the Second World War not intervened to build up stupendously the power and glory of Stalin and communism, the Soviet Union would presumably have vanished long ago. 

THE RUSSIAN EMPIRE is gone--or so it seems. Why does it seem reasonable to bet against the resurgence of a Russian Empire anytime soon? Because the spiritual legacy of World War I and its aftermath is even more important than the political legacy. 

Before 1914, imperialism and colonialism were two of the world's strongest forces. The pre-1914 world is just as strange to us as the world of the '20s is familiar. Listen (as you might to the chirp of an extinct bird) to the world before '14: The historian Edward Hallett Carr quotes the British imperialist Cecil Rhodes--"I contend that we are the first race in the world, and that the more of the world we inhabit, the better it is for the human race." In working "to maintain the greatness of the Empire," Lord Wolsey wrote, "I work in the cause of Christianity, of peace, of civilisation, and the happiness of the human race generally." 

In the pre-World War I era, England and France led the world in colonial possessions; the emperors of Russia and Austria-Hungary lacked colonies but had vast European empires. The Kaiser in Berlin had a third-rate colonial empire and no proper European empire either, except for odd bits of Poland, Denmark, and France, which hardly counted. So Germany was the world's least-contented great power. The other great European powers quite understood the Kaiser's unhappiness. 

Because the empires of Britain and France survived until after the Second World War, it is hard to grasp the big changes in attitude that came about because of the First. Vice President Cheney insisted in a recent speech on the importance of self-determination in Iraq; self-determination is a classic Wilsonian principle, a monument to the 1920s. The Versailles Peace Conference confiscated the colonial possessions of Germany and Turkey, but in most cases handed them over to new rulers not as colonies but as League of Nations mandates, to be prepared for self-rule. 

British rule in India was the supreme manifestation of European colonialism. But when the British foreign policy establishment decided, in the 1920s and '30s, that India should become (in due course) a self-governing Dominion--in other words a free country, like Canada, Australia, New Zealand--it discovered to its surprise that Englishmen loved the idea. Colonialism still existed, but the fun had gone out of it. The government's India policy was supported by all three major political parties. Winston Churchill led the opposition; he predicted that British withdrawal would lead to massacres of Muslims by Hindus and vice versa. It turned out he was right. But in the 1920s and '30s, the tide ran overwhelmingly against colonialism--and it is hard to see (despite Churchill) how Britain could have acted differently. 

No one defends British appeasement of Hitler; everyone agrees that Churchill was right to oppose it from the start. No one criticizes British appeasement of Gandhi and the Congress party in India (Gandhi and Hitler stand at opposite ends of the moral spectrum, but there is a clear analogy between British attitudes towards the two of them); everyone agrees that Churchill was wrong to oppose it from the start. Hitlerite Germany was the exception. India proved to be the rule. 

So modern Europe's visceral loathing of war is a consequence of World War I. Self-determination, anti-colonialism, and the rights of small nations are Wilsonian ideals that took hold in the 1920s. The idea of Western civilization's blood-guilt established itself in the aftermath of the peace of Versailles, bore fruit in 1930s appeasement, and still flourishes today. 

THE EVANESCENCE of World War II, and Europe's political and spiritual (and in some ways economic) return to the 1920s, has practical consequences--for instance, for Jews and for Israel. In the 1920s, anti-Semitism was an accepted element of mainstream European opinion. In the 1920s there was no state of Israel, and few "mainstream" Europeans felt any need for one. 

The Palestine mandate had been presented to Britain with the thought that she would carry out the promise of the Balfour Declaration of 1917, to establish "a national homeland for the Jewish people" in Palestine. Palestine at the end of the First World War was impoverished and underpopulated. There was ample room (as events proved) for millions of newcomers. Yet Britain was increasingly inclined to appease Arab agitators by restricting, and ultimately terminating, Jewish immigration. In fairness, Britain was, at the time, as she liked to advertise, "the greatest Mohammedan power in the world." Such statesmen as Edwin Montagu urged Britain repeatedly to be "the friend and head of the Moslem world." Montagu was secretary of state for India in Lloyd George's cabinet--a rabid anti-Zionist, a leading opponent of the Balfour Declaration, and a Jew. The British found the existence of such people as Montagu confusing. Montagu's spiritual disciples live on: One of the most unsettling, least discussed aspects of today's Israel crisis is the part well-placed American Jews in newspapers, TV, and radio have played in slanting the news against Israel. For the most part these seem to be well-meaning people who care so deeply about right and wrong, they have no time to distinguish between true and false. (The left often operates on that basis. Consider its man-the-torpedoes response to Bjorn Lomborg's "The Skeptical Environmentalist.") Meanwhile other American Jews, and their friends, and truth's friends, work frantically to set the record straight. 

In 1947, the United Nations (pondering the Holocaust) voted to establish the State of Israel in a smallish fragment of the original Palestine Mandate. In the 1950s, Europe gave Israel substantial support. Anti-Semitism and anti-Zionism were out of style. But as the memory of World War II faded, European support for Israel faded too, and anti-Semitism and anti-Zionism made a comeback. The end of the Cold War meant not merely the end of World War II; for Europe, it seems to have meant the end of the Holocaust itself. Europe wants to hate itself, certainly, but not for the sin of killing Jews; for the sin of killing Europeans. An important distinction. So Israel can no longer explain itself to Europe in World War II terms. World opinion (much influenced by Europe) isn't Israel's biggest problem; but it is a big problem. 

Yet if the reversion to 1920s thinking is a tragedy for Jews and for Israel, it is also an opportunity. Many Europeans and their admirers think of Israel as a mere colonial power, an ugly European implant in the pristine body of the Arab Middle East. But there is a much better analogy--to the very states Versailles created in its devotion to self-determination. 

In 1914 (for example) there was no such state as Poland. Poland had disappeared from the map in 1795, partitioned like a jumbo apple pie among the powers of east-central Europe. In 1914 it belonged to Germany, Russia, and Austria-Hungary. The reemergence of independent Israel required a unique historical catastrophe. As for Poland's reemergence, "only a prodigy" could have brought that about, Churchill wrote in 1929; "it was necessary that every single one of the three military Empires which had partitioned Poland should be simultaneously and decisively defeated in war, or otherwise shattered." 

During the long years of Poland's submersion, many Poles stayed at home; some left for Western Europe or America. Many non-Poles settled in Polish territory. Germany in particular colonized its Polish holdings aggressively. 

Obviously the analogy between Poland and Israel is rough. Poland was submerged for 123 years, Israel for nearly two millennia. But the similarities are obvious, too. Lots of Arabs moved to Israel during the years when no Jewish state existed. Lots of Germans moved to Poland. But Poles and Jews maintained an unbroken presence in their homelands. The idea that a Pole returning to Poland is a "colonist" is idiotic; a Jew returning to Israel is no "colonist" either. Nor does the fact of a large Polish diaspora in America make Poland's existence any less necessary. Nor does the Jewish diaspora make Israel less necessary. 

Poland's 1919 borders (finally fixed in '21) incorporated a large German minority, many of whom stayed on. Her 1945 borders incorporated even more Germans, most of whom fled or were driven out; the historian Henry Ashby Turner reports a staggering "exodus of between ten and twelve million German refugees from these eastern regions." German refugees from Poland might have been the same kind of festering problem as Palestinian refugees from Israel. They aren't, because Germany took them in--after all, they were Germans. It is tragic whenever a settler of long standing has to pull up roots and move elsewhere. This is a tragedy that Jews, hounded from country to country for 2,000 years, know better than anyone else. It is a tragedy no Jew has ever made light of. But when such refugees can find a new homeland where the language, religion, and worldview are all familiar, it is a manageable tragedy. Jews have known worse. 

Many thousands of Jews were driven out of European and Arab countries. Many came to Israel. By way of comparison, Arab refugees who left or fled Israel in 1948 (as Israel struggled to fend off invaders who had jumped her on every side) numbered something over half a million, according to Martin Gilbert in his "Atlas of the Arab-Israeli Conflict." By an interesting coincidence, roughly the same number of Jewish refugees fled from Arab countries (where "most of their communities dated from Roman times," Gilbert notes) to Israel. So things are all even on refugees. Except that they aren't. Because another half million or so refugees came to Israel in the postwar years from the devastated Jewish communities of Europe--more than 150,000 from Poland, over 200,000 from Romania. 

Israel might have kept them all in filthy camps, taught them to pine bitterly for their lost homes and eventually sent forth their teenagers to murder Poles and Germans, Iraqis and Egyptians at random, in order to establish themselves as romantic heroes in the minds of self-hating appeasers the world over. But they were Jews, and Israel took them in. For any fair-minded student of history, there is only one conclusion: The Mideast refugee story is first and foremost a story of Jewish refugees. (And yet sometimes, listening to NPR or ABC, you don't get quite that impression.) 

Europe should be (you would think) very glad it all worked out this way--that Israel (like Germany) welcomed its countrymen home instead of (like the Arab countries) sending them back where they came from to blow up buses, schools, and supermarkets. Or does Europe feel, in its worshipful admiration of Palestinian refugees, that Jewish refugees should emulate them? Should Israelis whose families lived in Cologne or Cracow for a thousand years go home to murder German and Polish schoolchildren? The next time Europe feels inclined to blast Israel on account of the Palestinians, it might think this over, and cast its mind back to the 1920s, and shut up. "Our wish," Lord Robert Cecil said in 1918, "is that Arabian countries shall be for the Arabs, Armenia for the Armenians, and Judea for the Jews." 

THE IDEA that World Wars I and II are a single "thirty years war" has a long heritage. In 1919 Marshall Foch said of the Treaty of Versailles, "This is not peace. It is an armistice for twenty years." (He was right, to the exact year.) Many historians still think so. In his newly published "Shield of Achilles," for example, Philip Bobbitt refers to a great war that "began in 1914 and only ended in 1990." (One important exception is "While America Sleeps," by Donald Kagan and Frederick Kagan, which points out all sorts of disturbing similarities between America's behavior in recent decades and Britain's during the 1920s and '30s.) 

Obviously the thirty-years-war idea is true in a way. But there is an alternative tradition too. People at the time understood the Second World War as an unspeakably large event, outside the realm of ordinary history. Churchill predicted, after the fall of France, that Britain's lonely fight against Nazidom would be remembered as her finest hour for a thousand years. Hitler spoke of a thousand-year Reich. By way of urging his master to join the attack on reeling, staggering France, Italy's foreign minister Ciano told Mussolini that no such chance would recur in 5,000 years. Churchill's contempt for the Axis was unbounded, yet in a speech of September, 1943, he reported Ciano's forecast--five thousand years--with a certain respect in his voice; a certain awe. 

So perhaps it is not surprising that World War II should have changed the human mind forever, yet vanished from the world's everyday thoughts like your memory of a dream the next morning. It was too big an event to swallow and has been disgorged. It was too searing to remember and has been repressed--only to live on in the world's nightmares and (indirectly) on the faces of all those calendars we have set back to 1928. 

David Gelernter is a contributing editor to The Weekly Standard. 

 

Allies, After All? 

Except in Germany, European support for the president grows. 

by Christopher Caldwell 
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IN HIS ADDRESS to the United Nations General Assembly last Thursday, President Bush, perhaps without meaning to, used a word that always jolts Europeans like a burst of electroshock. The word--which came up towards the end of his case against Saddam Hussein's weapons buildup--is "irrelevance." That afternoon, at a European "constitutional convention" in Brussels, the Spanish eurodeputy I igo Mendez de Vigo lamented: "The president of the United States never speaks of the European Union. Only of Spain, the United Kingdom, France, and so on." In other words, "Europe" and "European opinion" and "the European leadership" suddenly looked like fictional terms for airy entities. 

Meanwhile, the political landscape of the real Europe--the Europe of countries--has been transformed by the president's speech. One after another, the countries fell into line. Norwegian prime minister Kjell Magne Bondevik called the speech "multilateral," which is Norwegian for "Count us in." Anders Fogh Rasmussen, the prime minister of Denmark (which holds the rotating E.U. presidency), had already expressed his (and Bush's) view that Iraq's violation of the U.N. resolutions passed during the Gulf War was sufficient casus belli, and that no new resolution was necessary. Spanish prime minister Jose Mar a Aznar went further, saying, "Spain does not want the U.N. to become an obstacle to military intervention if that is decided on." Italian premier Silvio Berlusconi described military action as the "logical consequence" of Saddam's deeds. (Causing Milan's pro-Berlusconi newspaper La Stampa to write, without irony: "The Washington-London-Rome triangle is functioning marvelously.") 

France had appeared for weeks to be the toughest diplomatic nut to crack. The French snickered privately at the suivisme ("follower-ism") of Tony Blair, and insisted that Washington produce a link between Saddam Hussein's Iraq and al Qaeda before they would support an invasion. What's more, polls indicated growing antipathy to the United States. A survey taken for Le Monde in early September showed not only that the French opposed a U.S. incursion into Iraq by 67 percent to 24 percent, but also that French voters ranked the United States and Israel as two of the top five "threats to world peace." 

But France has moved from sniping skepticism to heartfelt (if ad hoc) support. On Thursday, the Ministry of Defense announced that its own evaluation of Iraq's biological and chemical weapons capabilities was "very convergent" with those of Washington and London. The next day, Defense Minister Michele Alliot-Marie told an interviewer on Europe 1 television that, even should the U.N. Security Council vote against an American invasion, "Nothing is ruled out." 

What France gets out of this shift is relevance. Following much-publicized consultations between Bush and Chirac, the speech allowed Chirac to take credit for rescuing Bush for multilateralism. France also gets an economically crucial say in how any post-Saddam regime would be run. And the Chirac government may even reap a political benefit, for the same polls that show an impatience with the United States also show a steadily growing panic in France over Islamic extremism. 

By contrast, the president's speech has thrown Germany into a foreign policy crisis. Two months ago, lagging badly in the polls, Socialist chancellor Gerhard Schroder began to attack the United States for war-mongering. The problem is, his electoral libido got the better of him. Like Bill Clinton, Schroder is most alive when he's on the campaign trail, and his rhetoric quickly spun out of control. Having been more forward than any Western leader after the September 11 attacks in declaring his "unconditional solidarity" (uneingeschrankte Solidaritat) with the United States, he now threw at the United States what the conservative Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung called an uneingeschranktes Nein. 

Schroder quickly made up a 10-point deficit in the polls, pulling ahead of his conservative Bavarian rival Edmund Stoiber. It was tough to tell if his Nein on Iraq deserved the credit. A recent poll by ZDF television showed 50 percent of Germans opposed to an American invasion of Iraq and 49 percent in favor. Schroder's Iraq demarche coincided with devastating floods on eastern Germany's rivers, which washed away tens of billions of dollars in newly redeveloped property, most of which had been underwritten by the German taxpayer. Schroder was omnipresent, consoling the washed-out locals with Clintonesque assurance. 

Schroder spoke of Iraq at every appearance, and his team insisted it was his statesmanship, not his hugging prowess, that had boosted him. Stoiber's people behaved as if they believed it, too. Stoiber, like Bill Clinton in 1992 or George W. Bush in 2000, is short on foreign policy experience. He reacted to Schroder's Iraq challenge by trying to duck it. Germany had too few troops to send to Iraq anyway, he said, so who cares what we think? 

Within hours after Bush's U.N. appearance, this entire dynamic had shifted. Stoiber praised the speech as a strengthening of the U.N. But at an election rally in Regensburg, Schroder did not mention it. Interior minister of Brandenburg Jorg Schonbohm, a Stoiber ally, attacked Schroder by invoking the past in a way that is almost unheard of in German politics: "If the United States had behaved towards Hitler the way this government wants to behave towards Iraq, the Germans would never have been liberated from National Socialism." 

By the time Friday morning's papers came out, it appeared the mood of the country was shifting Stoiber-wards. Predictably, the Frankfurter Allgemeine sneered: "The leaders in London and Paris are working to win back America for the United Nations and to win back the United Nations for America. The leaders in Berlin are working to stay in office." But the center-left Suddeutsche Zeitung took the same tone: "With his thoughtless remarks, chancellor Gerhard Schroder has mired the Federal Republic even deeper in geopolitical irrelevance. The decisions will be made by others, and the only countries consulted will be those ready for dialogue. Germany may find it has isolated itself--from Europe and from the world. . . . If we're to take the chancellor at his word, while the world community fights to avert a 'grave and gathering danger,' Germany will be the only country that sits it out." 

In the Bundestag on Friday, during the last parliamentary debate before the elections, Schroder said he stood by the anti-terror coalition. He mocked Stoiber, saying he was unfit to be chancellor. But his uneingeschranktes Nein was suddenly nowhere to be heard. Stoiber, meanwhile, went on the offensive. Schroder's Green party foreign minister Joschka Fischer had said Bush's speech "reinforced [his] profound worries" that a war against Iraq would link fundamentalists and Arab nationalists in a coalition against the West. Stoiber accused the pair of them of "campaigning for anti-American votes." 

Schroder's is now the only important dissent from the American ultimatum on Iraq. Given that he fought a pitched battle for weeks last winter to get his own party to commit troops to Afghanistan, it is the consensus of German political observers that he wishes to retreat from his position should he be reelected on September22. The problem is that he has stated his position with such inebriated vehemence that it will now be difficult to climb down from it. That may explain the timing of Tony Blair's September 24 presentation to Parliament, where he will release his "proofs" of Iraqi weapons-of-mass-destruction capacity. Perhaps they will suffice to bring Schroder on board. If only I had known!, he will say. French, British, and Americans will refrain from mentioning that much of the evidence concerning Saddam's production of chemical and biological weapons over the years has come from German sources. 

Christopher Caldwell is a senior editor at The Weekly Standard. 
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Beyond Kowtowing

The future of American foreign and energy policy.

By Nick Schulz

hursday was a day of important speeches at the U.N., from George Bush and Kofi Annan. But another speech, one with potentially enormous ramifications, was delivered Thursday as well, this one by Sen. Conrad Burns, Republican of Montana, on the future of American foreign and energy policy in the Middle East. 

Before a packed National Press Club audience in Washington — including reporters and cameras from Al Jazeera — Burns addressed several issues that President Bush could not in his speech before the United Nations. While President Bush was rightly focusing on Iraq as the next step in the war against terror, Burns was outlining a vision for changing the dynamic of world energy markets. 

Most significant were Sen. Burns's comments about America's ally in the war on terrorism, Saudi Arabia. One informed source tells me that the Bush administration vetted Sen. Burns's speech and was pleased with the thrust of his arguments, and that his speech reflects the administration's views and ultimate aims. 

Sen. Burns articulated what he sees as the most significant problem of U.S. foreign policy. "America remains confronted by a dependency on rogue oil." What does that mean, exactly? 

The United States purchases up to 25 percent of its oil from nations that foster Islamic radicalism. 

Chief among these, Burns said, is Saudi Arabia. And Burns was unsparing in his criticism of the Saudis:

There is no one birthplace for terrorism, but there are places where extreme ideologies flourish. In Saudi Arabia, the Wahhabi clerics have a strangle-hold on freedom. The institutions of Church and State are one entity. Women live as third-class citizens. Textbooks teach hatred and disdain for the United States. Young men genuflect to jihad as they are indoctrinated into a bastardized religion of terror. The result is a absence of democracy. The result is 15 of 19 September 11 hijackers were from the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. 

The problem, as Burns and others see it, is that American oil purchases are propping up the Saudi monarchy and that money is then handed over to radicals in Saudi Arabia and elsewhere to subsidize anti-Western and anti-American rhetoric and activities. As such the United States is "inadvertently financing global terrorism," he said.

But Burns also knows that bashing the Saudis doesn't address the fact that the United States anchors a technological and industrial world that depends on abundant and reliable sources of energy to thrive. So what does he propose to do?

First, technology will begin to help break U.S. dependence on Gulf oil. Lynne Kiesling, an energy expert at the Reason Public Policy Institute in Los Angeles and an economics professor at Northwestern agrees. "Technological change moves us toward both finding fossil fuels that we didn't think were there, and toward using fuels other than fossil and using fossil more efficiently. That changes the dynamic of our reliance on the Middle East, and keeps Iraqis and Saudis on their toes because of the threat of technological obsolescence of the only source of value they have."

The other solution is found in supply — increasing the breadth and depth of available energy supply. This is important not just to the United States, but in particular to developing countries so desperate for new sources of energy. This means finding new and better resource areas and trading partners as well as strengthening ties with our current trading partners. The greatest potential resides in a few key areas outside the Gulf region: the Caspian, Russia, West Africa, South America — and the United States.

"There is a moratorium on new offshore oil and gas development along the entire east coast of the United States," Sen. Burns said, "while America purchases Canadian gas pulled from wells off the coast of Nova Scotia. That makes no sense."

The potential for increasing supplies is enormous, not just in the United States. "Russia is going to be huge, especially if they succeed in attracting foreign investment and do joint partnerships between Russian companies and others," Kiesling said. "This is also going to be an important strategy in Iraq. If Russian and US energy companies can agree to do joint development in Iraq, then we are going to be more likely to get Russia's buy-in to taking out Saddam Hussein."

How likely is it that the US can substantially reduce its dependence on Persian Gulf oil? After all, the Middle East is still far and away the dominant region for oil production. 

Kiesling, for one, isn't that sure that Saudi Arabia's strategic influence can be significantly minimized. "Marginalizing Saudi Arabia can only go so far, because of the immutable fact that the Persian Gulf states are still the least-cost producers of oil. That means that if Russia, Norway, and others raise their production, in competitive markets we will still buy first from Persian Gulf states, because they can out-compete others on price — when they so choose — because of their lower production costs. 

"But where the Russians and Norways — and even ANWRs — of the world become important," she continued, "is when OPEC tries to move away from that competitive outcome. As OPEC raises its target price by restricting its output, it makes buying from other, higher-cost producers more economical."

The ultimate goal, as Burns sees it, is to move beyond the point where "every time America buys a barrel of rogue oil we are in part funding unseen radicals." Ideally that will come at a time when "the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia [decides] to become democratic, to separate Church from State." 

Regime change in Iraq, as Bush advocated Thursday, could go a long way towards generating changes in the region that might one day bring about a free and democratic Saudi Arabia. Until that time, technological advances and increased supply hold the key to moving to the point where, as Burns put it, "we no longer need to kowtow to fanatics and anti-American regimes."

— Nick Schulz is the editor of TechCentralStation.com.

The Spectator

Bush is leading us to tragedy

The Saudi ambassador tells Boris Johnson that America is hated and war on Iraq is mad ‘No, no,’ says the Saudi ambassador, ‘this is how you do it. You cannot lift your arm above the shoulder, and you must do it sideways.’ He moves alongside, a big man with a faint resemblance to Leon Brittan, and makes a thwacking motion. Meet Ghazi Algosaibi, 62, a poet and author, the Arab world’s leading envoy to London, who has recently earned not just a personal rebuke from Jack Straw, but the demands of the Jewish Board of Deputies that he be expelled from the country. 

Mr Algosaibi recently wrote an ode to a suicide bomber (which prompted the rebuke). In the last two hours, in the lacquered mudéjar comfort of his Curzon Street embassy, he has been fluently denouncing the West. He has attacked cultural imperialism, bashed Bush, hammered Sharon, and now, as a coda to a virtuoso performance, he is giving a short tutorial in the virtues of lashing. 

‘What would you rather have? Thirty lashes or three years in prison?’ he demands, swishing away. On the anniversary of 11 September, and with a new war impending, it seemed useful to hear the opinions of our most valued and vital Arab ally. 

What will he be doing on Wednesday the 11th? Will the flag be lowered? Um, he says, they have this thing about lowering the flag. It has the name of God on it. It seems the embassy has no real plans to mark the anniversary, which is perhaps not surprising, given that 15 of the 19 hijackers were from Saudi Arabia. Why was that, by the way? 

‘The answer is easy,’ he says. ‘It was much easier to get a visa for a Saudi.’ But let’s face it, Ghazi (as he asks me to call him), bin Laden has Saudi support, doesn’t he? ‘Please don’t kick the ambassador out of London for saying this, but if you go around the Muslim world, you will find the vast majority of people will support Osama bin Laden, and this is more tragic than the attack itself. Why would such a crime like this find such support, not just on the streets of Riyadh, but on the streets of Turkey, the streets of Tunis, the streets of Britain?’ 

But why is he so strongly supported? 

‘That comes to the question of why people hate America. And people definitely do hate America, because she is the superpower. All countries have different reasons, but in the Muslim world there is one issue with America, and that is Israel.’ 

Look, I say, I just don’t believe that 15 Saudis are going to take their own lives in that way, purely because of Palestine. He plays ferociously with his amber worry beads. ‘You have to be an Arab to understand the Palestinian cause, just as you have to be Jewish to understand the Holocaust. The impact that the Palestinian problem left on the Arab is something that is beyond the understanding of anyone who is not an Arab. It really ignited memories of the Crusades.’ 

But come off it, surely the problem of Palestine has been largely caused by abominable Palestinian leadership. ‘If you want me to tell you that Yasser Arafat is the worst leader in history, I have no problem with that.’ Then why does the Ambassador to the Court of St James make the odious analogy that Israeli occupation of the West Bank and Gaza is ‘far more severe than anything the Germans did’? 

Ghazi says that he is the victim of a ‘dirty trick’ of misquotation. He never meant to connote the Holocaust; he was merely referring to other aspects of Nazi rule — curfews and suchlike. And anyway, he says, ‘Sharon is much worse than Hamas. He has more lethal rockets and he is killing more civilians.’ He produces a sheet of figures. ‘There have been 2,283 Palestinians killed between 28 September 2000 and 19 June 2002. Did Hamas do that? We are talking about the killing of civilians. That is what terrorism is. Why, when it is done ruthlessly and efficiently by a state, is it not called terrorism?’ 

Surely Israel’s answer, I say, is that there is no moral equivalence between the intentions of a terrorist, and the authorities who are trying to pre-empt the suicide bombers ... ‘I don’t see the moral equivalence,’ he interjects, ‘because what Sharon does is much worse. Have you been brainwashed? Have you been intimidated by Lord and Lady Black? Sharon engineered the intifada and the repression. These are people who have been living all their lives in misery. 

‘When I was a little boy in Bahrain in 1948 [when he was eight], I was going on the street and demonstrating. I didn’t say down with America, I said down with Britain, because Britain gave Palestine to the Jews and it didn’t belong to them.’ 

And that, he says, remains the problem. I wonder. Doesn’t bin Laden also loathe the corrupt and despotic Saudi monarchy, the 4,000 princes, the hypocrisy? ‘No, no, that’s just what you guys write. Bin Laden is going to do this no matter what. He’s a maniac. We rescinded his nationality in 1994, and the human-rights organisations were up in arms. We always warned you against him, and we made sure no money went to him because we realised he was a danger.’ 

What about the $200 million the Saudis allegedly gave him, as a bribe to take his operations off home soil? ‘We didn’t give him a penny. He went to his family and said, give me my share, and he was given his share of his father’s inheritance. You could not take that away from him at that time, so he took away $50 or $60 million, yes.’ So you are telling us that bin Laden’s grudge against the world is all about Israel, and nothing to do with the Saudi regime? Would these demented suicide bombers really have been produced by a democracy? 

‘Democracy is a Western phenomenon,’ he explodes. ‘If you look now and say 142 governments in the world have elections, that’s a disgusting lie. If you exclude the West, there are no democracies....’ 

Well, hang on, I say. ‘Tell me, tell me!’ 

What about parts of Africa? ‘But these countries have Anglo-Saxon elites. You take countries like Afghanistan and Saudi Arabia. They have been isolated from the world. There is instant coffee, instant tea, instant wine, but there is no instant democracy. Democracy requires many things. It requires a middle class, civil society, judicial process. I mean, come on, now, Churchill was ordering the troops to fire on the suffragettes in 1917. 

‘I think we should work towards a system where people run their own affairs, but you cannot impose it from the outside. Look at what is happening in Afghanistan. The famous committees on Evil are back, and yesterday there was a ruling against female singers on TV. In Saudi Arabia, or in any tribal system, if a girl marries outside the tribe there is war. 

‘In Saudi Arabia, a lot of people refuse to mention the name of their daughter. Some friends of mine wrote to me to invite me to attend the wedding of Ali and “our daughter”. I wrote back, saying, “Does your daughter have a name?” When women were forced to have a picture on their passport, more than 20,000 of them handed back their passport. When I was a minister, I suggested that women should be allowed to drive. It was the women who protested. 

‘If someone thinks the proper punishment of a murderer is execution, why should you or I interfere? We are not talking about a couple of banana republics, with all respect. We are talking about 1.3 or 1.4 billion Muslims. Are you or I going to convert them? If you had a democracy in Britain, you would have the death penalty tomorrow, especially after the death of those two girls. I have made a study of it,’ he says, rootling around for another pamphlet. 

‘Nobody in Saudi Arabia wants a secular state. They believe in their religion.’ Oh, by the way, what is the position on alcohol, here in the embassy? ‘I am not going to answer that question. I am not a Catholic and you are not my confessor, but who said Muslims do not commit sins? Has it not occurred to you that what goes on in this country is abhorrent to Muslims?’ Yes, but remind me, what is it that Muslims find abhorrent? ‘First of all there is great jealousy, of the financial and military power of the West, the gap between rich and poor. There is a common perception that the wealth of the West is the result of looting colonies. 

‘I have always said that this is not sustainable. I have always said you should not hate the Jews.’ But now, he says, these feelings are ever stronger, and encouraged by American behaviour. ‘I am worried because we are talking about a nation, a country, which is almost gripped by mass hysteria. This struck them where it hurt most. Even Pearl Harbor was nothing like this. Someone hit the Pentagon. They are just stunned, and looking left and right for revenge. Now we are getting these military courts in America, and holding people without trial. It is almost like what happened to the Japanese interned during the war. The American psyche is unlike the British psyche. You are in many ways more lackadaisical. You have two prime ministers almost killed, and you say, Oh well, some things are fated, some are not. The Americans say, We are going to go and get them. 

‘And then most Muslims are looking at the Americans and saying, My God, are only the Muslims terrorists? What about Oklahoma? Or the Basques? Then the President says there are going to be actions against 60 countries. That is terrifying. What is the rational explanation for hitting Iraq? I don’t understand it. Nobody understands it. I think Bush is obsessed with hitting Iraq, like Eden with Nasser. Eden was convinced that Nasser was another Hitler.’ 

But isn’t Saddam like Hitler? ‘No, no,’ he laughs. ‘Hitler was able to conquer 90 per cent of the civilised world as we know it. Saddam cannot do that. He is hemmed in.’ Isn’t his regime brutal? ‘What is brutal? How many civilians did the Americans kill in Vietnam? Half a million? One million? Are you now avenging angels? Once you finish with the dictators, then you go to the regime which does not allow women to drive; and then to the people who cut off hands and the people who circumcise. What is this? The Lord of Hosts couldn’t manage that! What are you going to achieve in Iraq?’ 

Change the regime, I say. ‘Why? I think Sharon is a monster. Why don’t they get rid of Sharon?’ 

So Saudi Arabia will offer no help? ‘Of course not, and I say that as a friend of America, because I believe it will backfire. I am sure America can do it, militarily. The Baghdad In, Baghdad Out option will work. Three or four weeks’ bombing, and you get rid of Saddam, and then what? Are the Shias going to become suddenly buddy-buddy with the Sunnis? Are the Kurds going to forget their separatist tendencies? Are you going to inherit a safe seat in Basra South from Michael Heseltine? 

‘I don’t know what is going to happen next, but I know that Dubya is going to hit Iraq, and it is going to end up a tragedy. I think Blair will do what he did in Afghanistan — a token participation that will not really offend anybody; more like moral support.’ And no Saudi help whatever? 

‘As things stand now, no.’ No use of bases? ‘No. The feeling in the Middle East is so overboiling that I hate to think what is going to happen. We will do our best to keep the oil price steady. If it wasn’t for Saudi Arabia, oil would probably be double its price now. Tomorrow if we cut our production by two million barrels, the price would go up to $35 a barrel. 

‘Everybody attacks Saudi Arabia, because it is the personification of everything a Western journalist hates.’ As he is speaking, there is a ping on the embassy loudspeaker, and a muezzin starts summoning the faithful. ‘It is privileged, Muslim, reactionary, and it suppresses women. Whatever I do, I don’t like to bullshit anyone, because I don’t like to be bullshitted myself. I am becoming like President Bush. I am becoming paranoid.’

There is little doubt that Dr Kissinger possesses opinions, but is he prepared to use them?

Frank Johnson

Dr Kissinger recently wrote an article on what should be done about Saddam. The liberal New York Times’s front page  reported that Dr Kissinger’s article had come out against President’s Bush’s attacking Iraq. The conservative Wall Street Journal, and other supporters of Mr Bush’s attacking Iraq, retorted that, on the contrary, the article had favoured such an attack. They added that the New York Times had been guilty of a characteristic liberal distortion of the news.

Opponents of attacking retorted that the article had indeed opposed going to war. One of them, the commentator on American politics, Mr John B. Judis, has written in the magazine American Prospect, arguing that Dr Kissinger’s article was undoubtedly against an attack on Iraq.   

The incident emphasises again the West’s difficulty in knowing what to do about Dr Kissinger. There is little doubt that he possesses opinions. The question, as it has always been, is whether he is prepared to use them. True, he seems to have some sort of delivery system. Certainly, he was able to hit the front page of the New York Times with an opinion. The issue: what was it? Pro-war or anti-war? This will not be known for sure until he opens his article to unrestricted UN inspectors. Even then, we may not to be sure. Inspectors who favour war will say that the article favours it, and vice versa. 

Many of us do not mind admitting that we do not know how to deal with this troublesome figure. It is all very well to say that his opinions pose no direct threat to the United States. The fact remains that they can reach Europe. There, they could cause untold damage. But that depends on whether he makes clear what his opinions are. Some analysts say we are still a long way from that. Others say that, any minute now, he will say what one of his opinions is. As so often in these matters, the experts disagree. In those circumstances, what is Mr Bush supposed to do? He can hardly attack Iraq without knowing what Dr Kissinger’s opinion is. But how can he find it out? 

It cannot be ruled out that, quite soon, in the late autumn, after the midterm elections or in the early winter, Dr Kissinger will write another article. He might say something like: ‘There is no doubt that societal and regime mutation in Iraq should be an imperative whether or not subject to the approval of a world community which almost certainly shares the United States’s geopolitical paradigms without endorsing some notional clash of civilisations as rejected by Fukuyama or indeed Taiwan.’ 

American right-wingers will exclaim: ‘What could be clearer than that? Henry K is for zapping Saddam, and how! We always knew he was one of us.’ But the next day’s New York Times front-page headline will announce: ‘Kissinger, nuancing position, urges Bush–Saddam alliance.’ The next day’s Wall Street Journal editorial would comment that the New York Times’s reporting would have been rejected as implausible by Goebbels. 

My own view is that Dr Kissinger does indeed possess opinions of mass construction. Any mass can put a construction on them. But the public will not be convinced until President Bush and Mr Blair produce their long-promised dossier that Dr Kissinger’s opinions really do exist.  

When I disputed here, two weeks ago, that we could or should have gone to war against Hitler any earlier than we did, I did not mention Donald Rumsfeld. He had not yet himself expressed the great orthodoxy, invariably deployed whenever in our day a war is urged against a tyranny. But, hardly had my observations appeared, he did. I feel justified in returning to the subject. Apart from anything else, there was not the space last time to make an additional point about the 1938 Munich agreement. 

Mr Rumsfeld presumably thinks that instead of arriving at that agreement we should have gone to war, if we had not done so even earlier. My additional point about Munich is to do with something which would have made it even more difficult for us to have gone to war in 1938, even if we had wanted to. It is that it is now possible plausibly to argue that the Czechs themselves did not want us to. 

Hitler, it will be remembered, demanded that the Sudetenland of Czechoslovakia be ceded to the Reich because it had a German-speaking majority. At Munich, Britain and France gave it to him. Much of the world has since assumed that the Czech government was against it. Today’s relevant scholarship suggests otherwise (for example, the 1992 collection Reappraising the Munich Pact: Contemporary Perspectives, edited by Maya Latynski). 

We now know that in July 1938 the French foreign minister, Bonnet, told the Czech president, Benes, that France and Britain would not go to war over the Sudetenland, and Benes privately agreed that they should not. Before the Munich agreement, Benes was already suggesting areas that should be ceded to Germany. 

It is fair to speculate that the reason was that by 1938 Benes and other Czech notables had concluded that their state, which the Allies had approved at Versailles after the first world war, was unstable. This was because it contained too many disaffected races. In our own day, a later president, Havel, concluded the same. The Czechs separated from the Slovaks. 

It is possible that, had we ‘stood up to’ Hitler in 1938, we would have been threatening war on behalf of a people whose government did not want our war on their behalf. Such a war could not have happened in those circumstances. 

In his autobiography, A.J.P. Taylor tells of a visit to Prague which he made after the war, in 1946. Benes was back as president from English exile; briefly, since he left again when the communists took over. Benes took Taylor to a window overlooking Prague in the Hradcany Palace. ‘Is it not beautiful?’ he asked. ‘The only undamaged city in central Europe, and all my doing’, by which he meant, said Taylor, ‘his acceptance of the Munich settlement in 1938’. Benes had tended not to be so candid, or such an ‘appeaser’, in public.  

Just under a year after Munich, 63 years ago this week, Hitler invaded Poland. There was no Munich for the Poles. In the preface to the second edition of his Origins of the Second World War, Taylor pointed out that six and a half million Poles died in the war, and about 100,000 Czechs. He asked what it was better to be: a betrayed Czech or a saved Pole?
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Why terrorism works

Alan Dershowitz says the world community opened the door to al-Qaida by rewarding Palestinian terrorists -- and makes the case for national I.D. cards and torture.

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

By Suzy Hansen

 

Sept. 12, 2002  |  It's hard to forget that post-Sept. 11 Osama bin Laden video, the one where he and his comrades sit slouched around a room, beaming, almost giggling over their masterpiece terror act. It's as if even they couldn't believe they pulled it off. To them, Sept. 11 was a wild success. 

But was it? What makes a terrorist act "successful"? The number of people killed? The grievances aired? The underlying goals achieved? In "Why Terrorism Works," celebrated defense attorney and controversial author Alan Dershowitz argues that the European community, the United Nations and the Vatican have rendered terrorism successful by rewarding terrorist leaders -- especially Palestinian terrorists. Dershowitz, a fervent supporter of Israel who this year argued in the Jerusalem Post that Israel should formally announce that it will destroy Palestinian villages in response to terror attacks, cites the fact that in 1974, PLO leader Yasser Arafat was invited to speak at the United Nations General Assembly shortly after a string of deadly Palestinian attacks on airlines and Israeli civilians, including children. 

More significantly, Dershowitz suggests that without the achievements of Palestinian terrorism, Osama bin Laden might not have been so inspired to mastermind Sept. 11: "Global terrorism is thus a phenomenon largely of our own making." Dershowitz spoke to Salon from his summer home on Martha's Vineyard about how we reward terrorism, how we can stop it and why torture might be necessary to prevent further violence. 

What do we refuse to recognize about terrorism? 

There are two kinds of terrorism. Rational terrorism such as Palestinian terrorism and apocalyptic terrorism like Sept. 11. You have to distinguish between the two. 

The first thing that we fail to recognize is that neither is caused by frustration, disenfranchisement or poverty. That is the big lie of terrorism. That may help explain how terrorist leaders can recruit people to blow themselves up, but it doesn't explain why the terrorist leaders who are wealthy, well-educated and calculating opt for the tactic of terrorism. And the reason they opt for the tactic of terrorism is because it has a proven track record of success, particularly certain kinds of terrorism, and particularly [because of the reaction of] the European community, the United Nations, the Vatican and some liberal churches. 

And your main example of this "success" is Palestinian terrorism? 

Well, that's the one that's worked. You can't think about terrorism without thinking about Palestinian terrorism. Palestinians began international terrorism. It started with them in 1968. They used it as the first resort, not the last resort. They invented it, they perfected it, they benefited from it and they taught the world how to use it and that it would be successful. 

But how has it actually been successful? What have the Palestinians really gained? They don't have a state. 

I'll give you an example. I gave a speech the other night in front of 500 people. I asked the people how many of them favored a Palestinian state living side by side with Israel. I think every person in the audience raised their hand. Then I asked how many people favor a Kurdish state. People looked at me like I was crazy. Then I asked how many people favored an Armenian state inside of Turkey. Same thing. Then I asked how many people favor an independent Tibet? A few hands went up. How many people favor an independent Basque state? How many people favor a Chechen state? People didn't know what I was talking about. Everybody knows of the plight of the Palestinian people. And yet when you put the Palestinian situation in comparison to, say, the Kurds, the Tibetans and the Armenians, those claims are certainly no greater. In fact, they're probably considerably lower; the Tibetans have been under occupation for a far longer time period, there are many, many more of them, and they've never been offered a state. The Palestinians were offered a state in 1948 and they turned it down. They could have had a state between 1948 and 1967 and they turned it down. They were offered a state at Camp David and they turned it down. 

So when you do any kind of a moral comparison, you ask yourself, why has the Palestinian cause leapfrogged over all other causes? Why has the pope met with Arafat seven times and never met with a Kurdish leader or an Armenian leader? It's a reflection of the success of Palestinian terrorism. Now, that doesn't mean that it's the only way of achieving success; my own personal view is that the Palestinians would have actually achieved a state had they engaged in civil disobedience, Martin Luther King-like. But they opted for the tactic of terrorism and for them it has worked. In the book, I quote Palestinian leaders who say that they were surprised at how well it worked. 

Is any kind of violence used by the Palestinians morally acceptable in your view? 

Not against civilians, no. It's never acceptable to target civilians. It violates the Geneva Accords, it violates the international law of war and it violates all principles of morality. The idea of blowing up an American student at a cafeteria or an Israeli child in a day school is morally unacceptable. That's why we have soldiers. If they want to attack soldiers, that's a war. 

So there is a difference between Palestinians attacking civilians and attacking soldiers? 

Yes, I don't think they're justified in attacking soldiers either. But they are certainly not justified under any circumstance in attacking civilians. 

In that case, do you think that terrorism can be viewed as "asymmetrical warfare"? 

It's not asymmetrical warfare. Asymmetrical warfare is a euphemism for terrorism, just like collateral damage is a euphemism for killing innocent civilians. There's no such thing as asymmetrical warfare when you're targeting civilians. It's never justified and that's what we have to teach the world. Otherwise, anybody can talk about asymmetrical warfare. Let me put it this way: If Palestinian terrorism against civilians is justified, so is al-Qaida terrorism against the World Trade Center. There is no difference. 

So can violence used by any colonized or oppressed group against its oppressors be justified? 

No, we wouldn't justify African-Americans using violence against us in the 1950s. There are a hundred groups in the world that think they're colonized. Why do the Palestinians think that they're the only group that has the right to use terrorism? And remember: The Palestinians were offered a state in 1948 and they turned it down and engaged in terrorism. They slaughtered bunches of doctors and nurses on the way to Hadassah hospital instead of accepting a state which would have been twice as large as Israel. They had a state anytime they wanted between 1948 and 1967. They were offered a state in 2000. It's nonsense to think that they're a colonized country. They're a country that has used terrorism simply as an alternative to diplomacy. The Tibetans are a colonized people, the Kurds are a colonized people, the Armenians are a colonized people. If you had to rank the Palestinian case for statehood, it ranks 30th or 40th. It's a three on a scale of 10. 

Is terror used by the Kurds justified? Or the terrorism used by the African National Congress [ANC]? 

No, not against civilians. The terrorism used by the ANC was counterterrorism. The government of South Africa was using terrorism against innocent civilians and the ANC was using counterterrorism. But it was still wrong. Menachem Begin was wrong to use terrorism. [Before becoming Israel's prime minister in 1977, Begin led the Revisionist Movement and its terrorist-military wing, the IZL, and masterminded the most famous act of Jewish terrorism against the British, the bombing of the King David Hotel, which killed 91 people, including Jews and Arabs as well as British, in April 1946.] You can't justify killing civilians. Begin was killing adult English civil servants. That's still wrong. 

Right, many people and historians consider Begin a terrorist. But how is he more respectable than Arafat? 

There's no comparison between Begin and Arafat. Begin limited himself to killing British civil service people, whereas Arafat has killed babies and children. On a scale of 10, Arafat's an 11 and Begin's a three or four. Mandela's a three or four. The Irish Revolutionary Army is maybe a six. 

But Arafat and the Palestinians are the worst. There's never been a group in the world as bad as Palestinian or Islamic terrorists, ever. There's never been a group that has a lower moral claim to doing what they're doing. One of the ironies, of course, is that because they've killed so many people, people have elevated their claim. People think they must have a more important claim than the Kurds and the Armenians because the Palestinians use global terrorism and the Kurds and the Armenians don't. 

So you believe that all terror absolutely should be condemned? 

Right, and it should never be rewarded. No government or government organization like the U.N. or the Vatican should ever embrace terrorists. 

But you ranked those terrorists before, implying that some are worse than others. So are you saying they all should be punished, but punished according to how bad they are? 

Yes, but according to how bad they are, not according to how just their cause is. Terrorists who kill innocent children, who indiscriminately kill ... for example, the PLO has killed Jews at prayer in Ankara, Turkey. Most of them weren't even Zionists. To me, the PLO is indistinguishable from the Ku Klux Klan in that they have both targeted children at prayer, and synagogues and churches. Yet everybody condemns the Klan as a terrorist organization, even though they were fighting for preservation of their way of life much the way that al-Qaida is fighting for preservation of its way of life. Mainstream African-Americans never used terrorism and we condemned those who did -- the Black Panthers and others. 

Should counterterrorism be punished as well? 

It's wrong but it's less wrong. Remember that the Jews, the French resistance, the Polish resistance, did not slaughter German children in response to the Holocaust. They had a higher moral standard. 

It's a hazier argument -- what is counterterrorism and what isn't? Many groups could argue that another group is using terror against them. 

Of course, and al-Qaida thinks that Americans are terrorists. You can always call your enemy a terrorist. 

How should the international community have reacted to Palestinian terrorism? Should they never have negotiated with the Palestinians, despite their suffering and despite legitimate claims? 

Start in the beginning. It's very simple how they should have reacted. The cause should have been set back, not pushed forward. They should have been kept out of the United Nations, the way the Kurds and the other groups were kept out. Look what happened just the other day. The Basque Party was kicked out of the Parliament in Spain as punishment because the Parliament believes that the Basque Party uses terrorism to further their ends. That is a very effective tactic: You use terrorism, you are not part of the political system. 

You never, ever push their cause forward, and that's what we've done. The message that seems to have been sent after, particularly, Munich is "My God, they're willing to kill so many innocent people, they must have one hell of a cause." And that's a complete non sequitur. The Jews who were subject to the Holocaust didn't try to terrorize German babies or children; the French underground was very careful in who they directed their attacks at. There's a famous story about Russian revolutionaries who refused to throw a bomb because a child was in the car. But Palestinian terrorism has been promiscuous, going after the softest targets. Instead of saying that this is a cause that shows us that they deserve to be set back for using terrorism, we push them forward. 

A lot of people would argue that, especially recently, Israel does retaliate. Israel punishes the Palestinians for their terrorist acts -- they demolish someone's home, they target specific terrorists, they shut down cities. But it hasn't stopped the violence at all. In fact, it's gotten worse. 

I agree with that. That's not a particularly effective way of dealing with it. 

So what are they doing wrong? 

Israel doesn't have a lot of options. It's not the international community. Palestinian terrorism has to be stopped by the European community but because the European community hasn't done that, Israel is forced into a position where it has to retaliate. Israel always overreacts. Every democracy overreacts to terrorism. That's part of the ploy of terrorism. 

Think about what happened after the Camp David accords failed. The Palestinians had been offered 93 percent or something of what they wanted and they turned it down and they were actually looked at very negatively by the European community. So they decided to play the terrorist card again. What happened? You blow up a couple of Israeli children and Israel's going to overreact. As soon as Israel overreacts, the European community hates Israel and begins to love the Palestinians. They're able to change the dynamic very quickly by using a tactic -- terrorism -- which they know will cause a democracy to overreact. The United States overreacts, Israel overreacts, Britain overreacts, Canada overreacted in 1970 -- you can always count on a democracy overreacting to terrorism and thereby getting the moral low ground in the world community because the world community then says it's a "cycle of violence." And they create this metaphor of moral equivalence. 

I have to tell you the worst offender of moral equivalence has been the Vatican, which simply fails to understand the difference between democracies that fight back against terrorism and terrorists who target babies and children. I just can't imagine the pope, who met seven times with Arafat, being willing to meet seven times with other killers. It's sent a message: You can kill, you can blow up airplanes and you will still be greeted by the man who's supposed to represent the greatest international morality in the world. 

It seems that the moral equivalence stems from the fact that Israel does kill civilians. Israel has an army, the Palestinians do not. More Palestinians have died. 

Inevitably, but look. Compare what Jordan did: In one month, it murdered 20,000 Palestinians. Israel, in 55 years of fighting the Palestinians, has killed a tiny fraction of that 20,000, much of it in warfare, many of them guilty. The number of civilians killed by Israel is probably the smallest of any country in the modern world. Compare the number of civilians that Israel killed with the number of civilians the United States killed in Vietnam. Compare it to the number the United States killed in Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Compare it with the number that the British killed in the firebombing in Dresden. No country has ever fought a war, certainly in modern times, where fewer civilians have been killed. Israel has never, for example, bombed a city. It always sends in its troops to do it retail, like in Jenin, where 23 Israeli soldiers were killed, along with 50 or 60 Palestinians. When the police fight criminals, you certainly don't expect equivalence. You don't expect one policeman to be killed for every criminal. You expect that there would be a much, much higher rate of death among the criminals than there is among the policeman. 

Now, I'm not defending Israel in everything it's done, obviously. It has overreacted. I was very much against sending that bomb to kill the terrorist in Gaza, which resulted in 14 innocent people being killed. It should never have been done. The first to say that was the Israeli government, which condemned the activity and had an investigation. It's terrible when a young child is killed in a crossfire. But when that happened, everybody in Israel, and most Americans, were crying. When a kid is deliberately killed in Israel, Palestinians cheer. That's a big difference morally. You can't have a moral equivalence there, and I think that's what causes terrorism. The moral success of Palestinian terrorism is what led Osama bin Laden to calculate that he will get tremendous support around the world for Sept. 11. 

It's still hard to think that the Palestinians have been rewarded for terrorism. You don't think that Palestinian violence has ultimately hurt their cause for statehood by pushing legitimate political demands to the side? 

No, I think it's brought them closer to it. Probably they miscalculated in the end. Had they accepted the Camp David accords, they would have used terrorism effectively to get themselves a state. They may now have overreacted. Remember that Arafat was Sharon's campaign manager; he got him elected. And so the terrorism resulted in a very tough regime being installed in Israel. So it may have backfired. 

Do you believe in Palestinian statehood? 

I do. I believe in Kurdish statehood. I believe in Tibetan statehood. I don't think that Palestinian statehood comes first. 

Is there really a continuum from Palestinian terrorism to Sept. 11? Do you distinguish between Palestinian and Islamist terrorism? You do say that Palestinian terrorism is secular and limited to Israel, whereas -- 

It's changing now, of course, it's not all secular. Hamas is not secular and Hezbollah is not secular, but most of it is and it has a particular goal. They can turn it on and turn it off. It's rational in a perverse way. 

Whereas Sept. 11 was apocalyptic terrorism. But why do you believe that Palestinian terrorism was the precedent for Sept. 11? You write that Sept. 11 was inevitable. 

I have no question about that. I don't think anybody would have imagined doing Sept. 11 without the history of Palestinian terrorism behind them. Of course, Osama bin Laden invokes the Palestinians. We know who the people were who did Sept. 11 -- they were fairly well-educated, fairly well-off, mostly Saudis, few Egyptians, and they were apocalyptic and religious. 

It's much harder to control that [than Palestinian terrorism] because you can't deter and disincentivize that. You can't say I'm setting back the cause; their cause is an otherworldly one. You can't persuade them that their reading of the Quran is wrong. We can't, anyway. The only thing we can do to prevent the occurrence of al-Qaida terrorism is to not try to give in to their demands or understand them, but to try to prevent them and disrupt them. There we have to use only military tactics. 

Now that Palestinian terrorism has been going on for 35 years, and in your view, successfully, is it too late to implement this strategy and send the message that terrorism will no longer be rewarded? 

No. This is how I think it should be done. It should be done by announcing that there will be a Palestinian state within, say, two or three years, and then say that timetable and the amount of land that they get will be a function of whether or not terrorism stops. You have to reward the ending of terrorism, rather than terrorism itself. That's what's going on in Northern Ireland. Gerry Adams has now said that they've ended terrorism. He's being rewarded for that. That's what happened in South Africa; Mandela ended terrorism. The Palestinian state has to be created as a reward for the end of terrorism. The United States, Israel and the European community should announce a Palestinian state in the year 2005 but [on the condition that] there has to be two consecutive years of no Palestinian Authority-sanctioned or sponsored terrorism. 

Because you are more concerned with disabling the leaders, rather than the actual bombers. 

Yes. If there is an act of terrorism, and it can be blamed on Arafat or the leadership, then the cause gets set back. I don't think it's too late at all. 

Could you give an example of how Arafat was rewarded in the past? I think a lot of people might forget about how much terrorism was going on in the 1970s and 1980s, and how the world reacted. 

Following horrible acts of terrorism, say, the Munich massacres, more countries began to recognize the Palestinians. By a certain point in time, the Palestinians after using terrorism had more countries recognizing them than Israel had recognizing them. It was working, it was an adjunct to their diplomatic efforts. The more violent their terrorism got, the more they were recognized. It's almost as if they frightened us into recognition. It was the European community, the United Nations -- which gave it observer status, unique to any other group seeking statehood -- the Vatican, other churches and even the Jewish community. Even Jews began to take Arafat very seriously as the result of the terrorism. 

I'm not suggesting that you don't negotiate or that you don't make peace with your enemies. You make peace with the Mafia, too. The difference is that it's inconceivable that criminal groups would be welcomed around the world or given honorary degrees at universities. European intellectuals have shown adoring acceptance to Arafat, who we have on tape ordering the murder of American diplomats in the Sudan. We now know through Romanian intelligence that he signed off on the Munich massacre. We now know that he is the one who signed off on getting the boatload of arms that were intercepted from Iran just a year ago. And yet he continues to be adored, and that's the moral failing of the world today. 

Obviously it's tremendously complicated. But I think one problem is that people feel that they have no other option. He's their leader. Who else are they going to negotiate with? The alternative would be worse. 

That may be true. The point is not Arafat vs. anybody else. It's terrorism. The alternatives are terrible and that's because they set the rules of the game and made the alternatives terrible. But I think the alternative that has to be negotiated now is a Palestinian state in exchange for the end of terrorism. 

The thing that many Israelis ask today is: What if? What if Israel were to do everything that the left and the European community and the Vatican and everybody else wants them to do -- give back all of the land captured in 1967, Jerusalem becomes their capitol -- what if after all that happens, terrorism gets worse? What would the world community expect Israel to do at that point? That's the question that the international community hasn't yet answered. We never will get peace until it is. 

Are targeted assassinations a form of terrorism? 

A targeted assassination is exactly the opposite of terrorism. Terrorism is untargeted assassination -- you just throw a bomb in a cafeteria and you get everybody. Targeted assassination is designed to be very precise and very specific. If you look at what happened in Gaza, obviously it can produce a disaster. 

But "the Engineer" [Yahyah Ayash] is a perfect example. He was helping the Palestinians make bombs. He was the only one at the time who knew that tactic. He was using a cellphone, Israelis got to the cell phone company that was repairing his cellphone, put a bomb in the cell phone and the first time he picked it up, they blew his head off. Nobody was hurt but him. 

But look, how can anybody like a system in which the killer is the judge, jury and executioner? The question is: compared to what? I favor targeted assassinations if four conditions are met. One: If you have somebody who beyond any doubt is a proven terrorist. Two: If beyond any doubt, that person is engaging in ongoing future terrorist acts. In other words, I'd never use it to punish for the past, the way Israel did after Munich. Three: There is no other conceivable way of getting at him. You can't arrest him. Four: Do it, only if you can do it with minimal collateral damage to other civilians. Then it's better than bombing. We're not talking about good, better, best. We're talking about bad, worse, worser, worst. On a scale of that, this is less than worst. 

So has the United States rewarded terrorism in any way since Sept. 11? 

No, after Sept. 11 we've gotten tough. Sept. 11 was a major wake-up call. But our mistake has been to say that we're gonna devote all of our attention to only certain terrorist groups, as if you can make the kinds of distinctions between international and more regional forms of terrorism. What the United States has to do, and I think we're moving toward it, is to say that terrorism as a tactic is simply unacceptable. We will never use terrorism or never, ever support a group that does. 

We may come into conflict with that if we go into Iraq. One way or another we may be tempted to use Kurdish terrorism against Iraq and we have to say no to that. We have to say no to having alliances with any country that uses terrorism, and we have to be tougher on Saudi Arabia. We have to be tougher on Iran. The three governments that sponsor terrorism more than any other are Iran, Syria and Saudi Arabia. We're an ally of Saudi Arabia, we're trying to create alliances with Syria and we're trying to create alliances with Iran. Iraq is probably fourth on the list. 

Probably the most controversial chapter in your book is about torture. A lot of people will be surprised to learn that in certain situations you believe that nonlethal torture might be necessary. 

It might be necessary. I hope it isn't necessary. But if we ever had the ticking bomb case -- somebody who we believed had plans with others who were out free to blow up a major city or plant a nuclear bomb -- there's no question that the Americans would do everything they have to do to prevent it. 

The question that I pose is: If you're going to have torture, is it worse to do it secretly without any accountability, or any subsequent knowledge -- the way the Filipinos, the Jordanians and the Egyptians do it? Or is it worse to have a degree of accountability and control over it, whether it be congressional and judicial? I'm ambivalent about it. I wrote that chapter to raise the question. But in the end, I had to come down to a solution, and I moderately disfavor doing it off the books and under the radar screen. 

Well, first of all, are you assuming that this is going on anyway? You write that we know that the CIA uses torture. 

Yes, we know the three countries that they use: Egypt, Jordan and the Philippines. We subcontract torture to them and they're very good at it. It's interesting that we think so highly of the Jordanian government under King Hussein, and that's where it was perfected. When Carlos the Jackal wouldn't turn, they got his mother and threatened to torture her. We would never do that, I don't think, but we're complicit. 

Any reason why you use needles under the fingernails as your torture method of choice? 

A reviewer criticized me for that. I purposely wanted to do that. I don't want to be vague. I wanted to come up with a tactic that can't possibly cause permanent physical harm but is excruciatingly painful. I agree with the reviewer; he's right when he said, "different strokes for different folks." For different people, different kinds of nonlethal torture might be more effective. Obviously, to the experts, having seen the movie "Marathon Man," drilling the tooth might be better than some. But the point I wanted to make is that torture is not being used as a way of producing death. It's been used as a way of simply causing excruciating pain. 

Aren't there other forms of torture that would be less painful than that, that you might have considered? 

But I want more painful. I want maximal pain, minimum lethality. You don't want it to be permanent, you don't want someone to be walking with a limp, but you want to cause the most excruciating, intense, immediate pain. Now, I didn't want to write about testicles, but that's what a lot of people use. I also wanted to be explicit because I didn't want to be squeamish about it. People have asked me whether I would do the torturing and my answer is, yes, I would if I thought it could save a city from being blown up. 

But you believe in torture only for the ticking bomb terrorist scenario? 

Only for the ticking bomb terrorist -- if the threat is immediate, clear and mega. 

And you're advocating that we have warrants for this? 

Some accountability. It needn't be a warrant. It can be judicial or legislative. Something that brings it up and makes sure that the American public sees how it works. It's not just done beneath the radar screen. 

Regardless, there's a serious slippery slope here. 

The slippery slope is that you're making a statement that there's no absolute right not to be tortured. My whole life has been devoted to trying to prove to my civil libertarian absolutist friends that there is no such thing as absolute rights, at all, period. I don't believe that there's any right that's absolute. Torture has always been used hypothetically as the example to prove it; [the legal theorist] Jeremy Bentham was the first to make that argument in the late 18th century, arguing that if you need to use torture to stop torture, it would be permissible. 

Did your feelings about torture change after Sept. 11? Is it the sense that we have a new threat on our hands that's made you consider this? 

It came home after Sept. 11. I wrote an article about it in 1988 in Israel in which I urged that the Israelis not use torture unless the chief justice of the Israeli supreme court is willing to sign off on it. After Sept. 11, that came home to me. So did national ID cards. I never thought about national ID cards but after Sept. 11, when it became clear that more than half of the hijackers had it made it through security because of false identification, I began to think hard about a national ID card of a very limited nature. 

One thing you repeat in "Why Terrorism Works" is that despite the concessions we may have to make we must maintain a "feel of freedom." Can you explain what you mean by that? Because if President Bush started tossing around that phrase I'd be very skeptical. It sounds like a euphemism for "we're taking away your rights, but slowly." 

It's very hard to define. I think it reflects mostly our willingness and our ability to criticize, our ability to walk free without accounting for ourselves. I think we still have that. As Potter Stewart once said about pornography, "I can't define it but I know it when I see it." I've been all over the world. I was in Czechoslovakia in the 1980s. It didn't have a feel of freedom. Then I crossed the border to Poland and it had it a little bit more. And then you go to Scandinavia and it has the complete feel of freedom. Israel has the feel of freedom but probably not if you're a Palestinian living there. Italy and Germany today have it and years ago they didn't. It's a sense of being able to go out on the street and know that somebody's not going to knock on your door in the middle of the night and say, "Your papers, please." 

Do you think that feeling has been endangered at all since Sept. 11? 

I felt a danger to the feel of freedom when Ashcroft proposed Operation TIPS. The notion that every time an electrician or a postman comes to my house -- and I live a very open life -- that someone [might be] snooping for the government gave me a very eerie idea about the feel of freedom. 

But there are certain liberties that we will have to part with in some way. 

Anonymity is the big one. We can't walk around with a bag over our heads. 

Then how did you react to when the U.S. rounded up the 1,000 Muslim men? 

I was pleased that it happened immediately for several reasons. One: We didn't round up 110,000 Arab-Americans and put them in concentration camps like we did to the Japanese after Pearl Harbor. Two: It seemed to me that we needed to freeze the situation for a few days to find out what these people knew and who they were. Then I began to get distressed after a week or two or three. And now I'm outraged that it's lasted so long without judicial review. 

I have no problem with short-term detention based on probable cause. The things that outrage me are the secrecy, the numbers and the length. It's a matter of degree. But as I say in the book, the idea that "better that 10 guilty go free than one innocent be wrongly confined" is appropriate in the criminal justice system. It may not be appropriate in preventing acts of terrorism. It may be that it's better for 10 innocent people to be confined than for one terrorist to blow up a city. 

How will this transform ideas and policy about racial and ethnic profiling? 

My friend Larry David, the comedian who writes "Curb Your Enthusiasm," said to me, "What if they prove that a bald, Jewish guy blew up the World Trade Center?" He's bald and Jewish. He said, "I'd be willing to show them anything! Anything!" A lot of people feel that if you have nothing to hide, you shouldn't have anything to hide. I don't think that's right. Racial profiling is an evil in and of itself because it makes a general statement that all people who belong to a particular ethnic group are suspect. 

But if you know that the only people who engage in suicide bombing are men, of a certain age and from a certain ethnic background, but you bother just for propriety's sake to also search the 80-year-old grandmother from Maine who's getting on the plane with her grandchildren, that's a waste. The one thing we know is that we don't have any experience of anybody blowing up an airplane with their grandchildren with them on the plane. Common sense can permit us not to have such a fetish, treating everybody exactly identically. It doesn't mean that everybody carrying a Quran should be subject to profiling. 

One of the reasons that I think that a national ID card is better than ethnic profiling is because if you have a national ID card, you can avoid this stereotype. You have the card, you've gone through the process of getting it and you're not likely to be a hijacker if you have that card and it matches your retinal print. 

And everyone, regardless of color and background, has one too. 

And therefore everybody has a little bit of their anonymity diminished. I'd always rather have "we-we" compromises than "we-they" compromises. I worry about "we-they" compromises very much because there's no constituency to fight against it. This administration was willing to detain 1,000 people but they weren't willing to looking into their gun-purchase records for fear that the NRA would be upset. The administration sent a message that it's a greater violation of privacy to have your gun-purchase records looked into than to be detained in a prison. That's just crazy! 

Is there anything else that particularly worries you about the Bush administration, things that have changed in the last year? 

What worries me, of course, is the "wag the dog" scenario. As somebody said in Israel, Yasser Arafat has been Sharon's campaign manager. He never would have gotten elected without the terrorism. And the fear is that Osama bin Laden may become Bush's campaign manager for his reelection campaign because if not for Sept. 11 most political pollsters would tell you that his approval ratings, if the economy were as bad as it is, would be very low today. The fear is that Sept. 11 has become too important to the political fortunes of the current administration and there is a potential that they could abuse that. I haven't seen that happening yet, but the Iraqi scenario worries. 

Just out of curiosity, you mention that you've defended terrorists. Who, and what was that like? 

I defended the Jewish Defense League when they were a terrorist group in the 1970s. My first big case that I write about in "The Best Defense" was the defense of a man named Sheldon Seigel who was accused of making the bombs that were planted in Sol Hurok's office that ended up killing a young Jewish woman who worked there. I got to meet and see all the people in that terrorist organization and they're a bunch of zealots who believed their cause was above everything else. They did try to focus their terrorism on Soviet diplomats and people who traded with Soviet diplomats, but look, the only person they succeed in killing was a 20-something-year-old Jew, a woman who was just going to work. It instilled in me a tremendous hatred even when I was defending terrorists. 

And then I was twice myself threatened by terrorists. Once when I was a professor, two North African students planned to assassinate me after I wrote an Op-Ed piece about Yasser Arafat. And then I was told I was on a list of prominent Jews who were targeted for assassination. After Sept. 11, we hired a security firm to check out everything around our house. 
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Printer-Friendly Version 

Marine Gen. Anthony Zinni (Ret.) was commander in chief of the U.S. Central Command, which commands U.S. forces in much of the Middle East and Central Asia, during 1997-2000. He was the first to have served previously as deputy commander in chief of the command. He had also been deputy commanding general of the combined task force during Operation Provide Comfort immediately after the Gulf War, and commander of the combined task force for Operation United Shield. 

After a speech about the Israeli-Palestinian peace process to the Economic Club of Florida on August 23, 2002, he made the following comments in response to a question about a war against Iraq. 

Attacking Iraq now will cause a lot of problems. I think the debate right now that's going on is very healthy. If you ask me my opinion, Gen. Scowcroft, Gen. Powell, Gen. Schwarzkopf, Gen. Zinni, maybe all see this the same way. 

It might be interesting to wonder why all the generals see it the same way, and all those that never fired a shot in anger and are really hell bent to go to war see it a different way. That's usually the way it is in history. 

But let me tell you what the problem is now as I see it, if you need to weigh this: what are your priorities in the region? That's the first issue in my mind. 

The Middle East peace process, in my mind, has to be a higher priority. 

Winning the war on terrorism has to be a higher priority. 

More directly, the situation in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Central Asia needs to be resolved, making sure al Qaeda can't rise again from the ashes, [that they are] destroyed. [That the] Taliban cannot come back. That the warlords can't gain power over Kabul and [Afghan President] Karzai, and destroy everything that has happened so far. 

Our relationships in the region are in major disrepair, not to the point where we can't fix them, but we need to quit making enemies we don't need to make enemies out of. And we need to fix those relationships. There's a deep chasm growing between that part of the world and our part of the world. And it's strange, about a month after 9/11, they were sympathetic and compassionate toward us ... how did it happen over the last year? And we need to look at that — that is a higher priority. 

The country that started all this, Iran, is about to turn around, 180 degrees. We ought to be focused on that. The father of extremism, the home of the ayatollah — the young people are ready to throw out the mullahs and turn around, become a secular society and throw off these ideas of extremism. That is more important and critical. They're the ones that funded Hezbollah and other terrorist organizations. That ought to be a focus. And I can give you many, many more before you get down to Saddam and Iraq. 

Our friends in the region who, a couple years ago, every time we wanted to throw a bomb at Saddam, kept saying, "Why don't you get serious? We'll support you if you take him out. But if you're only going to piss him off and let him rise from the ashes, we don't want to do it." 

Now that we want to do it, it's the wrong time. He'll drag Israel into the war. The mood on the street is very hostile at this moment. It is the wrong time. You could create a backlash to regimes that are friendly to us. You could create a sense [in the region] of anti Arab, anti Islamic feelings from the West, [people could] misinterpret the attack. 

We could end up with collateral damage. 

You could inherit the country of Iraq, if you're willing to do it — if our economy is so great that you're willing to put billions of dollars into reforming Iraq. If you want to put soldiers that are already stretched so thin all around the world and add them into a security force there forever, like we see in places like the Sinai. If you want to fight with other countries in the region to try to keep Iraq together as Kurds try and split off and Shiites try and split off, you're going to have to make a good case for that. And that's what I think has to be done, that's my honest opinion. 

You're going to have to tell me the threat is there, right now, that it's immediate, that it takes the priority over all those things I've just mentioned. 

Orwell and Us 

The battle over George Orwell's legacy. 

by David Brooks 
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Why Orwell Matters 

by Christopher Hitchens 

Basic, 208 pp., $24 

GEORGE ORWELL was one of the best essayists of his time, and Christopher Hitchens is one of the best essayists of his. Orwell is famous for his intellectual honesty and his willingness occasionally to anger his allies on the left. So is Hitchens. A book by Hitchens on Orwell seems natural and inevitable--like an Ali-Frazier fight or a Hepburn-Tracy movie. The publishers are not hyping things when they advertise this book as "a true marriage of minds." 

But for all the wisdom that Hitchens brings to this book, there is a problem with his "Why Orwell Matters"--for it leaves the reader with the impression that Orwell doesn't actually matter any more. To enter Orwell's world is to reenter a world of totalitarian nation-states, Communist intellectuals, blacklists, European imperialists, proletarian masses, and pre-feminist attitudes. But the Cold War really is over, and none of those other things is very important today. As you take the Hitchens-guided tour through some of those old, old controversies, it occurs to you that the categories Orwell used to analyze his own world would mislead us if we relied on them now. 

Orwell was brilliant on Stalin, Dickens, Hitler, and Kipling. But his country is now run by the Labour meritocrat Tony Blair. As a political force, the working classes have been replaced by office-park workers who toil at places like Microsoft, temp agencies, and Human Genome Sciences. Marxism is dead, but Oprah Winfrey is alive. Imperialist victims Pakistan and India are nuclear powers, while Singapore and Indonesia are Asian Tigers, and the main threat to global order comes not from Stalinist dictators or competing colonial powers, but from Osama bin Laden and Saddam Hussein. 

Of course, Orwell still matters to the extent that integrity still matters. Stories about honest people always inspire, whether they are set in second-century Rome or sixteenth-century China. And one of the chief virtues of "Why Orwell Matters" is that Hitchens examines Orwell's honesty while, at the same time, extricating him "from a pile of saccharine tablets and moist hankies," which has turned Orwell into "an object of sickly veneration and sentimental overpraise, employed to stultify schoolchildren with his insufferable rightness and purity." 

Hitchens argues that Orwell's most prominent quality was his independence, and it was an independence that had to be earned through willpower. Orwell was, Hitchens continues, something of a natural misanthrope: "He had to suppress his distrust and dislike of the poor, his revulsion from the Jews, his awkwardness with women, and his anti-intellectualism." It was through continued acts of self-mastery that Orwell was able to overcome most of his natural prejudices, in order to see things as they really were and champion groups that needed championing. Orwell was always checking himself, which perhaps explains the tone of cool reserve that marks his prose. 

HITCHENS doesn't quite put it this way, but the vice that Orwell seems chiefly to have overcome is snobbery, which especially afflicts Englishmen and writers. By training and not instinct, he was deeply egalitarian and detested the condescension of both the imperialists and the parlor leftists (he was fond, for instance, of Rudyard Kipling's crack against those who are perpetually "making mock of uniforms that guard you while you sleep"). At the same time Orwell didn't commit the reverse snobbery of overpraising the downtrodden. He understood that one product of domination is that it can turn the dominated into rotten people too. Orwell also still matters to the extent that the ability to see through bogus rhetoric still matters. Hitchens notes that Orwell, anticipating postmodern theorists, was fascinated by "the problems of objective and verifiable truth" and the importance of language. 

But for Orwell to really matter today, he can't just be some exemplar of abstract virtue or an academic semiotician before his time. He has to address the main issues of our day. And it is here that Hitchens fails to persuade. The three great issues of the twentieth century were imperialism, fascism, and Stalinism--and Orwell was right on all of them, Hitchens argues, carving out a principled anti-tyrannical leftism (a tradition that Hitchens claims to carry on). 

To hold this ground, Hitchens must defend Orwell from those he sees as Orwell's enemies on the left and Orwell's co-opters on the right. Hitchens meticulously rebuts the attacks on Orwell from the likes of the Marxist historian E.P. Thompson and the culture-studies guru Raymond Williams, who despise Orwell because he gave ammunition to the anti-Communist enemy. Then Hitchens turns around and tries to show that Orwell would not have become a neoconservative. 

But to reenter these debates is really to go into an intellectual-history museum. E.P. Thompson may have believed that Orwell was an apologist for quietism. Raymond Williams may have regarded Orwell as hopelessly bourgeois. But aside from a few dozen professors, does anybody really think Orwell still needs defending from these ideological dinosaurs? And as for the argument over whether or not Orwell would have ended up at the Hoover Institution, who cares? Orwell was valuable as long as the Soviet Union was around, but few people cite Orwell to buttress their arguments on, say, whether we should seek regime change in Iraq. The Orwell tug of war is over. 

Indeed, one of the striking omissions in this book is any reference to the events of September 11 and the war on terror. In his magazine articles over the past year, Hitchens himself has been crusading against Islamofascism, but even he doesn't enlist Orwell in that crusade here. While there are references in this book to forgotten leftists such as Konni Zilliacus, there are none to Osama bin Laden or the Taliban. 

Imported into this new age, Orwellian instincts are sometimes more of a hindrance than a help. For example, fighting totalitarianism, Orwell developed an instinctive distrust of authority. But today the great challenge is reconstituting legitimate authority to preserve democratic institutions and civilized life. Many on the left accused Rudy Giuliani of using "Big Brother" tactics in his efforts to crack down on crime in New York. But they were misled by the category. Giuliani was no dictator; he was mainly restoring civic order and improving life for ordinary New Yorkers. Similarly, one can have a legitimate debate about how much authority should be invested in the new Department of Homeland Security, but if you start importing the categories of "1984" into that debate, you will end up in a hysterical shouting match that will lead you away from the right balance between liberty and security. 

ORWELL WAS PERCEPTIVE about how colonial domination infects both the colonizers and the colonized. But if you see today's world through the prism of colonialism, as some on the left still do, you find yourself in a make-believe world in which Islamic Jihad is an anti-imperialist uprising, the United States poses a greater threat than Osama bin Laden and Saddam Hussein, and Arab and African dictators are somehow the legitimate manifestations of their indigenous cultures. Orwell is not to blame. He didn't face the problems we face. Queen Victoria's colonialism was nothing like the democratic imperialism America practices in Serbia and Afghanistan. Islamic fascism is not quite the same as Italian fascism. 

But the main reason Orwell doesn't matter much to our current controversies is that, as Hitchens acknowledges, he never really paid much attention to the United States. And that illustrates a significant difference between the debate we are engaged in today and the Cold War debate that Orwell dominated. During the Cold War, the essential issue was Marxism. The key debate was over what sort of society the Soviets were building: Was it the vanguard of the glorious future, or was it a tyranny of some new- or old-fashioned sort? Orwell's Europe certainly experienced waves of anti-Americanism, but for intellectuals in Orwell's day, reading Marx, Hegel, Trotsky, and Lenin was more important than reading Jefferson, Hamilton, or Adam Smith. 

Our current battle lines often resemble the Cold War's battle lines. But the focus of attention has shifted. Now America is the main issue. Is America the vanguard of the future or is its political and cultural might more a threat and a corrupter? 

Certainly there is interest in what motivates the Islamic extremists. But there aren't many pro-Islamist intellectuals writing in the New York Review of Books. No one thinks Islamists are heralding a glorious future or are the chief influence on the world. Today it is how you feel about the United States that determines whether or not you think America should play an assertive and, if necessary, unilateral role around the world. 

Orwell would matter if he had written about American idealism, America's sense of mission, mass affluence, the triumph of the market mentality, American history, or Pax Americana. But while he seems to have had a general disdain for American culture--and championed, in a vague way, European socialist unity as a way to counterbalance American hegemony--he never turned his full attention to this country and its ideas. 

So in writing this book, Hitchens seems actually to have pulled himself away from the main topics that occupy him when he writes for magazines. At this moment, oddly enough, Hitchens matters more than Orwell. 

David Brooks is a senior editor at The Weekly Standard. 
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