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UES. may

‘igéinforce ,

preferred for the five coun-

‘tries that have engaged Pyong-

vang in talks on its nuclear
program to present a unified
front to punish North Korea,

But according to U.S. de-

: fense officials who attended

defenses
in Asia
BY PETER SPIEGEL

SINGAPORE—Defense Sec-
retary Robert Gates began to
lay the groundwork for bujld-
ing up U.S. and allied military
defenses in East Asia should
the Obama administration fail
to persuade China and Russia
to join in a multilateral diplo-
matic response to North Ko-
rea’s nuclear test.

‘In closed-door meetings
with the defense ministers of
Japan and South Korea—and
a separate half-hour discus-
sionwith a senjor Chinesegen- .
eral—Mr. Gates said the U.S.

the Saturday meetings on the
sidelines of an international
security conference here, Mr.
Gates also told the Asian lead-
ers the U.S. was obligated to
begin planning for new defen-
sive measures in case such
talks fall through.

“The secretary made it
clear and the administration’s
goal is to have the five nations
work together,” said one se-
nior defense official. “What
the secretary pointed out is
we certainly have to think
about what happens if that
fails, and we have to start plan-
ning and taking some actions
on our own and with our allies
to look at defenses.”

The U.S. officials said no
specifics were discussed in any
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of the meetings. But another senior
defense official said such contin-
gency planning could include
_stepped-up missile defense coopera-
tion or allied troop movements. The
U.S. has Cold War-era defense trea-
ties with both Japanand South Korea,

Earlier Saturday, Mr. Gates gave
North Korea the sternest warning
from Washington since Monday’s
test of a nuclear weapon, saying the
0.8, “will not stand idly by™ as Pyong-
yang develops nuclear and missile
technologies that could threaten
America and its allies in the region.

“President Obama has offered an
open hand to tyrannies that un-
clencli their fists; he is hopeful, but
heis not naive,” Mr. Gates said at the
opentng of the annwal Asian defense
gathering. “North Korea's latest re-
ply to our overlures isw’t exaclly
something we would characterize
as helpful or constructive,”

Mr. Gates’s touwgh language
comes as tensions continued toesca-
late on the Korean peninsula, with
Pyongyang testing its sixth short-
range missile since the nuclear test
on Friday, just hours after U.S. and
South Korean troops based in the
south raised their alert level to the
highest point in two years.

North Korea also appears to be
preparing tolaunchalong-range mis-
sile, said aSouth Koreandefense offi-
cial Sunday, according to the Associ-
ated Press, 11.5. military officials say
thereare signs of activity at NorthKo-
rea’s nuclear reactor that could indi-
cate work to restart the facility and
resume production of nuelear fuel,

The possille defensive measures
that Mr, Gates hinted at Saturday are
expected to be discussed in a series
of meetings nexl week by a high-
level 118, delegation traveling to To-
kyo, Seoul, and Bejing led by James
Steinberg, the deputy secretary of

state. The group is also likely to visit
Moscow before week’s end, officials
said.

Officials said the delegation will
focus on finding a consensus be-
tween Lhe five countries
on Nogrth Korea sanclions,
but they are expected to
spend at least some time
discussing defensive mea-
sures the U.5. and its
treaty allies might need to
take. The officials said
there is no timeline for
when the U.5. will decide
whether multilateral talks
have failed and defensive
measures need to be imple-
mented.

Although the meetings with Chi-
nese, South Korean and Japanese
leaders here took place in private,
Mr. Gales touched upon the prospect
of a new tack during a question-and-
answer session following an address

£

Robert Gates

to the security summit.

“We have to reassess,” Mr. Gates
said of the so-called six-party talks,
the primary negotiations over
North Korea’s nuclear program,
“The reality is, given the ob-
jectives of the six-party
talks that were established
some years ago, it would be
hard to point to them at this
point as an example of suc-
cess,”

Following a three-way
meeting between Mr. Gates
and his Japanese and South
Korean counterparts, none
ofthe ministersalluded pub-
licly to the prospect of build-
ing up military defenses. But

-all three committed to work to-

gether ona response to North Korea.
Mr. Gates's meeting with Lt. Gen. Ma
Xiaotian, deputy chief of the Peo-
nle’s Liberation Army’s general staff

“andthe highest-ranking Chineserep-

resentative at the summit, was
longer than originally scheduled,
with .5, defense officials saying Mr,
Gates wanted more time to discuss
North Korea.

Gen. Ma touched only briefly on
North Korea in his own address to
the conference, saying Beijing was
committed to a nuclear-free Korean
peninsula and restating his coun-
try's “firin opposition” to North Ko-
rea’s nuclear test this week.

In a development that slightly
complicated Mr. Gates’s trip, tie de-
fense secretary’s high-tech Eoeing
747—which is specially equipped to
communicate with submarines in
the sea, bombers in the air, and fight
a world war from high above the
earth if necessary—was grounded
in Singapore Sunday after a series of
mechanical problems, which have
plagued the aircraft since his five-
day Asia trip started Wednesday
evening. Mr. Gates was scheduled (o
fly to the Philippines Sunday.



By Paula A. DeSutter

North Korea has announced that it has
tested another nuciear weapon. Detection
of North Korea’s October 2006 nuclear
test has been touted as evidence that the
Gomprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT) is verifiable. CTBT advocates will
undoubtedly make the same argument for
last week’s test and assert that CTBT is
important and that the United States
should ratify it. Here is why both argu-
ments are wrong.

Verification has two purposes: detec-
tion and deterrence. If you can’t detect,
you can't deter. But even if you can detect,
you may not be able to deter.

With regard to seismic detection, North
Korea is a best-case scenario. It is small,
its known test site is granite, and it is not
a seismically active region. In 2006 the
U.S. collected noble gases to confirm the
explosion was nuclear. Moreover, North Ko-
rea announces its tests. Detection of an-
nounced tests cannot be sold as proof of
verifiability.

As for deterrence, it’s a simple concept:
convince others that the cost of taking an
action you wish to prevent is far greater
than any benefits. At a minimum, violators
should not henefit from their violation.

The Obama administration’s special en-
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Nuclear Test Ban Trouble

voy for North Korea, Stephen Bosworth,
has been touring the region warning of
“dire consequences” if North Korea tests.
Strong words, but likely empty of sub-
stance. Will we bomb their nuclear sites?
Untikely, even if we knew where most of

. them were, Trade restrictions? North Ko-

rea has nothing to sell to non-rogue states.
Stop food aid? Americans don't want to
punish the starving slave-citizens of North
Korea for actions over which they have no
influence. In fact, we've
taught North Korea since the

byon until new reactors were near comple-
tion, at which peint it would have to dis-
mantle Yongbyon. The new Clinton policy
goal: regime stability in order to ensure im-
plementation of the agreed framework. So
by violating the NPT, North Korea got the
most powerful country in the world to
abandon regime change and declare that it
was in our interest to keep the regime in
pldce. Crime paid.

In the initial aftermath of the 2006
test, there were actions to
impose costs. The U.8. led

early 1990s that crime pays. North Korea the adoption of UL.N. resolu-
The Clinton administra- tion 1718, which required

tion had declared its policy shows how the member states to prevent

goal with respect to North Ko- ban Would help the transfer of weapons-re-

rea to be “regime change.”
North Korea then blatantly
violated the Nuclear Nonpro-
liferation Treaty (NPT). The U.S. was in the
lead-up to an NPT review conference
where the goal was the indefinite exten-
sion of that treaty. The arms controllers
saw North Korea’s violation as threatening
a successful review conference. So the Clin-
ton administration had direct negotiations
resulting in the 1994 Agreed Framework.
North Korea was given heavy fuel oil, food
and offered two light-water nuclear reac-
tors at no cost. All it had to do was freeze
plutoniwm reprocessing facilities at Yong-

rogue regimes.

lated goeds to North Korea
and called for financial sanc-
tions, But these measures
were abandoned by the Bush administra-
tion in favor of accommodating the re-
gime so talks could continue. The U.8.
quit asking for complete, verifiable and
irreversible disarmament. The U.S. pre-
tended that North Korean promises were
something other than a farce. The U.S.
pretended that disablement at Yongbyon
was something other than an opportunity
for the North Koreans to refurbish the fa-
cilities. The U.S. pretended that there was
1o uranium enrichment program, despite

evidence to the contrary. The U.5. halted
financial sanctions, which were the first
response to North Korean bad actions
that seemed to influence the country.
Again, crime paid.

North Korea’s engineers and scientists
will gain information from their tests to
help them improve their nuclear weapons,
and perhaps market their skills to other
rogues. We cannot reverse the knowiedge
they gained. These tests are lireversible,

Suppose that both the United States
and North Korea were parties to the CTRT.
Despite popular arms-control rhetoric, the
treaty would give the U.S. no more lever-
age over North Korea than it has now.
Pyongyang violated agreements in the past
and would be likely to test. But the U.S.
would still be prohibited from ever testing
its nuclear weapons to ensure their safety
and reliability and to strengthen deter-
rence. The U.S. nuclear umbrella, already
thin, will become increasingly tattered as
the North hones its weapons and delivery
systems,

There is a link between the North Ko-
rean nuclear tests and CTBT, but it argues
against U.S. ratification, not for it.

Ms. DeSutter was assistant secretary of
state for verification, compliance and im-
plementation from 2002-09.
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ight after North Korea’s
first nuclear test, in Octo-
ber 2006, Senator Bob Me-
nendez explained that the
event “illustrates leSt how
much the Bush Administration’s incom-
petence has endangered our nation.”
The New Jersey Democrat hasn’t said
what he thinks North Korea’s second
test says about the current Administra-
tion, so allow us to connect the diplo-
matic dots.

At the time of the first test, the com-
mon liberallament was that Kim Jong Il
was belligerent only because President
Bush had eschewed diplomacy in favor
of tough rhetoric, like naming Pvong-
yang to the “axis of evil.” Never mind
that the U.S. had continued to fulfill its
commitments under the 1994 Agreed
Framework, including fuel shipments
and the building of “civilian” nuclear re-
actors, until the North admitted it was
violating that framework in late 2002,
Never mind, too, that by 2006 the Bush
Administration had participated in mul-
tiple rounds of six-party nuclear talks,
or that it had promised to normalize re-
lations with the North.

Nevertheless, President Bush
adopted the views of Secretary of State
Condoleezza Rice, whoe had internalized
the views of Bush Administration crit-
ics. Led by Christopher Hill (now Presi-
dent Obama’s ambassador in Baghdad),
the U.S. announced the resumption of
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the six-party talks—only three weeks af-
ter the first North Korean test. Mr. Hill
also. held direct bilateral talks with the
North Koreans, something Pyongyang
had long sought and Mr. Bush had long
resisted.

In February 2007, the six parties
agreed to a statement in which North

Korea promised to shut down and seal.

its nuclear reactor and bring in inspec-
tors from the International
Atomic Energy Agency to
monitor complidnce. The

A timeline of

ter no international bank would go near
the transaction.

By then it was summer and North Ko-
rea promised again to provide a com-
plete nuclear report, this time by the
end of the year. In exchange, it got more
diplomatic goodies: The U.S. said it
would work toward a peace agreement
with the North once the nuclear issue
had been resolved; South Korea pro-
posed a “South-North eco-
nomic community”; and
Japanese Prime Minister

typical reaction was that Bush futility Yasuo Fukuda pledged to
the Bush Administration holds lessons improve relations despite
had finally seen the error unresolved issues regard-

of its ways. Columnist
Steve Chapman of the Chi-
cago Tribune captured the media con-
sensus by calling it a "surprising break-
through that belied [Mr. Bush’s] hard-
line record and shrewdly advanced
American interests in a vital part of the
world.”

As part of the deal, the North prom-
ised to provide a complete list of its nu-
clear programs within 60 days. But
Kim’s minions refused to provide the
list until the U.S. released $25 millior in
North Korean assets deposited at the
Macau-based Banco Delta Asia, which
had been sanctioned under the Patriot
Act for money laundering and counter-
feiting. The Administration even en-
listed the Federal Reserve Bank of New
York to get the funds to Pyongyang af-

for Obama.

ing Japanese citizens ah-
ducted by the North.
Amid this Western accommmodation,
in September 2007 Israel bombed a Syr-
ian nuclear facility that U.S. and Israeli

-intelligence believe was supplied by

North Korea. Pyongyang denied any
role, and the U.S. kept its diplomacy ac-
tive. However, North Korea ignored its
end-of-year deadline for producing its
nuclear declaration. When it did finally
produce one, six months later, it in-
cluded an incomplete plutonium
record and nothing about its uranium
nuclear program. The North did pub-
licly destroy the cooling tower of its re-
actor at Yongbyon for the TV cameras,
but it balked at any credible verifica-
tion process.

Still, the Bush Administration de-

cided to put the best face on it, Mr. Bush
announced last June that he was lifting
restrictions onthe North under the Trad-
ing With the Enemy Act. He also re-
moved North Korea from the list of state
sponsors of terrorism.

This is the state-of-play that the Bush
Administration bequeathed its succes-
sor. And it was a diplomatic approach
that the Obama Administration made
clear it was ready to pursue. But then
Kim Jong 1l decided to return to his fa-
mifiar script, raising the ante by launch-
ing a ballistic missile in April, expelling
U.N. inspectors, boycotting the six-
party talks and then detonating a sec-
ond homb last week.

Whatever is driving Kim, no one can
say it’s U.S. bellicosity. Our guess is that
Kim must figure President Obama will
soon come calling with his own “carrots”
in return for more empty disarmament
promises. That’s what the U.S. has al-
ways done before.

We offer this timeline of diplomatic fu-
tility as a suggestion that maybe it’s time
to try something different. The U.S. is
now working to secure a fresh U.N. sanc-
tions resohition, and good luck making
that stick. North Korea has never hon-
ored any commitment, or abided by any
convention, or respected any interna-
tional law. And until some very clear sig-
nal is sent by the U.S. and its allies that
they will not be gulled again by the allure
of negotiations, it never will.
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By Joshua Muravchik

The results of Kuwait’s elections last
month—in which Islamists were rebuffed
and four women were elected to parlia-
ment—will likely reinvigorate the move-
ment for greater democracy in the region
that has stalled since the hopeful "Arab
spring” of 2005. It also puts pressure on
the Obama administration to end its deaf-
ening silence on democracy promotion.

Although ruled by a hereditary mon-
arch, Kuwait is the most democratic of the
Arab countries. The press is relatively free,
parliament has real power, and politicians
are chosen in legitimate elections. How-
ever, Kuwait is a part of the Persian Gulf,

_ where the subordination of women is tradi-
tionally most severe. Historically, Kuwait’s
political process was for males only. But in
2005 parliament yielded to female activists
and approved a bill giving wornen the right
to vote and hold office.

In 2006 and 2008, several women ran
for parliament, though none won, The
women that captured four of the 50 seats
last month weren't aided by quotas; they
won on their own merits. Their success
will undoubtedly inspire a hew wave of
women's activism in nearby countries.

Almost as significant as the women'’s
gains were the Islamist losses. The archcon-
servative Salafist Movement’s campaign

‘Voting Against Islamists

for a boycott of female candidates obvi-
ously fell flat, and the number of seats
held by Sunni Islamists fell sharply.

Thus continues a string of defeats for Is-
lamists over the last year and a half from
west to east. In September 2007, Morocco’s
Justice and Development
Party, a moderate Islamist
group, was widely forecast to
he the winner. Its support
proved chimerical: 1t came
away with 14% of the seats,
trailing secularists. Iraq’s pro-
vincial elections this January
signaled a turn away from the
sectarian religious parties
that had dominated earlier pollings. This
trend, capped by Kuwait’s elections, has im-
portant implications.

What sapped the vitality of the “Arab
spring” was the triumph of Islamists—the
Muslim Brotherhood’s strong showing in
Egypt’s 2005 parliamentary election, Ha-
mas’s victory in Gaza, and Hezbollah's as-
cendance in Lebanon. In response to these
election results, the Bush administration
muffled its advocacy of democracy in the
Middle East. Some democrats in the region
even took a go-slow stance.

To put it bluntly, these outcomes re-
newed questicns about whether the Arabs
were ready for democracy. If elections pro-
duce victory for parties that are not them-

Kuwait’s
election is part
of a positive
trend.

selves democratic in practice or philesophy,
then democracy is at a dead end. But the Ku-
wait election, following those in Iraq and
Morocco, suggests that such fears may have
been overblown.

If this election is a harbinger of larger
developments, its symbol is
Rola Dashti, an American-ed-
ucated economist who led
the fight for women’s politi-
cal rights in Kuwait and who
lost narrowly in 2006 and
2008 hefore triumphing this
vear.

Her victory was remark-
able for several reasons. Half-
Lebanese by birth, Ms. Dashti speaks Ara-
bic with a distinct Lebanese accent that
stamps her as an outsider in a relatively in-
swlar country. She is also proudly secular.
She wears no head covering and makes no
effoi’. to conceal the fact that she remains
unim irried although she is in her forties.

This flies in the face of the custom that
is the essence of women's subordination in
the cuiture of the Gulf. The system of
“guardianship” requires that women be un-
der the supervision of some male—father,

uncle, husband, brother or even son—at all -

times. Ms. Dashti lives with her divorced
mother in a household devoid of males.
She has brothers, but they serve as cam-
paign aides rather than as guardians.

‘I‘h? fact that Kuwaiti voters sent Ms.
Dashti and three other women to parlia-
ment suggests that the Arab world may be

- ready for democracy after all. The Obama

administration should take heed.

Mr. Muravchik is a fellow at the Johns Hop-
kins University School of Advanced Interna-
tional Studies. His book, “The Next
Founders: Voices of Democracy in the Middie

East,” has just been published by Encounter.
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Global View / By Bret Stephens

The Axis of Evil, Again

Not 24 hours after North Korea’s nu-
clear test last week, Iranian President Mah-
moud Ahmadinejad issued a statement in-
sisting “we don’t have any cooperation
{with North Korea] in this field.” The lady
doth protest too much.

When it comes to nuclear weapons and
the means to deliver them, history offers
two hard lessons. First, nearly every mu-
clear power has been a secret sharer of nu-
clear technology. Second, every action cre-
ates an equal and opposite reaction—a
Newtonian law of proliferation that is only
broken with the intercession of an over-
whelming outside force.

On the first point, it’s worth recalling
that every nuclear-weapons state got that
way with the help of foreign friends. The
American bomb was conceived by Euro-
pean scientists
and built in a con-
sortium with Brit-
ain and Canada.

The Soviets got
their bomb thanks
largely to atomic
spies, particularly
Germany’s Klaus
Fuchs. The Chi-
nese nuclear pro-
gram got its start
with Soviet help.

Britain gave
France the secret
of the hydrogen
bomb, hoping
French President
Charles de Gaulle
would return the
favor by admitting
the U.K. into the
European Eco-
nomic Community.

(He Gallicly refused.) France shared key nu-
clear technology with Israel and then with
Iraq. South Africa got its hombs (since dis-
mantled) with Israeii help. India made ille-
gal use of plutonium from a U.S.-Canadian
reactor to build its first bomb. The Chi-
nese lent the design of one of their early
atomic bombs to Pakistan, which then
gave it to Libya, North Korea and probably
Iran.

Now it’s Pyongyang’s turn to be the link
in the nuclear daisy chain. Its ties to Syria
were exposed by an Israeli airstrike in
2007. As for Iran, its military and R&D
links to the North go back more than 20
years, when Iran purchased 100 Scud-B mis-
siles for use in the Iran-Iraq war.

Since then, Iranians have reportedly
been present at a succession of North Ko-
rean missile tests. North Korea also seems
to have off-shored its missile testing to
Iran after it declared a “moratorium” on
its own tests in the late 1990s,

In a 2008 paper published by the Ko-
rea Economic Institute, Dr. Christina Lin
of Jane’s Information Group noted that
“Increased visits to Iran by DPRX [North
Koreal nuclear specialists in 2003 report-
edly led to a DPRK-Iran agreement for the
DPRK to either injtiate or accelerate work

“with Iranians to develop nuciear war-

. heads that could be fitted on the DPRK

j No-dong missiles that the DPRK and Iran
. were jointly developing. Thus, despite the
. 2007 National Intelligence Estimate stat-
ing that Iran.in 2003 had halted weap-
onizaticn of its nuclear program, this was
the time that Iran outsourced to the
DPRX for proxy development of nuclear
warheads.”

Another noteworthy detail: According
to a 2003 report in the L.A. Times, “So
many North Kereans are working on nu-
clear and missile projects in Iran that a re-
sort on the Caspian coast is set aside for
their exclusive use.”

Now the North seems to he gearing up
for yet another test of its long-range Taep-
odong missile, and it's a safe bet Iranians
will again be on the receiving end of the
flight data. Neothing prevents them from
sharing nuclear-weapons material or data,

_ either, and the thought occurs that the

- North’s second bomb test last week might

" also have been Iran’s first. If so, the only

thing between Iran and a bomb is a long-
range cargo plane. :

Which brings us to our second nuclear
lesson. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates
has lately been in Asia taking a tough rhe-
torical line on the North’s nuclear activi-
ties. But it’s hard to deliver the message
credibly after Mr. Gates rejected sugges-
tions that the U.S. shoot down the Taep-
odong just prior to its April test, or when
the U.S. flubbed the diplomacy at the U.N.
So other countries will have to draw their
own conclusions.

One such country is Japan. In 2002,
Ichiro Ozawa, then the leader of the coun-
try’s Liberal Party, told Chinese leaders
that “If Japan desires, it can possess thou-
sands of nuelear warheads. Japan has

enough plutonium in use at its nuclear
plants for three to four thousand. . . . If
that should happen, we wouldn’t lose to
China in terms of military strength.”

This wasn’t idle chatter. As Christopher
Hughes notes in his new book, “Japan’s Re-
militarization,” “The nuclear option is gain-
ing greater credence in Japan because of
growing concerns over the basic strategic
conditions that have allowed for nuclear
restraint in the past. . . . Japanese analysts
have questioned whether the U.S. would re-
ally risk Los Angeles for Tokyo in a nuclear
confrontation with North Korea.”

There are still good reasons why Japan
would not want to go nueclear: Above all, it
doesn’t want to simultaneously antagonize
China and the U.S. But the U.S. has even
better reasons not to want to tempt Japan
in that direction. Transparently feckless
and time-consuming U.S. diplomacy with
North Korea is one such temptation. Refus-
ing to modernize our degraded stockpile of
nuclear weapons while seeking radical cuts
in the overall arsenal through a deai with
Russia is another.

This, however, is the course the Obama
administration has set for itself. Allies and
enemies alike will draw their own conclu-
sions.

Write to bstephens@wsj.com




By Bahukutumhbi Raman

The Pakistani army recaptured the larg-
est city in Swat Valley Saturday in what
was hziled as & major victory. But the ar-
my’s mission against the Pakistani Taliban
is far from finished. Troops are likely to
face a stalemate in operations in other ar-
eas of the Swat Valley, the Northwest Fron-
tier Province and the Federally Adminis-
tered Tribal Areas. The success or failure of
Pakistan’s fight against terror will hinge on

cleaning out the terrorists from these areas.

The month-long operation in Swat is a
good start, The army is reportedly back in
control of Mingora, the most important
town in the valley that had come under the
control of the Taliban. The artny is also
making headway against the Taliban in
other adjoining districts.

Yet this is a difficult, ongoing fight. The
Pakistani Taliban is emulating tactics used
by the Afghan Taliban against U.S.-lad
troops. Its leaders, senior commanders and
junior-level fighters have dispersed into
small groups and taken shelter in the
mountainous areas. These areas can only
be attacked from the air and through long-
range artillery—~not from the ground by in-
fantry units.

The army clainis to have killed more
than 1,200 junior-level fighters of the Tali-
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Swat Is Not Enough

ban over the past month, but no senior lead-
ers or commanders have been confirmed
captured or dead. The command and con-
trol of the Pakistani Taliban, like that of the
Afghan Taliban, remains intact. So long as
their leaders remain alive, the
Pakistani Taliban will he able
to stage a comeback.

Other hattles in the North-
west Frontier Province and

Indian border. The army is disinclined to
do this. Toe win the ideological war, Paki-
stan would have to invest heavily in social
and economic infrastructure—such as af-
fordable schools, higher educational institu-
tions, and the creation of
jobs for the unemployed so

Pakistan’s army jihad ceases to be a means of
faces a long,

livelihood for the youth.
This project may take well

the Federally Administered - uphlll struggle over a decade to show results.
Tribal Areas are also hitting to beat the But there is no alternative to
roadblocks. In the Khyber it. The Pakistani Taliban is
area, the Taliban continues to the result of more than 60

disrupt logistic supplies to
NATO troops from Karachi. In
South Waziristan, the army’s control is
weak. In North Warziristan, where al Qaeda
remnants are based, the army is not active.

To win this battle once and for all, the
Pakistani Taliban must be neutralized oper-
ationally and ideologically. Operational neu-
tralization means strengthening the Paki-
stani army's control over the areas freed
from the Taliban and protecting them from
future attacks until stability is restored.
Ideological neutralization means weaning
the tocal population away from the nega-
tive ideas of the Taliban.

Both would require difficult sacrifices.
To win the operational war, the army
would need to withdraw troops from the

Taliban.

years of neglect in the tribal
areas—neglect of education,
economic development, basic governance,
police administration and communications
infrastructure. While the Pakistani army
may win some tactical victories, a strategic
triviriph can come about only if the political
and military leadership reverse that course,

Pakistan’s leaders now seem to realize
the spreading Talibanizalion poses an exis-
tential threat to Pakistan. But they have
yet to admit their earlier policies are
largely responsible for the present state of
affairs. They seem to think'that to end the
Taliban, all they need is a few military vic-
tories. Such victories are important, but
their results will not be enduring without
an improvement in governance.

The Pakistani Taliban isn’t the only
threat to Pakistan’s existence. There are
other terrorist groups of older vintage in
the Punjah, such as Lashkar e Taiba—an
outfit that developed and flourished de-
spite the fact of the Punjab province being
eccnomically the most well-developed
area. They owe their existence and growth
to the Pakistani inlelligence service, which
funded them and closed its eyes to their
training camps. They are seen not as exis-
tential threats but as strategi¢ assets neces-
sary for the existence of Pakistan. Their
ideology is no different from that of the Pa-
kistani Taliban, and their links with al
(taeda are just as strong.

By failing to act against these groups,
Pakistan is sowing the seeds of new pock-
ets of instability and radicalization. First
the army needs to win the war in Swat and
the border regions, Then it needs to win
the hearts and minds of Pakistanis and pre-
vent the radicalization of its officers and
other ranks. The Taliban is unlikely to cap-
ture Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal outright.
But radicalizing the top echelons of the
army would be just as dangerous.

Mr. Raman served in India’s external imtelli-
gence agency from 1968 to 1994 and on the
National Security Advisory Board of the
government of India from 2000 to 2002,
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PAS nixes Malaysia alliance idea

BY JAMES HOOKWAY

Malaysia’s Islamist opposition
party Thursday punctured the gov-
ernment’s hopes of creating a pow-
erful alliance to represent the
country’s majority Malay popula-
tion, saying instead it would stay
with a muitiracial minority coali-
tion led by opposition leader An-
war Ibrahim.

Leaders of the Pan Malaysia Is-
lamic Party, or PAS, said at their na-
tional assembly in Kuala
Lumpur they would turn
down any offer to create a
national unity government
from the United Malays Na-
tional Organization, or
UMNQ, the party that leads
the ruling National Front
coalition.

The prospect of contin-
ued division among Malay-
sia’s Malays, who are virtu-
ally all Muslims and make
up 60% of the country’s 27
million people, strength-
ens the hand of Mr. Anwar’s so-
calied People’s Alliance, which in
elections last year broke the Na-
tional Front’s two-thirds pariiarmnen-
tary majority for the first time in de-
cades. Political analysts said PAS's
decision indicates it senses an op-
portunity of unseating the National
Front and sharing power for the
first time with its opposition allies.

Thursday’s decision also is a set-
back for Prime Minister Najib
Razak, who has tried to strengthen
UMNC{’s support base and explore
potential alliances with groups like
PAS over the past year. Some lead-
ing UMNC figures, such as youth-
wing chief Khairy Jamaluddin, have
called for PAS to work together

Najib Razak

with the party o safeguard the inter-
ests of the country’s Malays.

But in a speech to a PAS meeting
that opened Wednesday, deputy
president Nasharuddin Mat Isa said
his party’s top leaders “never had
any intention or plan” to join the Na-
tional Front, the Associated Press
reported. He described Mr. Najib’s
government as “increasingly weak”
as it slips “faster into the valley of
destruction.”

James Chin, a political-science
professor at the Malaysian
campus of Australia’s Mo-
nash University, said PAS’s
refusal to seal a pact with
the National Front and
UMNO wouid likely be a dis-
appointment to Mr, Najib.
“It shows that PAS has de-
cided to throw its lot in
with Mr. Anwar
for the next gen-
eral elections in
2013,” he said.

If Mr. Anwar’s
ailiance wins a parliamen-
tary majority—which is by
ne means certain-—it
would be the first time a
group other than the Na-
tional Front would lead Ma-
laysiasince it became inde-
pendent from Britain in
1957,

Mr. Najib’s government has
struggied to attract voters in a se-
ries of local and special elections in
recent months, Frustrated by years
of race-based politics and, lately, a
deteriorating economy, increasing
numbers of voters from Malaysia’s
ethnic-Malay, Chinese and Indian
communities have abandoned the
National Front in favor of Mr. An-
war’s alliance, which is comprised

Anwar Ibrahim

of his People’s Justice Party, the
Democratic Action Party and PAS.
At some poils, ethnic-Chinese and
Indian activists have campaigned
for PAS candidates—an unusual
sight in this long-divided country.

Among other policies, Mr. An-
war’s alliance is pushing for aroll-
back of Malaysia’s decades-old af-
firmative action policies. The poli-
cies were designed to help the ma-
jority Malay population catch up
economically with ethnic-Chi-
nese, but many critics say they
have created inefficiency and hin-
dered Malaysia’s ability to com-
pete against new economic rivals
such as Vietnam.

Mr. Najib’s government has re-
sponded to its falling popularity by
unleashing multibillion-dollar stim-
ulus programs to help pull the na-
tion out of recession, and
making it easier for for-
eigners to invest in ser-
vices and finaneial-ori-
ented businesses. The gov-
ernment expects Malay-
sia’s export-driven econ-
omy will contract between
4% and 5% this year.

Authorities, meah-
while, are prosecuting Mr.
Anwar for allegedly sod-
omizing a former male
ailde, Mr. Anwar, a former
deputy prime minister who was
convicted and then acquitted of
the same crime after challenging
the government in 1998, says he is
innocent and maintains the allega-
tion is part of a conspiracy to tar-
nish his reputation among conser-
vative Matays. Mr. Najib has de-
nied having anything to de with
the allegation against Mr. Anwar.
The trial begins in July.



By Andrew Gilholm

As United Nations Security Council
menibers again struggle to respond effec-
tively to a North Korean nuelear test,
hopes—and frustrations—are lurning once
again o China. After two decades of trying
and failing to negotiate away Pyongyang’s
nuclear aspirations, despairing observers
are demanding that China make the prob-
lem go away. This wishful thinking is unre-
alistic and distracting.

China most certainly does not want a
nuclear North Korea. As that prospect
nears, a strategy of hoping the threat
could be bought off with American cash
and concessions, or contained and ignored
until a more pliant North Korean regime
appears looks increasingly inadequate.
However this approach will probably re-
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Beijing Won’t Push Py&hgyang

main Beijing’s default position unless its
wider concerns about the future of the Ko-
rean peninsula can be addressed.

This reluctance comes despite China's
unique potential leverage over North Ko-
rea. A decline in the growth of South Ko-
rean trade with the North has accentuated
China’s emergence as the crucial factor in
Pyongyang’s external economic and finan-
cial fortunes. China accounted
for roughly three-quarters of
the North’s international
trade last year and supplies
the vast majority of the
North's oil.

Beijing has used this eco-
nomic muscle to push Pyong-
yang back to talks before and
may do so again now. There is
no doubt that Chinese policy makers have
heen growing increasingly frustrated with
Pyongyang for years. The North’s first nu-
clear test in 2006 bolstered those in Chi-
na’s policy community whoe argue that
North Korea has become more liability
than asset; the second test has further pro-
moted this view.

One strong incentive for Beijjing to rein
in the North is to curb the military develop-
ment of China’s regional rivals. After the
North’s second nuclear test last week, Japa-
nese newspapers ran editorials calling for
bolstering Japan’'s military capabilities in
the face of a growing North Korean threat.
This should give Beijing serious pause. Ja-
pan’s process of military normalization is a
major long-term concern for China, and
few things are likely to accelerate it more
than public alarm in Japan about the pros-
pect of attack by North Korea.

Another ofien overlooked factor is that
Beijing too must consider the risks to its

A multilateral

solution is the

only workable
option.

own security of a highly militarized neigh-
boring state successfully testing nuclear
weapons. The prospect of the North ever
turning on its only powerful ally is suffi-
ciently remote that China has been able to
tolerate the North’s activities. But the
thought still is uncomfortable enough to
make Beijing unwilling to live with a nu-
clear North Korea except as a temporary
situation. At the same time,
the North’s prospective nu-
clear status also means
Beijing must think twice
about how forcefutly it really
wants to treal Pyongyang.

Despite Beijing’s desire
for the North’s denucleariza-
tion, under current circum-
stances China will push the
North only far enough to get them back to
the negotiating table. It is extremely doubt-
ful that China has the ability to go beyond
this and force the current regime in Pyong-
yang to fundamentally give up on its nu-
clear program. Even if it does, the risk that
the intense pressure required to achieve
such a capitulation would trigger some un-
predictable, unstable outcome in the al-
ready precarious North is too high for
China to contemplate.

T"he prospect of a refugee crisis is one
conr ern in Beifing. A major influx of refu-
gees would be a genuine, albeit localized,
threat to stability. A more fundamental
strategic concern, however, would he the
possibility of a collapse in the North
prompting United States and Scuth Korean
or international intervention, and leaving
China sharing another border with a
U.5.-allied state. Such scenarios involve
risks and enormous uncertainties that lead-
ers in Beijing do nol want to 1ake on. It is

these fears and uncertainties that make up-
setting the status quo unpalatable for
China, both in terms of military contin-
gency planning and long-term strategic
concern ahout “encirclement” by the U.8.
and its allies,

Even if China does sign up for a rela-
tively strong U.N. resolution and push the
North Koreans to restart talks, that's cer-
lainly not a sure sign that Beijing has re-
versed its North Korea policy and will
squeeze Pyongyang into submission and de-
nuclearization. The chances of a policy
shift are indeed greater than ever before,
but China's will, influence and options are
limited. They can only be harnessed if 1.5.
feaders recognize this, and if Washington,
Beijing and Seoul engage to an unprece-
dented extent in serious discussions about
their respective interests on the Korean
peninsula.

Given how the U.S.-South Kerea alliance
has struggled to plan for change in North
Korea amid fears and differences about the
future, achieving workable understandings
with China is a massive, and currently im-
probable, challenge. But significant
progress could be a hugely positive break-
through in 11.5,-China cooperation on cru-
cial international issues. Without progress,
the world can only cross its fingers and'
hope—with little ground for optimism—
that leadership succession in Pyongyang
will bring positive change.

Meanwhile, proliferation risks will con-
tinue to grow, and potentially dangerous
uncertainties about instability and intez-
vention scenarios will persist.

Mr. Githolm is a China-based Northeast
Asia analyst at Control Risks, a risk consul-
taney headguartered in London.
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Populism Erodes Thailand’s Old Order

By Colum Murphy

BANGKOK—On June 2, Thailand got an-
other political party in the form of the
New Politics Party, led by Somsak Kosai-
sook, While this new party touts anticor-
ruption and democracy as its main goals,
in reality, its appeal is good old-fashioned
populism. “We would like income redistri-
bution,” Mr. Somsak told me
in a recent interview. “The
parliament of Thailand has
no farmers, no poor people,
no good businessmen.”

This is not the first time
Thailand has flirted with
such policies, Former Prime
Ministet Thaksin Shina-
walra’s huge appeal to the ru-
ral poor was largely the result of govern-
ment handouts to villagers. But this time,
the populist appeal could prove more wide-
spread and more sustainable—because
both sides in Thailand’s defining political
divide are increasingly taking up the ban-
ner of egalitarianism.

Thailand has been torn by political tur-
moil for the past three years. On one hand,
the People’s Alliance for Democracy, or the
Yellow Shirts, a broad alliance of groups
originally bound together by their support
for King Bhumibol Adulyadej and now for-
mally represented by Mr. Somsak’s party.
On the other, the United Front for Democ-
racy Against Dictatorship, or the Red
Shirts, supporters of Mr, Thaksin.

t’s too early to say how successful Mr.
Somsak’s New Political Party will be. 1t is
backed by the Yellow Shirts’ powerful ac-
cess to media, both broadcast and online.
The Yellow Shirls’ message is evolving.
There is less of an emphasis on the group's
pro-monarchy nature and a marked move
toward the realm of social justice. Mr. Som
sak says Thais should be seif-reliant, con-
sume in moderation and look more to the
domestic market for growth opportunities
rather than rely on foreigners for exports
and investment. It is a world view that is

Opposing
political groups
actually share
common goals.

close to that of the king’s philesophy of
“sufficiency” economy.

Change is als0 coming to the Reds,
spurred by street riots that took place in
April during Thai New Year. The Red Shirt
movement may have been weakened by the
riots, which resulted in two deaths and the
face-losing evacuation of visiting foreign
leaders attending a regional summit in Pat-
taya. But they too are re-
grouping and rethinking
their strategy. They are play-
ing down the role of Mr.
Thaksin as their movement’s
raison d'etre and increasing
calls for social and economic
justice, They are also taking
a leaf from the Yellow Shirts’
media book by planning to
set up their own television station and
newspapers to mobilize and inform people.

There are even suggestions, from both
Yellow and Red sides, that the two might
one day unite. “Both Yellow and Red have
right and wrong,” says Mr. Somsak. “Both
of them have idealism—they want a better
life for the people.” It is a sentiment ech-
oed by Somyos Prueksakasemsuk, a leader
of the Red Shirts. “In the near future,
when both groups understand the same
meaning of democracy, they will be to-
gether,” he says.

At present, this prospect might seem
fanciful given the animosity the two sides
have for one another. But seen from a dif-
ferent angle, they have much in common.
Borwornsak Uwanno, secretary-general of
King Prajadhipok’s Institute, a think tank
maonitored by Thailand’s National Assem-
bly, says the Red-Yellow divide is at root

econoniic, “Deep down it’s a structural con-

flict between those who have and those
who have not,” says Mr. Borwornsak. “A
vole (s no fonger a vote. It is a demand to
ACCess resources,”

Economic statistics show why. In the pe-

ried 1992 to 2007, the percentage share of
household income held by Thailand’s poor-
est 20% has remained roughly unchanged

at 6%. Households in Bangkok and its envi-
rons had an average monthly income of
around 35,000 baht {(about $1,000) in 2007.
In the poorest region, the northeast, that
figure was 13,000 baht. One explanation
for this is that the agriculture-dependent
rural areas benefited less from industrial-
ization and globalization than urban cen-
ters, especially Bangkok.

The current global financial and eco-
nomic crisis is also hitting Thailand hard.
The country’s political crisis has deterred
foreigners from in- i .
vesting or visiting
Thailand. The king-
dom officially
slipped into reces-
sion in the first
guarter this year.
Exports in the
same period were
down hy more than
20% when com-
pared to the same
period in 2008,
Such grave eco-
nomic concerns—
both long standing
and current—could

Aganga France-Presse

¥id

B
fuel further politi-

Reds have also been very careful also to
pledge their loyally to the king. Yet now
they openly express their disappointment
that the king has not intervened to put
Thai politics back in order.

A growing number of Thais seeks Lo
build a nation where the rigid divisions of
status—political, economic and social—are
broken down and power is devolved closer
to the grass roots. As one Bangkok-based
Western diplomat notes, underclass de-
mands are often more cultural than politi-

" cal. “They want to
be treated with
more respect and
less arrogance.”

The proselytiz-
ing tendencies of
the Red and Yellow
camps suggest
their numbers will
Erow, As poor
Thais learn more
about their rights,
demand greater
transparency and
exhibit less toler-
ance for privilege-
g based behavior

il and extraconstitu-

Yellow Shirts protestors rally in Bangkok, August 2008, tional interference

cal tensions. They

could also enhance the appeal ‘of the Red
and Yellow Shirts and their calls for a
more inclusive society.

These developments do not augur well
for the country’s power brokers. To date,
the elite have successfully used the Yellow
Shirt movement to counter Mr. Thaksin’s
and the Red Shirt’s populism. While the Yel-
low Shirts are loyal to the king, the group
has openly criticized the army, for exam-
ple, for taking part in the coup. How long
the cozy relationship between the Yellow
Shirts and the elite will continue remains
1o be seen.

The Red Shirts never courted the elite
but focused on their supporters in the ru-

-ral north and northeastern provinces, The

in government by
the army and other quarters in the elite,
the pressure to reconcile the needs of dif-
ferent sections of Thai society wilk in-
crease.

That tipping point may yet be some
years off. Yet the elite would do well to ac-
knowledge its imminent arrival and pre-
pare itself. If it faces up to this reality,
there js still time to shape the outrome
and secure a role—albeit a diminished one—
for itself.

Ar. Murphy is deputy editor of the Far
Eastern Economic Review. This article is
adapted from an op-ed in the June 2009
edition of the magazine and is available
for free at www. feer.comnt.
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Mixed signals from Malaysia Islamic party

Non-Muslims gain,
but conservative
is chosen as deputy

BY JAMES HOOKWAY

Malaysia’s Islamist opposition
party pledged to open its doors to
non-Muslim ethnic-Chinese and In-
dians as it attempts to take on arole
as potential king-maker in this ra-
cially-divided, resource-rich coun-
try.
But the reformist wing of the Pan
Malaysian Islamic Party, or PAS, hit
a road bump when party delegates
voted to retain as deputy president
a conservative cleric, Nasharuddin
Isa Mat, at their annual assembly on
Saturday.

Political analysts say the conflict-
ing signals from PAS suggest Malay-
sia’s oldest opposition party is still
styuggling to determine how
quickly it should consolidate its sur-
prising and successful alliance with
Malaysia’s two other main opposi-
tion parties: opposition leader An-

war Ibrahim's People’s Justice Party
and the secular, left-leaning Demo-
cratic Action Party.

The outcome could determine
the political future of one of South-
east Asia’s most significant suppli-
ers of palm oil, timber and naturat
gas to the world economy.

0OoiKee Beng, a fellow at the Insti-
tute of Southeast Asian Studies in
Singapore, says the fate of Malay-
sia's growing opposition alliance
hinges on what PAS choosestodo. A
big unknown, he says, is “can PAS
shed its reputaticn as a race-biaged
party and turn into one that—
though religious—is race-blind?”

Malaysia has been ruled by the
National Front coalition—an amal-
gamation of race-based parties led
by the United Malays National Orga-
nization, or UMNO—since indepen-
dence from Britain in 1957. Opposi-
tion parties have nearly always
been fringe players, altowing UMNQO
to effectively set Malaysia’s course.

Under Mr. Anwar’s leadership,
the three opposition parties last
year joined forces to break the rul-
ing National Front coalition’s de-
cades-old two-thirds parliamen-

tary majority.

Since then, the People’s Alljance,
as itis known, has capitalized on Ma-
laysia’s cratering export-driven
economy and a series of corruption
scandals to win a string of
local and special parliamen-
tary elections.

In April, Najib Razak be-
came prime minister after
Ahdullah Ahmad Badawi re-
signed. The new leader has
attempted to revitalize the
National Front but the econ-
omy—and the Front’s elec-
toral prospects, according
to some analysts—have con-
tinued to weaken. Last
month, Mr. Najib projected
Malaysia’s economy would contract
between 4% and 5% this year thanks
to shrinking exports of commodi-
ties,

Ethnic-Chinese and Indian Ma-
laysians, meanwhile, are growing in-
creasingly frustrated with a de-
cades-old affirmative action pro-
gram that accords the majority Ma-
lay-populaticn preferential treat-
ment in securing jobs, government
conitracts and unjversity places.

Political analysts say there is a
real possibility of an opposition alli-
ance toppling the National Front for
the first time in the hext general
elections, which must be held by
2013. Much depends on
whether Islam-based PAS
can continue working to-
goether with My, Anwar’s
multiracial party and the
predominantly Chinese-
based Democratic Action
Party.

PAS was founded before
Malaysia's independence
as a vehicle to push for Sha-
riah, Islamic law. The par-
ty’s main support bases are
- still in the strongly Islamic
northernstates of Kelantan and Ter-
angganu. PAS's leaders have fre-
quently hit out at alleged corrup-
tion within UMNOQ. At present, PAS
controls 24 of the opposition’s 83
seats in Malaysia’s 222-seat parlia-
ment. Although that’s fewer than
Mr. Anwar’s party and the Demo-
cratic Action Party, analysts say PAS
could attract more defectors from
the National Front in the coming
years.

Since 2004, PAS has moderated
its hard-line Istamist platform and a
new generation of activists has
emerged in the party to cooperate
with non-islamic groups. They refer
to themselves as “Erdogans”, after
Turkish Prime Minister Tayyip Er-
dogan who combined Islamist be-
liefs with pragmatic politics to rise
to power,

Non-Musiim ethnic-Chinese Ma-
laysians have actively campaigned
for PAS in some parts of the country—
something many analysts say was
unthinkable a decade ago—and at
some point they should be able to
join the party, which has announced
plans to amend its constitution.

On Saturday, 10 of the 18 mem-
bers elected to PAS’s main policy-
making body were from the reform-
ist wing of the party, although the re-
formers’ candidate for the vice presi-
dency; Husam Musa, lost to the in-
cumbent, Mr. Nasharuddin. Al-
though the 47-vear-old Islamic
scholar’s intentions aren’t yet clear,
he is widely expected to push back
against the reformists in a bid to
keep the party true to its Malay
roots.



ne henefit of the Obama Presi-
dency is that it is validating
miich of George W. Bush’s se-
y curity agendaand foreign pol-
icy merely by dint of autobio-
graphlcal rebranding. That was clear
enough Thursday in Cairo, where Presi-
dent Obama advertised “a new begin-
ning between the United $tates and Mus-
lims around the world.” But what he
mostly offered were artfully repackaged
versions of themes President Bush
sounded with his freedom agenda. We
mean that as a compliiment, atbeit witha
couple of large caveats,

So there was Mr. Obama, noting that
rights such as “freedom to live as you
choose” and “the ability to speak your
mind and have a say in how you are gov-
erned” were “not just American ideas,
they are human rights.” There he was in-
sisting that “freedom of religicn is cen-
tral to the ability of peoples to live to-
gether,” and citing Malaysia and Dubai
as economic models for other Muslim
countries while promising to host a sum-
mit on entrepreneurship.

There he was too, in Laura Bush-
mode, talking about the need to expand
opportunities for Muslim women, partic-
ularly in education. “I respect those
women who choose to live their lives in
traditional roles,” he said. “But it should
be their choice.”

Mr. Obama also offered a robust de-
fense of the war in Afghanistan, calling it
“a war of necessity” and promising that
“America’s commitment will not
weaken.” That’s an important note to
sound when Mr. Obama’s left flank and
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Barack Hussein Bush

some Congressional Democrats are urg-
ing an exit strategy from that supposed
quagmire. On Iraq, he acknowledged
that “the Iraqi people are ultimately bet-
ter off without the tyranny of Saddam
Hussein” and pledged the U.S. to the
“dual responsibility” of leaving Irag
while helping the country “forge a better
future.” The timeline he reit-
erated for U.S. withdrawal
is the one Mr. Bush negoti-
ated last year.

The President even went
one better than his prede-
cessor, with a series of im-
plicit rebukes to much of
the Muslim world. There
would have been no need
for him to specify that six million Jews
were murdered by the Nazis if Holocaust

denial weren’t rampant in the Middle

East, including Egypt, just as there
would have been no need to name al
Qaeda as the perpetrator of 9/11 if that
fact were not also commonly denied
throughout the Muslim world. There
also would have been no need to insist
that “the Arab-Israeli conflict should no
longer be used to distract the people of
Arab nations from other problems,” if
that were not the modus operandi of
most Arab governments,

Mr. Obama also noted that “among
some Muslims, there is a disturbing ten-
dency to measure one’s own faith by the

“rejection of another’s,” a recognition of

the supremacist str am in Islamist think-
ing. He also included a pointed defense
of democracy, including “the ability to
speak your mind and have a say in how

The freedom
agenda gets a
new cover, but

Iran is.his
real test,

you are governed” and *confidence in
the rule of law.” We doubt the point was
lost on Egyptian President Hosni
Mubarak, now in his 29th year in office.
All of this will do some good if it leads to
broader acceptance among Muslims of
the principles of Mr. Bush’s freedom
agenda without the taint of its author’s
name.

As for the caveats, Mr.
Obama missed a chance to
remind his audience that no
country has done more
than the U.S. to liberate
Muslims from oppres-
sion—in Kuwait, Bosnia, Ko-
sovo and above all in Af-
ghanistan and Irag, where
more than 50 million people were freed
by American arms from two of the most
extreme tyrannies in modern history. His
insistence on calling Irag a “war of
choice” is a needless insult to Mr, Bush
that diminishes the cause for which
more than 4,000 Americans have died.

He alse couldn’t resist his by now fa-
miliar moral self-indulgence by assert-
ing that he has “unequivocally prohib-
ited the use of torture” and ordered Guan-
tanamo closed. Aside from the fact that
the U.S. wasn't torturing anyone hefore
Mr, Obama came into office, his Arah
hosts can see through his claims. They
know the Obama Administration is “ren-
dering” al Qaedadetainees to other coun-
tries, some of them Arab, where their
rights and well-being are far less secure
than at Gitmo.

The Presi<dent also stooped to easy,
but false, moral equivalence, most egre-

giously in comparing the U.S. role in an
Iranian coup during the Cold War with
revolulionary Iran’s 30-year hostility to-
ward the U.S. He also compared Israel’s
right to exist with Palestinian statehood.
But while denouncing Israeli settle-
ments was an easy applause line, re-
moval of those settlements will do noth-
ing to ease Israeli-Palestinian tensions if
the result is similar to what happened
when Israel withdrew its settlements
from Gaza. We too favor a two-state solu-
tion—as did President Bush—but that so-
fution depends on Palestinians showing
the Capacuyto build do-
mestic institutions that
rejectandpunish terror
against other Palestin-
ians and their neigh-
bors.

Hanging over all of
this is the guestion of
Iran, In his formal re-
marks, Mr. Obama
promised only dipio-
macy without precondi-
tions and warned about
a nuclear arms race in the Middle East,
Yet surely Iran was at the top of his
agenda in private with Mr. Mubarak and
Saudi Arabia's King Abdullah, both of
whom would quietly exult if the U.S. re-
moved that regional threat. They were
no doubt trying to assess if Mr. Obama is
serious abouf stopping Tehran, or if he is
the second coming of Jimmy Carter.

It is in those conversations, and in the
hard calls the President will soon have to
make, that his Middle Fast policy will
stand or fall.

Barack Obama
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The New Presumption of Transparency

During the Cold War, the joke wenfi that
an American explained (o a Russian that,
in the U.S., anyone could stand in front of
the White House and criticize the presi-
dent. The Russian shrugged and said any-
one could stand at the gates of the Kremlin
and crilicize the American president, too,

We live in a new era, as seeq in such
varied efforts to suppress information as
expense fiddling by British parliamentari-
ans, Beijing’s censorship of Tiananmen
Square, and hibel laws that deter reporting
on terrorism. A growing list of institutions
and countries find themselves on the
wrong side of this shift in expectations. In-
formation that was once locked away is
fair game, and anyone who refuses to play
by the new ruies is presumed guilty of hay-
ing something to hide.

In Britain, the Daily Telegraph led a me-
dia pounding of members of Parliament for
claiming personal expenses that, once
hrought to light, were impossihle to justify,
An electronic database disclosed British
taxpayer funding for clearing the moat at
an MP’s country house, massages and even
candy bars. The details, following a refusal
to disclose them and a threat to prosecute
the Telegraph, led to the first forced resig-
nation of the speaker of the House of Com-
mons since 1695. Dozens of MPs will he
barred by their parties from running for re-
election.

The 1).5. Congress is likewise under new
scrutiny. House Speaker Nancy Pelosi an-
nounced last week that she was “very ex-
cited” finally to vield to vears of pressure
to publish enline the details of congres-
sional office expenses. These are now
printed in hardly legible volumes kept in a
hidden-away cupboard in the Capitol.

Whatever the apshot, Mrs. Pelusi said, “it’s
very important that it be online, that there
be Lhat transparency.”

This trend against secrecy is in stark
contrast to conntries such as China, which
censored coverage of Lhe 20th anniversary
of the Tiananmen Square massa-
cre last week. Reijing has done
such a good job of erasing his-
tory that most young Chinese
people know nothing about the
1989 crackdown. The PES docu-
mentary “The Tank Man” made
clear that the best and brightest
interviewed at Beijing Univer-
sity had never seen Lhe iconic
photograph of a citizen facing
down the tanks.

Yet savvy Web users are find-
ing ways to push the informa-
tion envelope. An elaborate cat-
and-mouse game has evolved be-
tween the tens of thousands of
govermment censors known as
“mud crabs” and Chinese blog-
gers trying to evade them. Since
the dates “1989" and “June 4"
can easily be blocked by Beijing,
Chinese Web users refer to the
crackdown as having occurred
on “May 35."

Perhaps the best example of
how the old control model has broken
down is thte British libel system, a new fo-
cal point in the argument that greater
transparency can mean greater security. In
the U.S., public figures have to prove that
statements about Lhem are false and made
with malice—but in Britain a statement
that harms one's reputation is enough to

£
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justify a libel action. Delendants must

Nancy Pelosi

prove that statements are true or “fair
comment.” This has a chilling effect on the
reporting of damaging facts,

English courts thus have become the
preferred venue for lawsuits by Saudi and
other financiets against reporting on top-

ics such as funding of the groups behind
9/11, As a resull, one book was destroyed
by the Cambridge University Press. An-
other, by an American author and pub-
lisher, became the subject of litigation in
England despite being available in Britain
only through the Web.

“If information cannot be freely ex-
changed, if journalists mmst fear being

sued over information reported in good
faith on matters crucial Lo our defense,
matters such as the financial networks sup-
porting jihadist terror, then we cannot
make sound security policy,” formier fed-
eral prosecutor Andrew McCarthy said ai a
recent conference on “libel lawfare,”
This is a useful term lo describe law-
suits to suppress facts about radical
Islam and terrorism.

Authors, investigative reporters
and their publishers need help. The
Web means that publishing any-
where means publishing every-
where, thus subjecting authors and
publishers to litigation in pro-plain-
tiff jurisdictions. Exposés that meet
U.5. standards for fairness and accu-
racy may not get published any-
where for fear of litigation. Among
the proposals under consideration is
to broaden the law to give American
publishers the right in the U.S. to
sue plaintiffs who bring what U.S,
law would consider abusive law-
suits.

There are bound to he unfore-
seen consequences of this change in
our culture toward suspicion of any-
one trying to keep information con-
fidential. But more information
——— = ahout hiow public servants spend

public funds is better than Jess; and politi-
cal and legal syslems that censor news
and protect reputations at the expense of
facts are on the wrong side of history. Digi-
tal technology makes sharing information
possible and, increasingly, makes it manda-
tory.

Write to informationage@wsy.com
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North Korea Deserves the Diplomacy of Silence

By Edward N. Luttwak

In recent weeks, North Korea has deto-
nated a nuclear bomb and violated U.N.
Security Council prohibitions by launch-
ing bailistic missiles. It has threatened
war against South Korea, repudiating the
July 1953 armistice agreement and thus
ostensibly reverting to a state of war
with the United States. It has also sen-
tenced two American journalists —Euna
Lee and Laura Ling—to 12 years in a la-
bor camp.

These are extreme provocations. Only
a military attack could exceed them. Our
response, of course, must be diplomatic,
But only a very special kind of diplomacy
can yield positive results: a diplomacy of
silence.

Under it, no communications what-
ever would be sent to the North Korean
regime, there would be no informal dia-
logues with any North Korean diplomats
anywhere, and, above all, no attempt
would be made to renew negotiations in
any format.

This would contradict ail the usual

doctrines and preferences of diplomats.
Their instinct is to talk with every adver-
sary with whom it is possible to talk, His-
torically inclined diplomats often cite
pugnacious Winston Churchill’s dictum
that it is always better
to “jaw-jaw than war-
war.”

When there is no dip-
lomatic recognition to be
traded in exchange for
concessions, diplomats
assumne that talking is al-
ways a good idea be-
cause words cost noth-
ing but can produce tan-
gible results.

This time that is the
wrong assumption. For
years, the U.S., China, the Russian Federa-
tion, Japan and South Korea have been
patiently negotiating with North Korea,
offering economic aid, security guaran-
tees, and the benefits of “nermalization”
in exchange for it abandoning its nuclear
programs. South Korea provided advance
payments in the form of investments,

Kim Jong I

food aid and large cash gifts,

Thus over a period of years, while the
dictatorship of Kim Jong Il continued to
starve its own population as it accumu-
lated more military equipment and repeat-
edly sold nuclear and missile technology
to Iran and Syria, it was greatly rewarded
diplomatically. Kim Jong II's delegates sat
alongside those of the U.S., China, Russia
and Japan-—a huge concesston in itself
that added to the prestige of the regime.
Every time the North Koreans committed
a new outrage, from launching ballistic
missiles over Japan to selling ballistic
missiles to Iran, the response was to re-
sume the talks, with no reduction in the
concassions on offer and even some more
gifts from South Korea.

This must now stop. The North Ko-
rean regime never yielded anything of
significance in past negotiations, which
have served nobody but them. This time,
provocation must not be rewarded. Evi-
dently, the North Korean aim is to evoke
more attention, more offers of conces-
sions, more gifts. They must receive noth-
ing at all. Talking has failed utterly. Si-

lence might vet persuade the North Kore-
ans to improve their behavior.

Mr. Luttwak is a senior adviser at the Center
for Strategic and International Stucdies in
Washington and the author of “Strategy: The
Logic of War and Peace” (Belknap, 2002).




By Johu R. Bolton

Whatever the outcome of Iran's presi-
dential election today, negotiations will
not soon—if ever—put an end to its nu-
clear threat. And given Iran’s determina-
tion to achieve deliverable nuclear weap-
ons, speculation about a possible Israeli at-
tack on its nuclear program
will not only persist but

Erow. The mullahs
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What If Israel Strikes Iran?

bargo on American exports to protect U.S.
shipping from British and French interfer-
ence. That harmed the U.S. far more than
the Europeans. Even iran’s mullahs can see
that. Another gambit with no legs.

3) Iran attacks U.S. forces in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. Some Tehran hard-liners might
advocate this approach, or even attacks on
U.5. bases or Arab targets in
the Guif—hut doing so would
risk direct U.S. retaliation

So what would such an at- W()llld reta]iate. against Iran, as many 1L.S.

tack look like? Obviously, Is-
rael would need to consider

But things

comumanders in Iraq earlier
recommended. Increased vio-

many factors—such as its tim- would be much lence in lraq or Afghanistan

ing and scope, Iran’s increas-
ing air defenses, the disper-

might actually prolong the

worse if they U.S. military presence in Iraq,

sion and hardening of its nu- had the bomb despite President Barack

clear facilities, the potential
international political costs,
and Iran’s “unpredictability.”
Gentral to any Israeli decision is lran’s pos-
sible response,

Israel's alternative is that Iran’s nuclear
and ballistic missile programs reach frui-
tion, leaving its very existence at the whim
of its staunchest adversary. Isracl has not
previously accepted such risks. It de-
stroyed Irag’s Osirak reactor in 1981 and a
Syrian reactor being buiit by North Kore-
ans in 2007, One major new element in Isra-
el's calculus is the Obama administrarion’s
growing distance (especially in contrast to
its predecessor).

Consider the most-often mentioned lra-
nian responses to a possible lsraeli strike;

1) Iran closes the Strait of Hormuz. Of-
ten cited as Tehran’s knee-jerk answer—
along with projections of astronomic oil-
price spikes because of the disruption of
supplies from Persian Gulf producers—this
option is neither feasible nor advisable for
Iran. The U.8. would quickly overwhelm
any effort to close the Strait, and Iran
would be risking U.S. attacks on its land-
based military. Direct military conflict with
Washington would turn a bad situation for
Iran—disruption of its nuclear program—
into a potential catastrophe for the regime.

2} Iran cuts its own oil exports to raise
world prices. An Iranian embargo of its
own oil exports would complete the ruin of
Iran’s domestic economy by depriving the
country of hard currency. This is roughly
equivalent to Thomas Jefferson’s 1807 em-

Obama’s current plans for
withdrawal. Moreover, taking
on the U.S. military, even in
an initially limited way, carries enormous
risks for Iran. Tehran may believe the
Obama administration’s generally apol-
ogetic international posture will pro-
tect it from U.5. escalation, but it
would be highly dangerous for Iran to
gamble on more weakness in the face
of increased U.S. casualties in Iraq or
Afghanistan.

4} Iran increases support for glo-
bal terrorism. This Iranian option, es-
pecially stepping up world-wide at-
tacks against U.S. targets, is always
open. Assuming, however, that Mr.
Obama does not further degrade our
intelligence capabilities and that our
watchfulhess remains high, the terror-
ism option outside of the Middle East
is extremely risky for Iran, If Washing- ¢ §
ton uncovered evidence of direct or
indirect Iranian terrorist activities in 3
America, for example, even the
{Obama administration would have to con-
sider direct retaliation. While Iran enjoys
rhetorical conflict with the 1.8, operation-
ally it prefers picking on targets its own
size or smailer.

5) Iran launches missile attacks on Is-
rael. Because all the foregoing options risk
more direct U.S. involvement, Tehran will
most likely decide to retaliate against the
actual attacker, Israel. Using its missile
and perhaps air force capabilities, Iran
could do substantial damage in Israel, espe-

clally to civilian targets. Of course, one can
only imagine what Iran might do once it
has nuclear weapons, and this is part of
the cost-benefit analysis Israel must make
before launching attacks in the first place,
Direct Iranian military action against ls-
rael, however, would provoke an even
broader Israeli counterstrike, which at

_some point might well involve Israel’s own

nuclear capability,

&) fran unleashes Hamas and Hezbollah
against Israel. By process of elimination,
but also because of strategic logic, Iran’s
most likely option is retaliating through Ha-
mas and Hezbollah. Increased terrorist at-
tacks inside Israel, military incursions by
Hezhollah across the Blue Line, and, most
significantly, salvoes of missiles from both
Lebanon and the Gaza Strip are all possibil-
ities. In plain violation of U.N. Security
Council Resolution 1701, Iran has not onty
completely re-equipped Hezbollah since

the 2006 war with Israel, but the longer
reach of Hezbollah’s rockets now endan-
gers Israel’s entire civilian population.
Moreover, Hamas’s rocket capabilities
could easily be substantially enhanced to
provide greater range and payload to
strike throughout Israel, creating a two-
front challenge.

Risks to its civilian population will
weigh heavily in any Israeli decision to use
force, and might well argue for simulta-
neous, pre-emptive attacks on Hezbolah

and Hamas in conjunction with a strike on
Iran’s nuclear facilities. Obviously, Israel
will have to measure the current risks to
its safety and survival against the longer-
term threat to its very existence once lran
acquires nuclear weapons.

This brief survey demonstrates why Isra-
el’s military option against Iran's nuclear
program is so unattractive, but also why
failing to act is even worse. All these sce-
narios become infinitely more dangerous
once Iran has deliverable nuclear weapons.
So does daily life in Israel, elsewhere in
the region and globally.

Many argue that Israeli military action
will cause Iranians to rally in support of
the mullahs’ regime and plunge the re-
gion into political chaos. To the contrary,
a strike accompanied by effective public
diplomacy could well turn Iran’s diverse
population against an oppressive regime.
Most of the Arab world’s leaders would
welcome [srael solving the Iran nu-
clear problem, although they cer-
tainly won’t say so publicly and
will rhetorically embrace Iran if Is-
rael strikes. But rhetoric from its
Arab neighbors is the only guan-
tum of solace lran will get,

* #* *

On the other hand, the Obama
administration’s increased pressure
on Israel concerning the “two-state
solution” and West Bank settle-
ments demonstrates Israel’s grow-
ing distance from Washington. Al-
though there is no profit now in
complaining that 1srael should have
struck during the Bush years, the
missed opportunity is palpable. For
the remainder of Mr. Obama's term,
uncertainty about his administra-
tion’s support for lsrael will con-
tinue to dog Israeli governments and com-
plicate their calculations. Iran will see that
as weill, and play it for all it’s worth. This
is yet another reason why lsrael's risks and
dilemmas, difficult as they are, only in-
crease with time,

Mr. Bolton, a senior fellow at the American
Enterprise Institute, is the author of “Sur-
render Is Not an Option: Defending Amer-
ica at the United Nations and Abroad” (Si-
mon & Schuster, 2007),
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‘A New Plan for Pybhgy;_ng

By Nicholas Eberstadt

As Presidents Barack Obama and Lee
Myung-bak prepare for their first official
summit next week, the North Korean nu-
clear crisis is surely at the top of their
agenda. This summer marks the start of the
20th year of the Western diplomatic process
pursued in the hope of “finding a solution”
to the “North Korean nuclear problem.” At
the beginning of this effort, a North Korean
nuclear arsenal was nothing more than a
twinkle in the eye of Pyongyang’s “Great
Leader,” Kim 11 Sung. Today, many years of
“denuclearization talks* later, North Korea
is a self-declared nuclear weapons state.

To avoid eventual catastrophe, Messrs.
‘Obama and Lee must discard the comforting
illusions that have permitted generations of
statesmen to sleepwalk through nearly two
decades of progressively mounting North
Korean nuciear menace, The continuing,
overarching failure of Western diplomacy
with North Korea is due to a flaw in funda-
mental premises. Washington, Seoul and oth-
ers have long assumed (or
hoped) that Pyongyang will
have an interest in helping us
to “solve” the “problem” it
poses to us. But nothing could
be further from the truth. Gur
North Korean “problem” is
their North Korean “solution.”

North Korea’s strategy, accordingly, is
to make what we regard as the “North Ko-
rean nuclear problem” bigger—much big-
ger. Kim Jong 1! has been patiently and me-
thodically laying his groundwork for years.
The regime needs not only a stockpile of
nuclear weapons, but an inventory of inter-
continental ballistic missiles capable of de-
livering nuclear warheads. The eventual
purpose is to threaten the American heart-
land. To date, North Korea has attempted
two nuclear detonations and amassed a
stockpile of atomic devices.

The only way forward is a fundamental
paradigm shift in dealings with Pyongyang:
The goal of the United States and its part-
ners should not be a negotiation byeak-
through but rather a threat reduction. This
can be carried out in many separite the-
aters. In the Korean peninsula, it would re-
quire inter alia a significant redress of
Pyongyang’s military menace against
Seoul. In the Northeast Asian region, more
effective missile defense, an enhanced pre-
liferation security initiative and a more
muscular police effort against criminal
sources of state revenue for Pyongyang
would all seem in order. Globally, one could

envision a more serious inter-
national human-rights strat-
egy for North Korea that in-
volves Europe and the United
Nations; a more activist ap-
proach to bring North Korea
to court on its world-wide vi-
olations of commercial con-
tracts; and more carefully tailored initia-
tives to emphasize North Korea compliance
with her existing international obligations.
(Note that military instruments of coercion
have not been mentioned here.)

There would clearly be room in this par-

—
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!

. adigm for diptomatic dialogue with North

Korea—but such interactions would be eval-
uated by their efficacy in reducing the
North Korean threat to the international
community and her member states. A shift
to “threat reduction” wouid by no means
imply abandoning the objective of North

. ¥orean denuclearization. To the contrary, a

more practical approach for dealing with
Pyongyang could actually increase the
odds of bringing about big changes in the
behavior of this revisionist state. As long
as we yearn for “diplomatic break-
throughs,” all the cards are in the Dear
Leader’s hands. Once we conceptualize the
North Korean problem in terms of “threat
reduction,” the cards are in our hands.

A threat reduction strategy should be
complemented by a high-level dialogue in
the west for contingency planning. The
U.S. and her allies should think through
their interests and objectives for eventuali-
ties that might alter the political and strate-
gic landscape in Korea. Institutionalizing a
high-level architecture for such delibera-
tions would be an important step toward
more coordinated assessment of potential
problems from North Korea—and according
responses. Given its asymmetric interests
in the North Korean problem, Beijjing is not
currently a suitable partner in such deliber-
ations—but it could be informed about

- these deliberations, or even eventually in-

cluded in them, as China’s contribution to

" North Korean threat reduction warranted.

The U.S. should never waver in its vi-
sion: a successful transition from the cur-
rent division to a Korea that is democratic,

- economically free and—at long last—

whole. This vision promises prosperity and
security-—-not just to Koreans, but to many
others in Asia, and beyond.

Mr. Eberstadt holds the Henry Wendt Chair
in Political Economy at the American Enter-
prise Institute in Washington, D.C. This es-
say Is adapted from a speech given at an
AEJ conference earlier this week.



onths of moral grandstand-

ing and intense diplomacy

are finaily yielding divi-

dends: President Obama

. has convinced Palau, a Pa-

cific archipelago and long-standing U.S.

ally, to resettle a small group of the least

dangerous Guantanamo detainees. All it

took was $200 million in foreign aid to a

country with 20,000 residents and a GDP
of about $164 million.

Headed to Palau are the Uighurs, eth-

nic Chinese Muslims who were picked up
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Palau to the Rescue

in 2002 near Tora Bora. Some of them re-
ceived weapons training at Afghan camps
affiliated with al Qaeda or the Taliban as
part of their separatist movement—the
Uighur minerity is brutally repressed by
the Chinese government—though they
are not considered threats to the U.S. or
other Western nations. But they were left
in legal limbo because they could not be
returned to China, where they would
likely be tortured or worse, and no other
country would give them sanctuary.

The Uighurs are not America’s problem

alone—they were captured during “the
good war,” after all. Yet for all Europe’s ex-
coriations of Gitmo as a blight on Amer-
ica, no one jumped at this easy chance to
reduce the prison population. This was
true during the Bush Administration and
has remained so for its supposedly more
enlightened predecessor. According to
news reports, the Obama Administration
asked more than 100 allies (i.e., basically
everyone) to accept custody,

Those same objections are bedeviling
the Administration’s efforts to resettle

the 250 or so remaining terrorists at
Gitmo, nearly all of whom are far more
dangerous than the Uighurs. Palau de-
serves credit for its “humanitarian ges-
ture,” as Palau President Johnson Tori-
biong called it, though the $200 million
inaid probably helped. That works out to
$11.7 million for each detainee—or about
$10,000 for every Palaucitizen. At the go-
ing per capita rate, it would only cost
$615 billion to move Gitmo to France. No
doubt the French would still have to
think about it.
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The Journal Interview with Lee Myung-bak / By Mary Kissel

South Korea’s Bulldozer Hea,dsr for the White House

SEQUL—"1 fully support President
Obama’s call to have a world without nu-
clear weapons . . . But in the meantime we
are faced with North Korea trving to be-
come a nuclear power and this really is a
question we must deal with now.”

South Korean President Lee Myung-bak—
nickname: The Bulldozer—isn't a man who
minces words, as Barack Obama will dis-
cover when he hosts a summit with him on
Tuesday. Mr. Lee, known for persistently
asking “Will it work?” in meetings, is tak-
ing a hard-nosed look at his
country’s despotic northern
neighber and planning the
next steps. The task gained in-
creased urgency late last
manth when Kim Jong II's re-
gime tested its second nuclear
weapon. Pyongyang is report-
edly readying another.

Until now, South Korean
presidents have unreservedly
backed the six-party talks—a
forum that inciudes the U.S.,
the twe Koreas, Japan. China and Russia.
The multilateral group was launched by
the Bush administration in 2003 after
Pyongvang withdrew from the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty, and it has heen enthu-
slastically supported by the Obama White
House. All six parties say they agree about
the need to “denuclearize” the Korean pen-
insula. Yet the North is believed to have
two nuclear programs: a plutonium pro-
gram and a highly enriched uranium pro-
gram that Pyongyang alternately denies or
boasts about.

The talks—only the latest iteration of a
two-decade effort to stunt North Korea's
nuclear program~—haven't worked. and Mr.
Lee, speaking to me Friday at the Rlue
House, which houses the president’s pri-
vate offices, is the first national leader lo
publicty acknowledge their failure.

“The North Kereans have gained, or
bought, a lot of time through the six-party-
talks framewaork to pursue their own
agenda. 1 think it's important now, at this
critical point in time, for us not to repeat
any past mistakes," he says. Now, it’s “very
important for the remaining five countries ~
which excludes North Korea—to come to
an agreement on the way forward.”

. Mr. Lee is obliquely referring to the con-
flicting goals of the six-party talk partici-
pants. South Korea’s stated goai is the de-
nuclearization and ultimate reunification
of the Korean peninsula—a vision the U.S.
and fapan support. But China and Russia
don’t want to see the Kim regime fall, fear-
ing floods of refugees, weapons prolifera-
tign, and, most importantly, the potential
collapse of a buffer state between them
and the demecratic nations of Nerth Asia.
China has proved an especially difficuit ne-
gotiating partner since it has served as the
North’s main economic support since the
rollapse of the Soviet Union. After the
North's first nuclear test in 2008, Beijing
Increased its sizeable trade with Pyong-
yang.

I start to probe: Should the three demo-
cratic nations in the six-party talks push
China harder? “I am confident that China

The president is
taking a tough
line on North
Korea. Will the
U.S5. support
him?

will take a more active role in our effort,”
Mr. Lee says, evading the question. The
United Nations resolution calling for in-
creased sanctions locks weak. Mr. Lee says
he was “very encouraged” to see the five
countries “working very closely to-
gether”—another dodge.

What about stricter financial sanctions,
like the kind the 1.5, Treasury successfully
leveled against Banco Delta Asia (a North
Korea enabler} in Macau in 20057 That is
“one type of sanction that we can level.”
Should the U.S. add the
North to the list of terror-
spongoring nations? “That in
itself may have some sym-
bolic meaning. But in actual-
ity, having North Korea on
the list or not will not make
really much of a difference,”
he says.

The bottom line: “Our ulti-
mate objective is to try to
convince North Korea to
give up its nuclear weapons
program, but we must also ask curselves:
What do the Nerth Koreans want in return
for giving up their nuclear weapons
program? [ think this is the type of
discussion that the five countries
should be engaging in now, ro-
bustly.” Yet another reference
to excluding North Kerea from
the talks until the five countries
can get their message straight.

Mr. Lee has already embarked
on his own policy experiments
with regard to the North. During
his election campaign in 2007, he
promoted the “Vision 3000." The
mini-Marshall Plan promised to
raise the North's annual per cap-
ita GDP to $3,000 (from around
$500-$600} in exchange for denu-
clearization. The Narth didn’t
bite.

When Mr, Lee won--"with the
highest margin of victory in Ko-
rean political history,” he re-
minds me—he cut off almost all
noephumanitarian aid to the
North if its uses couldn't he
verified. According to the Min-
istry of Unification—a relic of
prior administrations that Mr.

Lee has politically sidelined —
even the South’s humanitar-

ian aid to Pyongvang dropped

to 116 billion won ($93 million}
last year from 439.7 billion won in
2007,

Meanwhile, the South has quietly
started to beef up its defenses. After last
month’s nuclear test, South Korea signed
on to the U.5.-led Proliferation Security Ini-
tiative to halt trafficking in weapons of
mass destruction. After years of neglect,
the South has started to rebuild its spy net-
works in the North, And it inked a defense
agreement with Australia. This month the
American, Japanese and South Korean de-
ft_a'nse ministers met together for the first
time at the Shangri-La dialogue, a regional
defense forum, Would South Korea ever
consider developing its own nuclear deter-

rent? “At this moment, no, absolutely not .
.. F think you wanted me to say yes?” Mr.
Lee asks, chuckling,

The president is also trying to bolster
the South's economic defenses through an
ambitious supply-side reform program. His
efforts have stalled in the face of the finan-
cial crisis and domestic political spats. Mr.
Lee has had better luck with his free trade
agenda—"I'm a firm believer,” he says. He
ticks off a list of countries with which
Seoul is negotiating: India, Japan, the Euro-
pean Union and others. For him, the pend-
ing [J.5.-Korea Free Trade Agreement “will
strengthen our alliance” and has “strategic
value,” What if Congress doesn’t pass it? "I
don’t know what to make of this, really,”
Mr. Lee says, shrugging.

One of the president’s biggest achieve-
ments has been to reverse Seoul’s disgrace-

" fui silence on the North’s human-rights vio-
lations. Former governments thought
speaking out “would somehow harm im-

provement of the inter-Korean relation-
ship, But I don’t think that is true,” he
says. Last year, the South co-sponsored a
United Nations resclution condemning
North Korea’s human-rights violations.
{Meanwhile, China has beefed up its bor-
der defense se much that the refugee flow
has slowed dramatically.} Has Mr. Lee him-
self met with any refugees? A blunt an-
swer: “Of course { did.”

The North has reacted to Mr. Lee’s ap-
proach by trying to bully him back to the
bargaining table. Beginning last year,
Pyongyang started to refuse humanitarian
aid. The Neorth seized a South Korean citi-
zen working at the Kaesong industrial
complex—a business park just north of the
demilitarized zone where South Korean
companies employ North Korean workers—
and threatened to shut the place down. In
April, the North fired off a long-range
rocket. Then came last month’s nuclear
test, followed by a barrage of missile
tests.

But the North miscalculated. Mr. Lee
hasn't budged on his aid conditions, and
he’s held firm on Kaesong too. If Kae-
song shut down, “some of our South Ko-
Tean companies investing in there will in-
cur some 10ss,” he concedes. “But [ think
the loss on the side of the North Kgreans
will be much more dramatic and much
more severe, because 40,000 North Ko-
rean workers will lose their jobs.” This
week, a Korean company shut down its
operations in Kaesong. What if more de-
cide to leave? “There isn’t much that the
fLee] government can do,” the president
says.

Qpposition politicians lke to character-
ize Mr. Lee as a “dictator” and blame him
for the North’s actions. But the North’s mil-

, itarization is not a problem of Mr. Lee’s

" making. For more than a decade, South Ko-
rean leaders have fed the Kim regime hil-
lions of dollars in cash and aid without ver-
ifving its uses, ignored human-rights viola-

, tions on a massive scale, and relied on a

multilateral diplomatic process that has
prochuced no tangible results. Former Presi-
dents Kim Dae-jung and the tate Roh Moo-
hyun decimated the South’s intelligence
networks and whipped up anti-American-
15m.
Mr. Lee, a man who climbed his way to
the top of one of Korea's largest compa-
nies from poverty in a mere 12
years, i$ more clear-headed. “One
of the most important reasons for
North Korea continuing its nu-
clear ambitions is to conseolidate
the power to stay within the
Kim Jong Ii family,” he says.
Kim also wants the North to
“achieve the status of what
they call a ‘strong’ or ‘mighty’
nation,” he says. “Of course he
cannot achieve the status of a
mighty nation economically, so
by possessing nuclear weapons [
think he's trying to achieve that
goal.”

Complicating matters, there is
now speculation that Kim, who ap-
peared wan in recent propaganda
photographs, is readying to trans-
fer power to his third son, Kim

Jong Un. s there any evidence that

the son will be more reasonable
than his father? “I think it's more
important for us to ook at {the situ-
ation] from this perspective: Is it go-
ing to be beneficial for North Korea,
and also for peace and stability here
on the Korean peninsula, for North
Korean leadership to enter into the .
.. third generation of leadership in
the Kim family?”

* * *
This isn't just a problem for North

Asia. “If we are to assume that North Ko-

rea hecomes a nuclear-power state, of
course the danger of having an ail-out nu-
clear war, that possibility is very slim,” he
says. “However. what really should concern
us, and what concerns me, is the fact that
North Korea nuclear capabilities may he
used For nuclear terrorism.” Mr. Lee wor-
ries about the effect a nuclear North Korea
could have on countries like Syria and [ran.
The war on terror “is still very much
ative,” he says. Mr. Lee may consider send-
ing Koreans to Afghanistan to help with re-

, construction efforts.

My scheduled interview time is drawing
to a close, 1 ask the president: Does he
have a message for the American people?

“I know that throughout their history,
the people of the United States defended
their freedom, their liberty, their justice,
and their rights—ijf need be—with their
lives. I think their courage is 50 admira-
ble.”

After next week’s summit with Presi-
dent Obarmna, we may soon see how far
America and South Korea are willing to go
to defend those rights for North Koyeans.

Ms. Kissel is editorial page editar of The
Wall Streef Journal Asia.
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Obama
must build
on the
Arab peace
initiative

Ghassan Khatib

e positive atmosphere sur-
rounding last Thursday’s mest-
ing between President Barack
Obama and Mahmoud Abbas,

the Palestinian president, confirms the
new US administration has changed
the approach to the Middle East. This
was already apparent in Mr Obama's
talks the previous week with Benjamin
Netanyahu, Israel’s prime minister,
which were were far from routine in
spite of the long, close relationship
between the two countries they lead.

Israel, under Mr Netanyahu, is oo
longer committed to the two-state solu-
tion that has underpinned the peace
process hetween [sraslis and Palestini-
ans for the past 18 vears. Mr Obama,
meanwhile, seems to be moving
towards substantive engagement in the
peace process on the basis of the “land
for peace” formula on which it was
conceived, New pressure from Wash-
ington for Israel to comply with the
nuclear non-proliferation ireaty indi-
cates that this engagement is strategie,
not merely window-dressing.

The resuit is a collision waiting to
happen. Mr Netanyahu seeks Palestin-
ian “autonomy”, while Mr Obama has
reiterated his commitment to a Pales-
tinian state. The US president has also
underscored Israel's obligations under
the Washington-brokered “road map”
to stop building Jewish seftlements in
the occupied Palestinian territories.

Half a miilion Jews live in more than
100 settlements in the West Bank,
including East Jerusalem, built since
Israel occupied the area in the 1967
war. [t is indicative of Mr Netanyahu's
policies that, only cne day before the
Israel-US summit in Washington, Israel
announced bids for the construction of
20 new housing units in an illegal West
Bank settlement in the occupied Jor-
dan valley.

Mr Ohama’s shift in policy is born

Israel’s behaviour, with
its new policy of rejecting
the two-state solution,
will give Iran and allies a
groundswell of support

out of the recognition that the main
factor behind the radicalisation of Pal-
estinian and Arab society is the failed
peace process. The Palestinian public
considers a peace process that contin-
ues the acquisition of Palestinian land
through settlement consiruction to be
no peace at all.

“Moderate” Arab leaders and govern-
ments allled with the US are losing
ground against Islamist pelitical oppo-
sition. Among Palestinians, continuing
tension between Hamas and Fatah is a
prime example, Fatah, which domi-
nates the Palestinian Authority in the
West Bank, proposes achieving Pales-
tinian aspirations of ending Israel's
cccupation by peaceful and negotiated
means. Hamas, which wrested control
of Gaga from the Palestinian Authority
in June 2007, argues that Israel under-
stands only the language of force. The

- Islamist group peints to Israel’s evacu-

ation of southern Lebanon after armed
resistance from Hizbollah and to the
unilateral disengagement from Gaza
after its own resistance.

By contrast, those who support nego-
tiations lose ground when their oppe-
nents raise the issue of Israeli settle-
ments. It is no surprise, then, that
Hamas has been able to stand its
ground in Gaza, despite a crushing

Israeli biockade on the entry and exit

of people and goeds. Cairo i3 mediating
between Fatah and Hamas to resolve
the split but with little success to date.

Israel's behaviouwr - specificaily lis
expansion of settlements - alongside its
new policy of rejecting the two-state

" solution, will only give Iran and allies

such as Hamas a groundswell of sup-
port. A change in direction, on the
other hand, meaning real progress in
the Palestinian-Israeli political process,
would contribute te achieving US
objectives in the region, particularly
impreving its relationship with Iran.

Mr Obama faces an enormous chal-
lenge in reversing the trend of radicali-
sation. The damage caused by the pre-
vious US administration is deep and
far-reaching. Twe things are needed.
The first is a focus on Israel’s illegal
settlement activity, which is creating
the kind of facts on the ground sure to
pre-empt the vision of two states. The
second is a credible negotiations proc-
ess that will convince Israelis and Pal-
estinians it is possible to end the occu-
pation and achieve other legitimate
ohjectives by peaceful means.

To do this, Mr Obama should take
advantage of the Arab peace initiative,
proposed in 2002. The Arab states
promised Israel unanimous Arab recog-
nition, security ané regional integra-
tion if it were to end its occupation of
the West Bank and Gaza and negotiate
a soluticn for Palestinian refugees. Mr
Obama needs to start work on such an
appreach when he meets Egypt’s Presi-
dent Hosni Mubarak this week., Given
the pressure moderate Arabs are
under, there is no time to be lost.

The writer is a vice-president af Birzeit
University and o former Palestinian
Authority minister of planning
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. o9 e ° TCommission. Mr Chang now appears
at Mr Kim's side on most occasions
IS ]_ I l a " and he appears destined for the role of
are just part of a series of provocative
moves bv Pvengyang this spring, but

l regent to Mr Kim's youngest son.
evenn by North Korean standards Mr
 Kim’'s acticns since April are outra-
t geous. Yet China's response has been
very restrained. It argues that the

best option for stability in North
Korea is a smooth transition of power.

ing sanctions that really bite, such as
cutting the supply of oil and coal.
which would cripple the dysfuncticnal

If left unchecked, surely
Pyongyang will try to
define a new reality that
allows it to maintain
nuclear weapons

Dennis Wilder

orth Korean leader Kim
Jong 1l is taking advantage
of Beijing’s desire for stabil-
itv on the Korean peninsula -
bv engaging in provocative actions:
that could permanently alter thes
nerth-east Asian security situation.’
Mr Kim's moves are calculated - they’
are designed to help secure a dynastic
succession and North Korsa's status .
as a nuclear weapons power. Fearful
of a flood of refugees should Mr Kim's ©
regime implode, China has responded
cauticuslv. Beijing apparently still
believes that its national interests are’
best served by a weak North Korean
regime that is dependent on China.
The clearest signal of Mr Kim's
intentions came in an editerial pub-
lished in the authoritative party daily,
Rodeong Sinmun, on his §7th birthday
in February. It states that the future

of North Korea depends on a “bril-  Why is China so careful? It is partly
liant succession” of the "bloodline of the product of its historically strained

Paektu”. Paekiu is the sacred moun- relations with Mr Kim and worties
tain where Mr Kim is said 0 have.ihat it may be embarrassed if it

been born. The long-range missile test: presses him without success. But Bei-
on Apru 5 appears to have been timed | jing also appears to have decided that
to oceur just before Mr Kim premoted | the best chance of stability in North
his brother-in-law, Chang Sung-Taek. Korea lies in another hereditary trans-
to the powerful Naticnal Defence; fer of power. By muting criticism of

North Korean economy. True, such
measures could destabilise the
regime. But tough, targeted sanctions
may get North Korea back to the
negotiating table if done with a clear
offer of resuming the principles of
reciprocal action embedded in the
February 2007 agreement. North
Korea is not Iran. It does not have oil
and gas to sell to get around sanc-
tions. If left unchecked, surely
Pyongyang will try to define a new
realitv that allows it to maintain
nuclear weapons. Which is more
destabilising: instability in succession
or North Korea seeking to redefine
the nuclear status of the Korean
peninsula? That is the real question of
instability before China.

The new nuclear and missile tests

It therefors {s hesitant about support- -

3 Pvongyang's actions the Chinese are
. sending any contenders for power a
: strong message that China suppors
: the current power arrangements.
China may have good reasons for 1ts
calguiations but it is incumbent on US
policymakers to remind Bedjing of :ne
+ dangers of allowing Mr Kim too much
leeway. Mr Kim’'s new nuclear 1est
may well be a game-changer in north-
east Asia security dynamies. Some
_Sputh Kerean politicians have already
begun 1o question whether taey
should continue to abide by restric-
.tions on their missile capabilities
agreed to with the US in 1499,
Pvongvang's actions might aiso force
others in north-east Asia to consider
their cwn nuclear options.

Not holding Mr Kim to account alsg

risks allowing him to think thai he
has the space t0o engage in further
- illicit nuclear transfers. We know that
} nuclear co-operation between Ncrth
s Rorea and Syria vielded a secret
< agreement for Pyongyvang to bulld a
i covert plutonium reactor for Svyria.
! The Israell air force took care of that
. problem in September 2007,

But can we risk a strategy of watch-
ing and waiting, leaving Mr Kim to
his own devices? China’s leverage
over North Korea is limited but 1t 1s
more significant than that of any
other nation. Indeed, Chinese leverage
proved critical to bringing Pyongvang
back to the six-party talks after the
nuclear test in 2006. [t remains to be
seen whether China can again place
sufficient pressure on North Korea to
alter its current course.

We will never know the answer
unless Beijing tries.

The writer is a visiting fellow in the
John L. Thornton China Center a: the
Brookings Institution. He served as
China director and then senior director
for east Asian affairs at the National
Security Council from August 2004 1o
- January 2009
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The politics of
self-abasement

Christopher
Caldwell

With his speech to the Muslim
world at Cairo University on
Thursday, Barack Obama put a
new face or American foreign
policy, or at least a face that
the world has not seen since
the 1970s. This is America's
penitent, humbled and even
sveophantic {ace.

President Obama seeks a
“new beginning” to US-Muslim
relations through frank
self-examination and mutual
respect. The UGS is locked in-a
battle for the hearts and minds
of Muslims, whether it likes it
or not. Self-examination can be
a sign of strength. But we
should not delude cursalves
thar the Muslim world sees it
as such. The lranian Avatoliah
Al Khamenel speaks for many
when he says that it is “the
power of Muslims which [(has]-
made the new US
administration try to portray a
new image”. And there is
another problem; the politics of
national seif-abasement, from
Jimmy Carter to Mikhail
Gorbachev, is not popular with
voters. [t cannot be practised
for long because it entails a
huge - usually fatal - drawing
down of political capital.

The US is still. paradoxically,
the country that has felt the
lash of globalisation least. The
president’s trip to the Middle
East gave an inkling of what
dipiomacy is like when
someone else has the upper
hand. in part it was the
atmospherics: the state
department memc warning
journalists accompanying
Mr Obama to Saudi Arabia that
thev were “expressly prohibited
from leaving the hotel or
engaging in any journalistic
activities outside of coverage of
the Potus visit”; the photos of
Hillary Clinton, the secretary
of state, in a headscarf; the
invitations extended to
members of the Musiim
Brotherhood in Cairc.

In part it was the president’s
oratorical tics: the greeting of
assalum alaykwom; describing

“invade, even after 9711,

" the Middle East as the region

in which Islam was first

C“revealed” (2 formulation

usually used by believers, not
outsiders); or “peace be upen

. them” (a phrase many

Americans know only from
Osama bin Laden's internet
videos). What looks polite to
maost of the world looks
obsequious to American voters.
The carefully vetted Cairo
audience clapped primarily for
Koranic citations or concrete
concessions (“I have ordered
the prison at Guantanamo Bay
closed”™), and raretv for the
soaring sentiments of which a
US listener would be proudest.
“Turning the page on the
Bush era” means partly a
change in tone. Mr Obama
distinguishes the Iragq war
(which he opposed) from the
Afghan one (of which he plans

_a major escalation this

summer) by calling [raq a “war
of choice”. That is an artificial
distinction, The US had other

choices at its disposai after 911

. besides invading Afghanistan.

They may have been foolish or
ineffective or cowardly, but
they were choices. Choosing to

provoked fury in the Muslim
world. On Thursday, Mr Obama
made impertant concessions to
this fury. The US, he said.
would seek ho permanent bases
in either Iraq or Afghanistan.
But the kev point of the
speech was to downgrade the
TS alliance with Israel. to shift
US support from the Israell
posttion to the Muslim one.
“The United States does not
accept the legitimacy of
continued Israeli settiements
[in the West Bank],” Mr Obama
said. The US suddenly finds
itself with roughly the same
Middle East policy as the
European Union. Israelis will
not find the blow much
softened by a {ew tough ]
remarks about Holocaust denial
and some warnings to {
Palestinians against terrorism -|
a word Mr Obama did not use.
Mr Obama's criticism of
terrorism is two-pronged. On
the one hand he sees terrorism
as morally wrong, and here he
was most eloguent: “It is a sign

y neither of courage har power to
" shoot rockets at sleeping
_children. or to blow up old

women on a bus,” he said. On
the other hand, he sees

. terrorism as ineffective, and

here he is far less

persuasive, “For centuries,
black people in America
suffered the lash of the whip as
slaves and the humiliation of
segregarion,” Mr Obama said.
“Byt it was not vicience that

Obama’s Middle East
trip gave an inkling of
what diplomacy is like
when someone else
has the upper hand

won full and equal rights.”
You can say it was not
violence alone that won black
people their rights, But an
American should not need
reminding that the US civil
war - fought over nothing but
slavery and its constitutional
implications - was
spectacularly bloody, complete
with starvation camps. torched
eities and actual terrorism. too.
Even the last century’s civi
rights movement required not
just the marches of Martin

" Luther King, but federal troops.

What is most inspiring about
Mr Obama’s oratory is aiso
what is most disturbing about
it. In his oratorical universe,
the right thing and the
effective thing tend to coincide.
In his discussion of the Muslim
headscarf he displaved the
same highly appealing
libertarian conservarism that
won him manyv votes in the
centre of the American

- electorate last fall. “I reject the

view of some in the west that a
woman who chooses to cover
her hair is somenow less
equal,” he said. “I respect those
women who choose to live
their lives in traditicnal roles.

. But it should be their choice.”

If “choice” is the way

, forward, then Mr Obama is

addressing his audience not as
Musiims but as citizens.
Politics is about cholce.
Religion is not - it is about
truth. As soon as there are
meaningful free choices about
whether to be liberated or
traditional, the problem defines
itgelf away. The point of the

, Cairo speech was to break faith
: with Israel on peace

negotiations, in hope that the
move will provoke concessions
from Muslims., Wrapped around
that reaipolitik was an oration
which was heartfelt and subtle
~ but which neither made the
US stronger than before. nor
made the worid safer.

The writer is a senior editor at

The Weekly Standard. His book,
Reflections on the Revolution in
Europe: Immigrazion, Islam and
the West, was published in May
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The truth of America’s clinch with Pakistan

David Pilling

"Excuse me, sir, but may I be of
assistance? Ah, I see I have alarmed
you.” — Mohsin Hamid, ‘The
Reluctant Fundamenialist’

The opening lines of Mohsin Hamid's
tense and ambiguous novel, spoken
by a bearded Pakistani to a barrel-
chested American, could just as weli
be Islamabad addressing Washington.
Ever since General Pervez
Musharraf, Pakistan's former
military ruler, pledged his country as
a pivotal ally in the war on terror
after the attacks of September i1
2001, the US and Pakistan have heen
locked in a strange and ambivalent
embrace. Pakistan has been of
assistance. The US has been
alternately grateful and alarmed.

Evidence that the joint war is not
going smoothly — as if any were
needed - came again this week when
suicide bombers drove a truck of
explosives into the Pearl Continental
hotel in Peshawar. north-west

| Pakistan, killing at least 15 and

! injuring more than 60. It was merely
! the latest barbarity. Last week 40

. died when suicide bombers targeted

a mosque; the week before, militants
i drove a bomb-laden van into a police
| station in Lahore, killing 35 and
injuring 300,

The latest round of suicide
slaughter comes in response to a
military offensive on Taliban forces.
Until April. the Taliban had been
running affairs in the picturesque
valley of Swat, 100 miles from
[slamabad, causing Hillary Clinton,
US secretary of state, to make her
oft-quoted comment about the
“existential threat” facing Pakistan.

The Pakistani state has responded.
It claims, in just four weeks, to have
killed 2,000 Tatiban and to have ali
but retaken Swat. Some 2.5m pecple
have fled the valley in the biggest
human exodus since the Rwandan
genocide 15 vears ago. The offensive
has also ignited a wave of what
Pakistanis call “blowback™, as jihadi
militants turn on the state that once
gave them succour,

Pakistan's troubles with blowback
date back to at least 1980 when. after
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan,
the CIA teamed up with Pakistan's
Inter-Services Intelligence agency to
begin its higgest ever covert
operation. Together, they trained

[

' mujahideen fighters and sent them

across the Afghan berder to kill the

 communist invaders. The jihadis, i

: with militant [slam continued into

| intentionaily radicalised, taught that

many poor and illiterate, were

they were defending Islam against
godless usurpers. They included
fighters from all over the Arab
world, including Osama bin Laden,
who was later to take his holy war
to New York and Washington.

The joint US-Pakistan flirtation

Neat on paper, probably
sensible, Washington’s
new anti-terrorism
strategy, Afpak, comes
with huge problems

the 199%0s. According to Zahid
Hussain, author of Frontline
Pakistan, US diplomats stationed in
Islamabad championed another
radical group, the Taliban, which
they thought could restore order to a
lawless Afghanistan. Pakistan's
military has also found the hydra-
headed jihadi useful at times:
mititant fighters have provided
{slamabad with what is known as
“strategic depth” in Afghanistan and,

, more importantly, kept hundreds of
. thousands of Indian troops on their

toes in Indian-controlled Kashmir,
Now the US has a new anti-
terrorism strategy, Afpak. It wants to
treat Afghanistan and Pakistan as a
single theatre of war, based on the
fact that militants cross the long,
empty border between the two
countries almost at will. Neat on
paper, probably sensible, the Afpak
strategy comes with huge problems.
First, US troeps are not allowed
inside Pakistan. If they drive
militants to the border, they cannot
pursue them far into the “Pak™ bit of
Afpak. Once inside, militants can
hide in the mountains of Waziristan.
a badland region only nominally
controlled by Islamabad, or melt into
the cities of Karachi, Lahore and
Peshawar, where their madrassa-
trained sympathisers are many.
Second, Pakistan has a brand new
civilian government and a judiciary
that has boldly defended its
independence. Both should be to

i Washington’s liking. But the civilian
government of Asif Ali Zardari does

not have convincing control over a
military and intelligence service that
may - even now - include those who
maintain friendiy ties with some
militant groups.

Nor can the courts be relied upon
to tackle militancy as Washington

might wish. Last week the Lahore
High Court, lacking specific
evidence, released the founder of
Lashkar-e-Taiba, the organisation
suspected of masterminding last
November's Mumbai attacks. Some
Pakistani lawyers have also, quite
reasonably, questioned the legality of
US drone attacks {secretly supported
by Isiamabad) that have kiiled scores
of civilians and inflamed anti-US
opinion inside Pakistan.

Finally, there is the question of
Kashmir, another crucible of jihad.
Barack Obama sensed, correctly, that
any genuine effort to tackle
militancy in Afghanistan must
involve the resolution of problems
not only in Pakistan but also in
Kashmir. India quickiy warned the
US president that he was “barking
up the wrong tree” if he intended to
broker a Kashmir deal. Yet without
resolution of that festering sore,
Pakistan wili continue to be a jihadi
factory and to harbour sympathy for
some of the militants in its midst.

Mohsin Hamid's novel ends when
one of the two main characters
appears to reach for a gun. It is
never clear whether it is the
American or the Pakistani who faces
greater danger. The same holds true
for the countries’ joint war on terror.

david.pilling@ft.com
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Iranian theocrats
impose their will

Ahmadi-Nejad’s apotheosis should not derail engagement

As passionate street protests erupt
in parts of Tehran at what looks,
prima facie, like an assisted land-
slide to re-elect Mahmoud Ahmadi-
Nejad in a highly contested presi-
dential vote, only one thing is
clear: Iran’s ruling theocrats are
taking a huge gamble with the
future of the Islamic Republic.
Domestically, they are patching
up a dam that is starting to burst
with pent-up desire for change.
Abroad they are courting isolation:
Barack Obama’s hand, remember,
was extended to those who would
unclench their fists - not, on the
face of it, what has just happened.
[t was always the case that Mir-
Hossein Moussavi, the former pre-
mier whose campaign realigned
chastened reformists with prag-
matic conservatives, and pulled
hundreds of theousands of voung
and women supporters on to the
streets, had a mountain to climb,
The rural and urban poor and the
regime’s paramilitaries (the basij
militia alone is about 12m strong)
meant the president had vast
reserves of pre-positioned support.
Change for the poor means food
and jobs, not a relaxed dress code
or mixed recreation. Changs to the
theccrats and their praetorians
threatens the vested interests they
have built up since the 1979 revolu-
tion. Politics in [ran is a lot more
about class war than religion.

Still, the size of Mr Ahmadi-
Nejad's victory is not credible and
the regime - under the ultimate
authority of Ali Khamenei, the
supreme leader - wculd not need
to come down so hard if it were
real. So what has spooked them?”

They appeared to fear a “green”
revolution that might split institu-
tions such as the Revoluticnary
Guards the way the reformist ava-
lanche for Mchammad Khatami
did in 1997 - a fear magnified once
figures such as Hashemi Rafsan-
jani, a former president still at the
fulcrum of Iranian pelitics. tilted
towards Mr Moussavi. Thev will
alsc have found ¥r Obama's over-
tures unhelpful in enforcing
national unity, much easier when
{ranians feel under external siege.

The US and its allies should
remember it is engagement more
than confrontation that unnerves
the muliahs. Mr Moussavi, more-
over, while he might have been
more straightforward on Iran's
nuclear ambitions, would not have
been more pliant. Furthermore,
however bad vote fraud was in this
contest, the way it has been man-
aged shows it is no president, but
Mr Khamenei, who js in charge.

But for anyone who prefers con-
frontation with Iran, the apotheo-
sis of Mr Ahmadi-Nejad, a panto-
mime villain qut of central casting,
is undeniably a political windfall.



Speaking
in Cairo
this week,
Obama can
change

the way
America

is viewed.
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Juan C. Zarate
James K. Glassman

When President Obama delivers his much-an-
ticipated address in Cairo this week, he should
counter the deadly and pervasive narrative
that ““the West is at war with Islam” and re-
placeit with a more accurate story line that of-
fers Muslims both responsibility and pride.

With his Muslim family members and his
personification of the American dream, Obama
is uniquely placed to recast the way American
power and influence are viewed.

Althoughhe will need to acknowledge what
most Muslims see as U.S. mistakes, an endear-
ing and short-lived mea culpais not ambitious
enough for the task at hand. Instead, the presi-
dent should shape a new narrative — one that
remindsthe world of American ideals and
challenges Muslim communitiesto confront
conflicts in their midst. While the United States
will continueto be a partner, the ultimate out-
come will be determinedby them, not us,

The president should point to three separate
butoverlapping struggles:

» Religionand terror: A small group of violent
reactionaries— led by Al Qaeda, the Taliban,
and allied groups — is trying, through horrify-
ing brutality, to bring more than 1 billion
Muslims into line with a sweeping totalitarian

doctrine, inconsistent with the tenets of Islam.
It’s up to Muslims to oppose and ostracize the
violent extremistsin their midst. Growing num-
bers of them are doing that — even in Pakistan,
where a terrible threat had been widely ignored.
s Iran and proxies: Along with its proxies —
Syria, Hezbollah and Hamas — Iran is con-
fronting the vast majority of Arab nations, in-

cluding Saudi Arabia, Jordan and Egypt. This

Iran-v.-Arab conflict is also part of the Sunni-
Shiite conflict that is playing out elsewhere, in-
cluding frag, but Iran’s threat transcendsreli-
gion. Regardless of sectarian bent, Muslim
communitiesneed to oppose the attemptsby
Iran and its intelligence services — in particu-
lar the Qods Force — to extend Shiite extrem-
ism and influence throughout the world.

Articlesin the Arab press have expressed
concern that the United States is softeningits
stance toward the Iranian camp. Egyptians
would welcome a staternent that clarifies
America’s opposition to Iranian dominationof
the Middle East.
» Democracy and humanrights: Many Arab
governmentshave denied their citizens what
Egyptianactivist Saad Eddin Ibrahim has
called “theinfrastructure of democracy”: rule
of law, independentjudiciary, free media,
gender equality and autonomouscivil society.
These necessities of liberty are more important
thanballots dropped in a box, as we have seen
by the actions of the Hamas regime in Gaza.

A widespread criticism among Muslims is

at Obama should tell Muslims

that the United States has not pressed author-
itarian allies to democratize. For both moral
and strategic reasons, we have a stake in sup-
porting free societies with accountable govern-
ments. The reality of democracies thriving in
Muslim societieslike Turkey and Indonesiais
a powerful counterweight to the canard that Is-
lam and political freedom can’t coexist.

Inframing the narrative as a seriesof
struggles within Muslim societies, Obama
must also emphasize America’s values — con-
cepts of pluralism, freedom and opportunity
that run counter to the extremists’ ideclogy. He
should emphasizethat the United States won’t
be a passive bystander in these struggles.

We will advance our own ideals and in-
terests — which include promoting a compre-
hensive two-state solution between Israel and
the Palestinians. Challenging and empowering
Muslim communitiesto take on the three great
struggles themselves, with the United States
as a constructive partner, is an approach that
will overturn the extremists’ narrative and
heip shape a new, honest, and positive story
line in which Muslims see themselves not as
victimsbut as central protagenistsin global
strugglesfor justice.

JUAN ZARATE, former deputy national security ad-
viser, is senior adviser at the Center for Strategic
and International Studies. JAMES K. GLASSMAN,
former undersecretary of state, 1s president of
the World Growth Institute.
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MR. OBAMA AND MR. ABBAS

(Obama must urge Arab leaders to sup-

port Mahmoud Abbas.

President Obama’s meeting this week
with the Palestinian president, Mah-
moud Abbas, was a reminder of how
much the Palestinians and leading
Arab states, starting with Saudi Arabia
and Egypt, must do to heip revive
foundering peace negotiations.

‘We have sympathy for Mr. Abbas, the
moderate-but-weak leader of the Fatah
party. Israel, the Bush administration
and far too many Arab leaders have
failed to give him the support that he
needs to make the difficult compromis-
es necessary for any peace deal.

The refusal of Israel’s new prime
minister, Benjamin Netanyahu, to com-
mit to a two-state soiution or halt settle-
ment activity is feeding militancy and
strengthening Mr. Abbas’s Hamas
rivais. That's no excuse, however, for
the depressing passivity that Mr. Abbas
displayed in an interview with The
Washington Post before his White
House meeting.

Mr. Abbas suggested that his only
role in the American-led peace initia-
tive is to wait — for Hamas tojoinina
unity government, for Mr. Netanyahu
toact. He said he can’t ask Arab states
to have anything to do with Israel, “un-
til Israel agrees to freeze settlements
and recognize the two-state solution,”
the columnist Jackson Diehl quoted
him as saying. “Until then, we can’t talk
to anyone,” he said.

Mr. Abbashas made some important
progress. Palestinian security forces
(financed and trained by the United
States and other countries)have be-
come more professional and more will-
ing to head off attacks.

He needs to do alot more. He must

keep improving those forces. He must

redouble efforts to hait the constant
spewing of hatred against Israel in
schools, mosques and media. He must
work harder to weed out corruption.
Unless Mr. Abbas’s government does
more to improve the lives of Palestin-
ians it will surely lose again to Hamas
in elections scheduled for January.

Arab states have shirked their re-
sponsibilitiesto bolster Mr. Abbas with
aid and with actions that could advance
Palestinian statehood. They say they
are committed to a worthwhile 2002
Saudiinitiative — offering Israel nor-
malized relations in exchange for a two-
state agreement — but are vague about
details.

When Mr. Obama visits Saudi Arabia
and Egypt next week he most urge
leaders to do more. They could help
ratchet up pressure on Mr. Netanyahu
with preliminary — but symbolically
important — steps like opening com-
mercial offices in Tel Aviv and holding
publicly acknowledged meetings with
Israeli officials.

When Mr. Netanyahu visited the
‘White House last week, Mr. Obaima
publicly pressed the [sraelileader to
freeze settlementsand commit to a two-
state solution. Now he has set markers
for Mr. Abbas, urging him to make
greater efforts to rein in militants and
halt incitementagainst Israel. We hope
he will do the same for leading Arab
states.

For eight years, Arab leaders and the
Palestinianscompiainedbitteriy be-
cause President George W. Bush
wasn’t willing to invest in Middle East -
peace. Now that they have an American
president who is willing, they finally
have to do their part.
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Obama’s Muslim speech

Madeleine K. Albright

On Thursday, President Obama will deliver a
speech on American foreign policy to a pre-
dominantly Muslim audiencein Egypt. Aside
from fuifilling a campaign pledge, why has the
president decidedto give such a speech?
When he approaches the microphone, what
are the key issues he should address?

I have attended a number of conferences de-
signed to promote understanding between the
United States and people who live in Muslim-
majority states. According to Musiim speakers
at such events, one fact stands out: Whenthe
cold war ended, America needed an enemy tc
replace Communismand chose Islam.

How else, they ask, to explain the two Gulf
wars, Afghanistan, Guantdnamoand the plight
of the Palestinians? To support their thesis,
they cite the beliicose post-9/11 rhetoricof U.S.
officials, the Western media’s preoccupation
with Muslirm extrernists and the plethora of
pundits who have identiffed Islam, especially
“political Islam,” as the leading threat to civili-
zation in the 21st century.

To most Americans, the idea that our country
is attacking Istam or that we view the Isiamic
faith as an enenty is absurd. The first Gulf War

was aresponse to Saddam Hussein's invasion
of aneighboring Arab country. On 8/11, America
was the victim, not the aggressor. In Iraq, Pres-
ident Bush’srationale for regime change,
thoughmisguided, was hardiy anti-Islamic. U.S.
leaders can’t be held accountable for what some
writers say in order fo scare people and sell
books. What is more, in the 1990s, America twice
led NATO into conflicts on behalf of Muslim pop-
ulations — first in Bosnia, then Kosovo,

Nevertheless, the perceptionthat America is
hostile to Islam remains widespread, much to
the satisfactionof Al Qaeda, the Taliban and
the government of Iran. To his credit, Presi-
dent Bush attempted on several occasions to
communicate his respect and peacefulinten-
tions to Musiim audiences. Sadly, those efforts
fell on deaf ears.

On Thursday, President Obama can be as-
sured of a wide audience, and he will speak
with a far cleaner slate than his predecessor.
Mr. Obama hés a family connectionto Islam;
he-alsohas a well deserved reputation for
weaving moral and political themes togetherin
a coherent and thoughtful way. His challenge
-~ not unusual for this president — will be to_
fulfill the expectations he has raised.

Mr. Obama’sdilemmais that no speech,
however eloquent, can disentangle U.S.-
Muslim relations from the treacherous terrain
of current events in places such as Irag, Af-
ghanistan, Pakistan, Iran and the Middle East.

Since the presidentis unlikely to announce
major policy changes, he must persuade
Muslims abroad to view our existing policiesin
anew light. That is no small job. It requires
separating the rationale for contemporary ac-
tions from the long history of clashes between
Islam and the West, and it requires overcoming
the resentment caused when Muslim noncom-
batants are killed as a byproduct of conflict.

The more direct the presidentis in acknowl-
edging these problems, the more likely it is that
Muslims will think objectively about his words,

Muslims desire respect and respect de-
mands frankness. We cannot pretend that
American soldiers and aircraft are not attack- -
ing Muslims. We can, however, remind the
world thatthe people we oppose are murder-
ing Muslimns and other innocentsevery day. In
Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan, our allies are
Muslims. We have partners in Lebanon and

‘among Palesiimails, as wetl,

We understand the desire of every country
to be free from foreign domination. We will be
neither intimidatednor dissuaded from our
purpose, but our geal isn’t to wage war; itis to
help establish security for local populations
and our fondest hope is to return home as scon
as possible.

Althoughthe president will be speakingto a
Muslim audience about American policy, it is
equally important that he address the audi-
ence in the United States. Muslims abroad
need to embrace a more accurate picture of
America; but Americans need to learn mare
about Muskims. It cannot be said too often that
Islamis a religion of peace, that terrorismis as
indefensiblein Islam as it is in the other two
Abrahamic faiths, and that the vast majority of
Muslims — including the millions who are cit-
izens of the United States — want to live indig-
nity and without viclence, )

Finally, President Cbamacan remind his
Egyptian hosts that repression in the name of
meoderation is stili repression. Despite the mis-
takes of recent years, suppor: for democracy
should remain a central theme of U.S. foreign
policy. Armed groups, such as Hamas, have no
place in an election. But democracy is why
womenhave led governmentsin four of the
five most populous Muslim-majority states
and why women were recently elected to the
parliamentof Kuwait.

January’s previncial balloting in Iraq has
helped to unify the country, while legislative
debate has provided a peaceful outlet for an-
ger. Upconming votes in Iran and Afghanistan
will no doubt influence the course of those na-
tions. Democracy’s advantage is that it con-
tains the means for its own correction through
public accountability and discussion. It also of-
fers a non-viclentalternative for the forces of
change, whether those forces are progressive
or conservative.

It would be unreasonableto expect too much
of any speech, especially on a topic as prone to
subjective interpretation as U.S. foreign policy
and Islam. Given President Obama’srecord,
however, we can be confident that a brave and
possibly historiceffort is in store.

MADELFINE K. ALBRIGHT was the U.S. secretary of
state from 1397 to 2001,
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North Korea's gauntlet

Henry A. Kissinger

The Obama administration has so far dealt
publicly with the North Korean challenge in an
understated, almost leisurely, manner. Empha-
sizing continuedreliance on multilateral dipio-
macy, it has invited Pyongyang to return to the
conference table, even while North Korea
threatens military action and tests nuclear
weapons and the missiles to deliver them,

The challenge goes far beyond the regional
security issue, For America, it invoives rela-
tions with an emerging superpower (China);
relations with a re-emerging Russia; relations
with key U.S. allies {Japan and South Korea);
and a major escaiation in the threat of prolifer-
ation to non-state parties.

The resumption of nuclear and missile testing
by Nerth Korea represents an abrupt reversal of
a negotiating process that has been going, with
onty briet interruptions, for nearly two decades.
Since 2004, six-party talks in Befjing included all
the countries (North and South Korea, China,
Russia, Japan and the United States) directly
threatened by Nerth Korean missiles and nucle-
ar weapons. For a while, it was argued that bilat-
eral negoriationshetween the United States and
North Korea would prove more effective,

That debate has become largely academic.
Both approaches were pursued; both contrib-
uted tc the stalemate inherited by the Obama
administration. I favored negotiations with
Pyongyang and have occasionally participated
n Track 1 dialogue with Korean officials out-
side formal channels. But with North Korea
kicking over all previous agreements re-
peatedly, process has overwhelmed substance.

The ultimate test of the Korean diplomacy al-
way's had to be the eliminationof North Korea’s
stockpile of fissionable material and nuclear
weapons. But those were growing while the ne-
gotiations were proceeding at their stately pace.
The negotiating process thereby ran the risk of
legitimizing North Korea’s nuclear program by
enabiing Pyongyang to establish a fait accompli
by means of dipiomacy. That point is fast ap-
proachingif it has not already been reached,

The incoming Obama administration gave
North Korea every opportunity to accelerate
the negotiating process. While on a visit to
Betjing, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton hint-
ed that she was serousiy consideringa visitto
Pyengyang, Stephen Bosworth, a distin-
guished schoiar and moderate dipiomat, was
appointed principal negotiator

These overtures were vituperatively rejec-
ted. Pyongyang used the change of American
administration to signal a majoc shift in
course. Bosworth was rebuffed while on a visit
10 the region, Refusing to return to the negoti-
ating table, Pyongyang also reveked all the
concessions it had previously made. It has re-
started its nuclear reprocessing plant and
conducted another nuclear weapans test.

Many expianationshave been advanced for
the brazenness of North Korean tactics, suchas
a domesticstruggle for succession to the clearly
aiting “Dear Leader” Kim Jong-il. But the only
partialy rational explanationis that Nerth Ko-
rea’s leaders have recognized that no matter
how conciliatory United States diplornacy, it
wolld in the next phase demand the destruction
of North Korea's existing weapons capability.

Pyongyang’s leaders have obviously de-
cided to reject this outcome in the most abso-
lute and confrontational manner. They must
have concluded that no degree of poiitical re-
cognition couwid compensatefor abandoning
the signal (and probably sole) achievemnent of
their rule, for which they have obliged their

populationto accept a form
There is no of oppression and %xploita-

. tion unprecedentedeven in
more :';::ue this period of totalitarianism.
ground be- They may well calculate that
tween the weathering a period of
abandenment  protestis their ticket to
of the North emerging as a de facto nucle-
Korean pro- &r POWEL.
gram and the Hence the issue is no
status quo. longer what forum should be

used for negotations but
what their purpeseis to be.

The munimum preconditionfor a resumptionof
either of the existing forums wouid be that
Pyongyang restore the previousiy implemen-
ted agreements that it has recentiy abrogated
— especially the mothballing of the plutonium
separation plant. But that is not enough.

However the next diplomaticphase is
conducted, the United States needs to enterit
with the recognitionthat there is no longer any
middle greund between the abandonmentof
the North Korean program and the status quo.

Any policy that does not do away with North
Korea's nuclear military capability, in effect,
acquiescesin its continuation. A prograrn of
marginal additional sanctions fellowed by an-
other protracted period of give-and-take would
have that practical consequence.

The North Korean challenge thus confrents
the administration with two basic options:

» To accept tacitly or openly that the North
Korean nuclear program is beyond the point
where it can be reversed and to seek tocap it
and proscribe any proliferating activities be-
yond North Korea’s borders;

» To attempt to end the Nortii Korean nuclear
program by a maximumdeployment of pres-
sures, which requires the active participation
of Korea's netghbors, especially China.

Acceptance of the North Korean nuclear pro-
gram would fly in the face of American foreign
policy since we shepherded the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty through the international
commurity in 1967, as well as of the policy put
forward by President Obamaonly two months
agoin a seminal speechin Prague,

Acquiescencein a North Korean nuciear
program would undermine prospects of the
proposed negotiations with [ran. If the North
Korean methods practiced during the Korean
negotiationsbecome a model for negotiations
on Mideast nuclear programs, a chaotic world
will becken,

De facto acquiescencein a North Korean nu-
tlear program would require a reconsideration
of current U.S. strategic planning More em-
phasis would need to be given to missile de-
fense. [t would be essential to redesignthe
American deterrent strategy in a world of mui-
tiple nuclear powers — a challenge unprece-
dented in our experience. The enhancedrole of
nen-stale actors with respect to terrorism
would have to be addressed.

A new argument in favor of acquiescencein
Nerth Korea’s nuclear program nas recently
made its appearance. [t contends that Pyong-
yang’s conduct is really a hidden cry for assist-
ance against Chinese dominationand thus de-
serves suppartrather than opprobrium. But
turning North Korea into & ward of the United
States s neither feasible nor acceptable to the
countries whose supportfor a selution of the
North Xorean nuclearissue is imperative.

No long-termseiutionof the Korean nuclear
probiem is sustainable without the key players
of Northeast Asia, and thatmeans China,
South Korea, the United States and Japan, with
an important role for Russia as well.

A wise diplomacy will move urgentlyto as-
semble the incentives and pressures to bring
about the elimination of nuclear weapons and
stockpiles frem North Korea. It is not enough
to demand unstated pressures from other af-
fected countries, especially China. A concept
for the political evoluton of Northeast Asia is
urgently needed.

Too much of the commentary on the current
crisis has concerned the deus ex machinaof
Chinese pressures on North Kcrea and com-
plaints thaz Beijing has not implementedits
full arsenal of possibilities. But for China, the
issue is net 50 much a negotiating position as
concernabout its consequences. If the Pyong-
yang regime is destabilized, the future of
Mortheast Asia would then have to be settled
by deeply concernedparties arnidst a fast-
moving crisis. They need to know the Amers-
can attitude and clarify their ¢wn for that con-
tngency.

China faces challenges perhaps even more
compiex than America’s. If present trends con-
tinue, and if North Korea manages to maintain
its nuclear capability tirough the inahility of the
parties to bring matters to a head, the prolifera-
ton of nuciear weapons throughout Northeast
Asia and the Middle East becomes probabie.

China will then face the prospect of nuclear
weapons in ali surrcunding Asian states and
an unmanageablenuclear-armedregime in
Pyongyang. But if China exercises the full
panoply of its pressures withoutan accord
with America and an undersianding with the
ather parties, it has reason to fear chaos along
its berders at or close to the raditional inva-
sion routes of China. A sensitive, thoughtful
dialogue with China, rather than peremptory
demands, is essentiai.

The outcome of such a dialogueis difficuit 1o
predict, but it cannot be manageduniess
America clarifies its own purposes to itself.
Scme public statetents impiy the U.S, will try
to deai with specific North Xorean threats
rather than eliminate the capability to carry
them out. They leave open with what determ-
nation Washington will pursue the elimination
of the existing stockpile of North Korean nurle-
ar weapons and fissionable materiais. [t is not
possible to undertake both courses simuita-
neously.

The vltimate issue {s not regicnal but con-
cerns the prospects for world order. There
could scarcely seem to be an issue moere suited
to cooperation among the Great Powers than
nonproliferation, especially withregard to
North Korea, a regime run by fanatics, located
on the borders of China, Russia and Scuth Ko-
rea, and within massile range of Japan. Stiil, the
major countries have been unabie to galvanize
themseives into action,

[n this muitipolar world, many issues like
nuciear proliferation, energy and climare
change require a concert appmach. The major
powers of the 21st cencury have proved tobe
heterogeneousand withoutmuch experience
as part of a concertof powers, Connectingtheir
purposes, however, needs to be their ultimate
task if the world is to avord the catastrophe of
unchecked proiiferation.

HENRY A. KISSINGER served as nalional securiy ad-
viser and as secretary of state in the administra-
tions of Presidents Nicon and Ford.
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Don't make it worse
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NORTH

KOREA I
Military threats
will onty make
Pyongyang
more reckless
and divide

the world.

Mikhail Gorbachev

News of the nuclear test th North Korea an
May 25 came while [ was visiting the demilita-
rized zone on the Korean Peninsula. I had been
invited te the inauguration ceremony fora
peace bell on the 38th parallel — the truce line
where the hostilities between North and South
Korea ceased in 1953.

At a press conference that morning and in
my private discussions, the breaking news nat-
uratly topped the agenda

Listening to the South Koreans, I felt their
alarm and concern for their 0Wr: security, but
also for the situationin North Korea. [ saw deep
and sincere sympathy for their compatriotsen
the other side of the demarcation line and their
abiding hope for eventual reunification,

There was no panic. Emotionsran high,
though, and everyone [ talked tc wondered
anxiously about what would happennext.

Just a few months earlier, it had seemed that
events might take a different course. In Febru-
ary 2007, North Korea had agreed to shut down
its main nuclear reactor in Yongbyon. In June
2008.the reactor was partly deactivated, and
televisionchannels everywhere showed the
implosionof its cooling tower,

North Korea gave the United States and
China no less than 18,000 pages of documenta-
tion on the progress of its nuclear program
since 1990, U.N. inspectors were allowed ac-
cess to its nuclear facilities. The prospectof a
Korean Perunsula free of nuclear weapons ap-
peared increasingly realistic.

Then, suddeniy, came the U-turn late last
year. Inspectors were denied access and the
deactivation of the reactor was suspended.
This spring, North Korea withdrew from six-
party talks with the Unijted States, China, Rus-

sia, Japan and South Korea. Now it has
conductedits second nuclear test — the first
was in October 2006 — and test-fired at least
six missiles in less than a week.
Diplomatsand experts differ in their assess-
ments of whatis behind this turnaround. Some
regard North Korea's actions as irrational;
others see an attempt Lo pressure the interna-
ticnal community into giving more aid; still
others suggestthat a succession struggieis
heating up. In South Korea, some befieve that
the tougher line taken by their new president
toward the North has been counterproductive.
Serious thought needs to be given to all of
this, Ia rethinking the situation, we must be
I E— very clear about the goal: It

Responding isto find a way toward re-
with the suming the political and dip-
retaliatory lo-  Jomaticdialogue, in particy-
gic of the lar the six-party talks. Calls
Cold War for switching to a military
track should be resisted.

could put us Such calls have already
onaslippery  been heard in Japan, where
slope. North Korea's nuclear test

has givern the proponents of
remilitarization a new card to play. A U.S. as-
sistant secretary of defense, Wallace Gregson,
has said that the United States would be ready
Lo support Japan’s acquiring a capability for
preemptive strikes at enemy bases. Eventhe
main taboo of post-war Japan — acquiring nu-
clear weapons — may be in jeopardy.

Such steps would onty make the situation
worse. They would push the North Koreans 1o
even mere recklessness and underminethe
unanirnity of the world's reaction to the nucle-
ar test, as 5een in the strong statement made
by the C.N, Security Council.

The Security Councilis devising more con-
crete actions to underlineits members’ firm
stance. What is the right mix of measures
here? Certainly it must be made clear to the

North Koreans that their behavior has con-
sequences. But these who pin all hepes on
tougher sanctions should Keep two thingsin
mind. First, the suffering people of North Ko-
rea must riot be held hostage te the nuclear
problem. Second, the collapse of a nuclear-
Wweapons state could be catastrophic.

We need 1o seek the keys 10 a political solu-
tion. Much will depend on those members of the
six-party talks who still have channels of com-
munication with and leverage over North Ko-
rea. China maintains relations with the North
on both governmental and party levels and
provides vital economicaid. It has the right and
every reason to tell Pyongyang that continuing
the present course could bring a hard fall. China
coulid also ask questions: Where is the “threat
to the country’s sovereignty,” so often invoked
by North Korea to justify nuclear tests?

The latest news from the region is alarming.
North Korea has said it nolonger considers it-
self bound by the armistice that ended the fight-
ing between North and South Korea. It has
launchedat least six missiles since the second
nuclear test. It may now be prepanng totest an
intercontinental missile. American and South
Korean troops have been put on their highest
alertin three years. Responding with the retali-
atory logic of the Cold War could put us on a slip-
pery siope, with unpredictable consequences.

The art of politics is not to turn a problem into
athreat and a threat into an armed conflict.
This becomesclear when ene visits the region
and talks to the people who are directly affected
by this situaticn. They are right when they say
we must leave no stone unturnedin seekung to
resumedialogue— one that one day may sclve
this and other problems in the region.

MIKHAIL GORBACHEY, the last leader of the Soviet

Union. is president aof the International Founda-
tion for Socio-Economic and Political Studies in

Moscow.
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Jawad ai-Bolani

BAGHDAD The marking of Memorial
Day last monthin the United States
was not lost on the Iragis. We recognize
the valor and sacrifice of Americansto
secure our freedom from tyranny. The
300,000 police and security personnet
who comprise [raq’s Interior Ministry
— and who will inherit much of the job
of keeping Iraq safe after U.S. troops
leave — must now ensure that Amer-
ica’s courage and suffering will not be
in vain.

The June 3¢ deadiine for U.S. troop
withdrawal from Iragi cities is non-
negotiable. Bevond it lies the Iragi na-
tion, sovereign and united. But as we
enter this new, uncharted phase in our
self-governance, we know there are
challenges and changes ahead.

First, the war going forward will con-
tinue to shift from a widespread mili-
tary conflict to a highty targeted “war
of intelligence.”” While high-profile at-
tacks in Irag are down some 60 percent
according to [ragi and U.S. military re-
ports, Al Qaeda in [rag, evenin its
deathrattie, is still unleashing violent
sleepercellsin a bid to assert itself. As
the spike in violence in April demon-
strates, these insurgents can still cause

raq’s road ahead

misery and disruption with their sui-
cide attacks and car bombs. But infor-
mation, not major military cperations,
is the key for Iraqi police and security
forces on the hunt for these remaining
extremists. We hope for greater intelli-
gence support from the U.S., although
our police and security forces have
been steadilybuilding our capacity and
readiness for this new reality.

In tander with this

The best way intelligence war, we
to honor the Iraqis must declare

. OpEN War on corrup-
Sa“"ﬁ‘:‘es _°F tion. A widely read
our allies is to new report by lraq’s
build a stable,  anti-corruptioncom-
peaceful | mittee pointsout how
country that complexand perva-
can stand on sive this problem re-
its own feet. mains, despite efforts

to combatit. My min-

istrv alone purged
more than 62,000 employees on corrup-
tion charges in the last two vears, But
the problem cannot be overstated: Cor-
ruptionis truly the second insurgency
in Iraq. Corruptionhinders deveiop-
ment and relief effortsin the countryby
siphoning off billions of dollars of scarce
funds and goods; it underminesfaith in
our new democracy to the point where
some ordinary Iragis are openly long-
ing for the days of Saddam Hussein;
and, most ominoustly, it threatens our

security by compromising the peopie
meant to keep Iraq safe. One of the au-
thors of the report was himself shot and
killed on the streets of Baghdad.

The third front in the war for [rag’s
future is the effort to restore adeguate
services and infrastrucrure. The coun-
try is still in shambies, and many are in
poverty. The existence of grievance and
warit feeds insurgencies by expanding
the peool of the marginalized and the dis-
affected. The lack of basic services
erodes public support for our efforts to
pull the country together around na-
tional political goals. This situationis
all the more dire because Iraq’s oil rev-
enues, our main source of income, have
plummetedas the price of oil has fallen.

Of course, we cannot do any of this
alone. We will continue te rety an Amer-
ican expertise, investment and intelli-
gence. We will also need financial and
political support from our neighbors

- and their cooperation in ensuring the

integrity of our borders.

The bestway for [raq to honor the
sacrifices of our allies is to build a
stable, peaceful country that can stand
on its own feet, free of foreign interfer-
ence. Normal. As June 30 fast ap-
proaches, we seenotan “end,” but a
beginning

JAWAD AL-BOLANI is minister of the interipr
in the [ragi government.




Democracy's price of admission

Those who
seck the
bencfits of
the democ-
racy must
accept its
underlying
principles.
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Tzipi Livni

JERUSALEM In his speechin Cairo yesterday,
President Obamaacknowledged an important
principle: “Electionsaione do not inake true
demoncracy.” That principle will be (ested this
weekend when the Lebanese people go to the
polls. Many have called for the elections to he
free and fair. But few have asked whether this
is even possible if Hezbollah — the radical
Shiite party with a huge arsenal and a deeply
anti-democratic agenda — is viewed as a legit-
imate participantin the process.

A similar question arose before Hamas's
participationin the 2006 Palestinian Authority
elections, Then, as Israeii justice minister, 1
iried in vain to persuade the inlernational com-
munity thal lo promote democracy it was not
enough to focus on the technical conductof
elections,it was necessary (o insist that those
who sought the benefits of the democratic pro-
cess acceptedits underlying principles as well.

Atthe time, the counter-argument was that
the very participationin elections would act as
a moderating force on extremist groups. With
maore accountability, such groups would be
temptedto abandontheirmilitantapproachin
favor of a purely political plaiform.

But this analysis ignored the possibility that
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some radical groups soughl participationin
the democratic process not to {orsake their vi-
olentagendabut to advance it. For them, elec-
toral participationwas merely a way to gainle-
gitimacy — not an opportunity to change.
Someof these groups were better seen as
“one-timedemocrats” determinedto use the
democralic systemn againstitseif.

1 believe that democracy is about values be-
fore it is about voting. These values must be
nurinred withit snciety and integmtedinto the
electoral process itsell. We cannot offer interna-
tionallegitimacy for radical groups and then
simply hope that elections and governance will
take carc of the rest. In fact, the capacity to influ-
euce radical groups can diminishsignificantty
once they are viewed as indispensablecoalition
partners and are able to intimidatethe elector-
ate with the authority of the state behind them.

For this reason, the internationalcommunity
must adopt at Lhe global level what true de-
mocracies apply at the nationalone — auni-
versal code for participationin democratic
elections. This would include requiring every
party running for office to renounce violence,
pursueils aitns by peaceflulmeans and commit
to bindinglaws and internationalagreements.
This code should he adopted by international
institutiong, like the United Nations, as well as
regional bodies. It would guide elections moni-
tors and individual nations in deciding wheth-
erto accord parties the stamp of democratic le-

gitimacy, and signal to volers that electing an
undemocratic party would have negative in-
ternationaiconsequencesfor their country.

The intent here is not to stifle disagreement,
exclude key actors from the polilical process
or suggest that democracy be uniformand dis-
regard local cuitures and values. The goal is 1o
make clear that the democralic process is noi a
free pass — it is about responsibilitiesas well
as rights. (This is why, for instance, Israel
banned the radical Kach movement from the
electoral process.)

Mr. Obama’scall to support genuine democ-
racy hasimplications for the kinds of elections
the imternatiopalcommunity promotesand en-
dorses. Radical groups can become legitimate
political players in the deinocratic process if
they accept core demaocralic principlesand
abandonthe use of force as a political tool. Or
they can maintain armed terrorist militias in
order to threaten their neighbors and intimi-
date their people. The internationalcommunity
shouldnot allow them to do both.

Unless such groups are forced to ¢hoose be-
tween these conflicting identities, their partic-
ipationin electionsnot only risks empowering
extremists, it risks debasing the values of de-
mocracy itself. ’

TIPUVNL @ former vice prime mintster and min-
ister of foreign affairs of Israel, is the leader of the
Kadima party, and head of the Israeli oppasition.
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- US. thinking s
of restoring

North Korea

to terror list

WASHINGTON
Obama might withdraw

carrot that Bush offered
Pyongyang, Clinton says

BY BRIAN KNOWLTON

Concerned by MNorth Korean behavior -
very provocative and
Secretary of State Hillary |

that she called *
belligerenz,”
Rocham Clinton spid in an interview
aired Sunday that the United States was
considering putting North Korea back on
its list of state sponsors of terrorism, a
clear signalthatany slim hopesonce held
for unproved relations had been dashed.

TWe're going to look ar it,” Mrs. €lin-

ton said in an interviewrecorded earlier -

for the ABC Mews program “This
Week”™ when asked about returning
Pyongyang to rhe list.

She suggestedthat internationalcon- -

cern over North Korea had. clearly
sharpened following its recent nuclear
and missde tests. She said that beth
China and Russia, which had baiked
earlier, seemed more ready now o in-
crease pressure on North Korea. A
strong sancuons resoiution against the
North wouid most likely emerge from
the UN. Secunty Ceuncil, backed by
both countries, she said.

" “What s going somewhere is addi-

tional sanctionsin the United Natiens —
| arms embargo, other measures taken
! ! against North Korea with the full sup-
" port of China and Russia,” she sad.
“We think we're going to come oug of
this with very surong resolution, with
teerh, that will have consequences for
the North Korean regime.”

Mrs. Clinton said that the Obama ad-
ministration was still evaluating reports
that the North Korean leader, Kim Jong-
1, had designatedhis youngest son, Kim
Jong-un, as his successor.

And as the administration presses
Pyongyang to release two young Amer-
icans being held as spies, she said it re-
mained unclear who in North Korea
would decide their fate. That umncer-

taincy reflects the opaque narure of the
. Pyongyang government, particularly
as the end of Xim Jong-il's rule appears
| o be moving closer.

Regarding the terrorism list, Mrs.
Clinton suggested that such an action
wouid not be taken simply cut of exas-
peration with North Korea.

“There’s a process for it,” she said.
“Obviousiy we would want to see recent
. evidenceof their support for internation-
al terrorism.”” Asked whether such evi-
dence was aiready in hand, she added:
“We're just beginningtoleok at it. 1 don’t
have an answer for you right now.”

Wwhen the Bush administration re-
moved Nerth Korea from the list in Oc-
tober, 1t was largely seen as a political
move meantto salvage a fragile nuclear
deal. The State Department said at the
ume that the decisicn had been made
after Pyongyang agreed to resume dis-
abling a plutonium plant and to allow in-
spections to assure that it had halted its
nuclearprogram, “Obvicusly they were
taken off of the list for a purpose, and
that purpose is being thwarted by their
actions,” Mrs. Clinton said Sunday.

“1f we do not take significant and ef-
fective action against the North
Koreans now,'” Mrs. Clinton said, “we'll
spark an arms race in Northeast Asia.
don’t thing anyhody wants to see that.”
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fter Cairo, it's

Thomas L.
Friedman

It’s hard to know whether to laugh or
cry after reading the reactions of ana-
lysts and officials in the Middle East to
President Barack Obama's Cairo
speech. *'1t’s not what he says, but

what he does,”” many said. No, ladies
and gentiemenof the Middle East, itis
what he says and what you do and what
we do. We must help, but we can’t want
democracy or peace more than you do.

What shouid we be doing? The fol-
low-upto the president’s speech will
have to be led by Secretary of State Hil-
lary Clinton. This will be her first big
test, and, for me, there is no question as
to where she shouid be putting all her
energy: on the peace process.

No, not that peace process — not the
one between Istaelis and Palestinians.
That one’s probably beyond dipiomacy,
No, I'm taiking about the peace process
that is much more strategically impor-
tant — the one inside Irag.

The most valuable thing that Clinton
could do right now is to spearheada
sustained effort — along with the U.N.,,
the European Unient and Irag’s neigh-
bors - toresoive the lingering disputes
between Iraqi factions before we com-
piete our withdrawal. (We’ll be out of
[raq’s cities by June 30 and the whole
country by the close of 2011.}

Why? Because if Iraq unravels as we
draw down, the Obama team will be
biamed, and it will be a huge mess. By
contrast, if a decentand stable political
order can take hold in [raq, it could
have an extremely positive impacton

the future of the Arab world and on
America’s reputation.

I have never boughtthe argument
that Iraq was the bad war, Afghanistan
the good war and Pakistan the neces-
sary war. Folks, they’re all one war
with different fronts. It’s 2 war within
the Arab-Muslim world between pro-
gressive and anti-modernistiorces
over how this faith community is going
to adapt to modernity — modern educa-
tion, consensual politics, the balance
between religion and state, and the
rights of women. Any decent outcome
in Irag would bolster all the progressive

— forces by creating an
exampie of some-
Tfhe sec,.reta.ry thing that does not
of state’s first e .
big test will be existin the Midd_ie
Easttoday — an in-
to hEIP_ resolve  Gependent,democra-
Iraq’s linger- tizing Arab-Muslim
ing disputes. state.
““The reason there
are no successful

Arab democracies today is because
there is no successful Arab democracy
today,”” said Stanford’s Larry Diamond,
the author of *‘The Spirit of Democra-
cy.”" “When there is no model, it is hard
for an idea to diffuse in a region."”
Rightly or wrongly, we steppedinto
the middle of this war of ideas in the
Arab-Muslim world in 2003 when we de-
capitated the Iraqi regime, wiped away
its authoritarian political siructure and
went about clumsily midwifing some-
thing that the modern Arab world has
never seen before — a horizontal dia-

logue between the constituent communi -

tiesof an Arab state, In [raq’s case, that
is primarily Sunnis, Shiites and Kurds.

Yes, in a region that has only known
top-down monologuesfrom kings, dic-
tators and colonial powers, we have
helped Iraqis convene the first hori-
zontal dialogue to write their own social
contract for how to share power.

At first, this dialogue took place
primarily through violence.

Liberated from Saddam’siron fist,

change minds,

Clinton time

each iraqi community tested its
strength against the others, saying in
effect: ‘‘Show me what you got, baby.”
The violence was herrific and ulu-
mately exhaustingfor all.

So now we've entered a period of ne-
gotiations over how Irag will be gov-
erned. But it’s unfinished and violence
couid easily return.

And that brings me to Clinton. I do not
believe the argument that Iragis will not
allow us to help mediate their disputes
-- whether over Kirkuk, cil-sharingor
federaiism. For years now, our presi-
dent, secretary of state and secretary of
defense have flown into Iraq, met the
leaders for a few hours and then flown
away, not to return for months. We need
ameore serious, weighty effort. Hate the
war, hate Bush, but don’t hate the idea
of trying our best to finish this right.

This is important. Afghanisean is sec-
ondary. Baghdadis a great Arab and
Muslim capital. Irag has somethingno
other Arab country has in abundance:
water, oil and an educated population. It
already has sprouted scores of newspa-
pers and TV stations that operate freetv.

“Afghanisman will never have anvy im-
pact outside of Afghanistan. Iraq can
" said Mamoun Fandy, of
the International Institute for Strategic
Studies.

‘You demonstrate that Iragi Shiites,

.Sunnis and Kurds can write their own

social contract, and you will tell the
whoie Arab world that there is a model
other than top-down monologues from
iron-fisted dictators. You will expose
the phony democracy in [ran, and you
will leave a legacy for Americ that will
help counter Abu Ghraib and torture.

Ultimately, which way Iraq goes will
dependon wherher its elites decide to
use their freedom to loot their country
or to rebuild it.

That's still unciear. But we still have
a chanceto push thingsthere in the
right direction, and a huge interest in
doing so. Clinton is a serious person;
this is a serious job. | hope she does it.
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South Koreans should be worried

The North
is more un-
stable and
dangerous
than people
realize.

B. 1. Lee

SEQUL For most South Koreans, a North Ko-
rea that fires missiles, threatens war and con-
ducts a nuclear test or twois nothing new.
That’s the North the South has lived with for
more than half a century. Selast month, while
the rest of the world was captivated by Pyong-
vang’s belligerent words and actions, South
Koreans were preoccupied with what was real
news to them: the suicide and funeral of their
late president, Roh Moo-hyun. .

But they should be worried,

Pyongyang's helligerence is much stronger
thanbefore. It seems ready to take chances. In-
ternal factors, notably rising uncertainties
about the succession of leadership, make
Pyongyang more adventurous. The develop-
ment of a nuclear arsenal and other advanced
weaponsis not just a bargaining chip,it's a se-
riouseffort to solidify the country'sleadership,
which needs to show evidenceof progress toits
increasingly doubtful peaple. Nothing is more
convincing than nuclear warheads mountedon
long-range missiles thal can reachits
archenemy, the United States.

There are increasing conventional provoca-
tions as well. After the United States and other
nations condemnedthe North's nuclear and

missilc tests and threatened sanctions, Pyong-
yang sharply raised its hostile rhetoric toward
the South. When the North threatened to at-
tack South Korean and U.S. shipping along the
Northern Limit Line of the Yellow Sea, Chinese
fishing boatsin the region disappeared en
masse, It is not clear whetherthey retreated at
Pyongyang's request, but the incident clearly
raises tensions. The limit line, imposed by the
U.5.-led United Nations after the Korean War,
has been constantly challenged by the North.

Why do these threats fail to intimidate South
Koreans? Partly, it is a case of crying wolf.
They have lived under the North's threats for
solong that they have become almostnumbte
them. Older people are used to hearing warn-
ings of war, so often used by pastmilitary
rulers to justify or prolong their grip on power.

Younger South Koreans are indifferent to the
North's hostility for different reasons. Not hav-
ing experiencedthe Korean War, they often {ail
to see the true face of the North, Moreover,
South Korea's economy ranks 13th in the
world, and they are increasingly syinpathetic
to their starving neighbors. Those who make
rareirips Lo the North are often surprised by
the pervasive malnutrition, which has left
northernsoldiers skinny, frail and seemingly
unableto wage war.

For the past 10 years, South Koreans have
offered aid and emphasizedbrotherhoodbe-
tween the lwo Koreas. Bul even as they were

shipping food and fertilizer to the North, set-
ting up factories there, hiring Northern work-
ers, and building luxurioustourist hotels,
Pyongyang never slowed its military build-up.
Huge amountsof South Korean aid were used
for nuclear and missile tests.

The North is now far ahead of the South inits
military capabilities. The planned transfer of
wartime command control from Washingtonto
Seoul in 2012 will further weaken the South’s
defense posture. Seoul hopes to beelup its.own
military power, but economicdifficulties limit
its spending on advanced weaponry.

All these are good reasons lo worry South
Koteans. And June is particularly a good
month for South Koreans to rememberthe
North’s unsavory side. It was in June 1950 that
North Korean troops stormed over the border
te start the Korean War. Two clashes since
then — the Yellow Seabattles of 1999 and 2002
that took several lives on both sides — also
happenedin June.

Althoughthe North is unlikely to wage an ali
out war on the peninsulaat the moment, it
could again test the world with small provoca-
tivnalong the DMZ or the Northern Limit
Line. it is perhapstime for southerners to fo-
cus on their belligerent netghbors. The South’s
lack of alertness was precisely the reason why
the North took chancesin June 1950,

8. L. LEE is a Seoul-based journalist,
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inking Iran

Franco Frattini

ROME Why does Iran matter so much to the
rest of the workd? There are at least three rea-
sons. First, Iran has become a key test case of
the internationalcommunity’s capacity to pre-
vent nuclear proliferation, which would make
the world increasingty unpredictable and dan-
gerous. Second, Iran matters for the future sta-
bility of the Middle East, where its influence as
well as the influence of the Shiitesis on thein-
crease. Third, Iran matters for the stabilization
of neighboring Afghanistan.

For years the interpationalcommunity has
been focusing almost exclusively on the nucle-
ar aspect. Alas, diplomaticefforts to persuade
Iran to suspend the enrichment of uranium
have failed to break the stalemate. After six

. years of “nuclear-only”’diplomacy, the time

has come to tackle the Iranianquestionin a
more comprehensive manner. The new
strategy should be based on two assumptions.

First, we cannot wait for the nuclear issue to
be resolved before engaging Iran on other cru-
cial fronts. An indefinitely isolated Iran could
become an incorrigible saboteur in many
areas, from Central Asia to the Middle East to
Afghanistan.

Second, Turkey and the moderate Arab coun-
tries, as well as India, Pakistan and Afghanis
tan, have just as much of an interest in Iran as

do the United States, the European Union,
China and Russia. These countrieslegitimately
expect their interests to be taken into account. .
They should be more closely involved in the in-
ternationaldecision-making process if we want
our policies on Iran to become more effective.

Italy was the first to propose that Iran should
be directly involved in the debate on Afghanis-
tan. We have been supportedin our endeavor
by the pragmatic approach adopted by the U.S.
administration. The governmentsof Afghanis-
tan and Pakistan also have apprised [taly of
their beliefthat Iran can be part of the solution
for the stability of their region.

The top-level leadership talks held in Tehran
recently point to the three countries’ willing-
ness to work together. Moreover, Western and
Iranianinterests in Afghanistan potentially co-
incide. Tehran has an objective interest in see-
ing Afghanistan '‘de-Talibanized'’ and stable,
and in seeing a governmentin Kabul willing
and able to keep narcotics from fleoding into
Iran, where drug abuse has become a national
emergency.

For that reason, Italy has invited Iran to take
part in the G-B meeting of foreign ministers that
is to be held in Trieste on June 26 and 27 and
whose “outreach’ session will be devotedto
the stahilization of Afghanistan and Pakistan,
We want Iran, along with other regional actors,
to play a constructive partin a new regional
compact designed to consolidate Afghanistan’s
stahility,

We urge Iran to contribute to the collective

achievement of a number of regional bench-
marks in several areas. These benchmarks
range from border contro), to fighting narco-
trafficking and arms smuggling, to the imple-
mentation of a number of regionaily co-
sponsored economicprojects designedto help
revive the Afghan economy.

The Trieste meetingis meant to launcha pro-
cess whoseimplementation will demand a sus-
tainable commitment from every single region-
al and internationalplayer involved, Thus
Afghanistan can be an important test for meas-
uring Iran’s willingness to modify its conduct
and to adopt a cooperative posture towatd its
neighbors and the internationalcommunity.

Italy believes that Iran’s full and direct in-
volvementin the Afghan questionshould be
pursued at once and independentlyof attemipts
to resolve the nuclearissue. The nuclear issue
can follow the path mapped oul by the “3 plus
1" group (the United States, Britain, France,
China, Russia and Germany), although that
group will need to become more inclusive by
bringing in other relevant stakeholders if it is
to increase its chances of success.

If Iran is re-engaged over Afghanistan and
Pakistan, it may feel more motivated to inter-
act constructively with the internationalcom-
munity on the nuclear issue and on the Middle
East, where its interests are now at variance
with those of the internationalcommuinity.

FRANCO FRATTINI is [ialy’s minister of foreign af-

fairs.
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RBY MICHAFEL SLACKMAN

There were many domestic reasons
voters handed an American-backed co-
alition a victory in Lebanese parliamen-
tary elections last weekend — but polit-
ical analysts also attribute it in part (o

NEWS ANALYSIS

President Barack Ohama's campaignof
outreach to the Arab and Mustim world.

Most analysts had predicted that the
Hezbollah-led coalition, already a cru-
cial power broker in the Lebanese gov-
ernment because of its support from
Shiites who make up a large part of Leb-
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With Hezbollah's loss, hints of a larger shift in attitudes toward the U.S.

anon's population, would win handily.
In the end, though, the American-
aligned coalition won 71 seats, while the
Syria-Tranian aligned opposition, which
includes Hezhollah, took only 57.

It is hard to draw firm conclusions
from one election. Be for the first time
in a long time, being aligned with the
United States did not lead to defeat in
the Middle East, And since Lebanon has
always been a critical testing ground,
that could mark a pessibly significant
shift in regional dynamics with another
major election, in Iran, just days away.

With Mr. Obama'sspeechon relations
with Muslims fresh in Lebanese minds,
analysts pointed to steps the adminis-
tration had taken since assuming office.

Washington is now proposing talking

to Hezbollah's patrons, [ran and Syria,
rather than confronting them — a move
that underminesthe group’s attempt to
demeonize the United States. The United
States is also no longer pressing its al-
lies in the Lebanese government to uni-
laterally disarm Hezbollah, which, giv-
en the party's considerable remaining
clout,could have provoked acrisis.
“Lebanon is a telling case,” said
Osama Safa, director of the Lebanese
Center for Policy Studies here. *'It is no
longer relevant for the extremists to use
the anti-American card. It does look like
the U.5.is moving on to semethingnew.”
In fact, some analysts said that it was
possible that Lebanon’s election Sun-
day could be a harbinger of the presi-
dential vote on Friday in Tran, where a

hard-line anti-American  president,
Mahmoud Ahkmadinejad, may be losing
ground against his main moderate chal-
lenger, Mir Hussein Moussavi.

While Mr. Ahmadincjadhas grownun-
popular for many reasons, including his
troubled stewardship of the econonty,
political analysts said that Mr. Obama
had bluntedthe appeal of Mr. Ahmadine
jad’s confrontation with the West,

The resulisin Lebanonmay atso make
it more difficult for Israel to capitalize on
fears of Hezbollah dominance and shift
the conversation away from the peace
process with the Palestinians — a tactic
that many analysts here attributed to
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu.

I think the speech of Obamain Cairo
more likely played a role in neutralizing

anti-Americanism,” said Khalil al-
Dakhil, a sociologist from Saudi Arabia,
Nonetheless, there are many other
factors at play that do rot depend on the
United States. The Lebanese election
did little to change the balance of power
in a country where Hezboliah is by far
the strongest player. Christians, who
played a moderating role and havetradi-
tidnally tilted toward the United States,
are not a political force elsewhere in the
region. And it will probably be weeks,
even months, before all sides can agree
on the makeup of a new government.
Power in Lebanon s divided along sec-
tarian lines. Christians control half of the
128-seat Parliament. The other half is di-
vided between Sunni,Shiite, Druse and a
few other sects. In this election, Shiites

voted Jargely with Hezbollah and the op-
position, and Sunnis and Druse mostly
voted with the majority. The real contest
was among Christians, whowere divided
between the camps. And the American-
backed, Sunni-led coalition appears to
have conducted a well-calculated negat-
ivecampaign, stoking sectarian tensions
and fears of Irantan and Syrian domi
nance. Hezbollah and its allies charged
that the Western-backed coalitionhad al-
lowed the United States (o controf Leba-
nonand served as an agent of Israel.

But amongimpottant Christian swing
voters, fears of Iran and Syria appeared
to trump concerns about interference
from Washington,

HwaidrrSaad mntﬁb@d reﬁofiing.
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[slam’s diversity

Philip
Bowring

HONG KONG It would be churlishto
criticize President Obama’s Cairo ad- -
dress to the Muslim world. It was finely
crafted and typically well-detivered. It
had the impact that was intended,even
if actions to back the words will be diffi-
cult,

However, the speech suggestedthat

the Muslim/non-Muslir divide is great-

er than it actually is. There was anim-
plicit lack of recognition of the sheer di-
versity of [slam, a religion that like
Christianity has shaped,and been
shaped by, the societies to whichit has
attached itself

That diversity is not primarilyreflec-
ted in the division between Sunniand
Shiite but in the actual practicesof the
Muslims — aimost all Sunni — in South
and Seutheast Asia, Central Asiaand
sub-Saharan Africa. These non-Arab
Muslims constitute by far the largest
part of global Muslim community.

Diversity is also not sufficiently rec-
ognized by many in the Islamic world.
The resultis that one orthodoxyis im- -
posed as vigorously as Catholic coun-
tries once discriminatedagainst other
interpretations of Christianity.

It was said, supposedly by Voltaire,
that England had 60 religions but only
once sauce, France one religion but in-
numerable sauces.

The multipie religions were, of course,
all branchesof Christianity. The issue

for society was acceptance of diversity
and the separation of church and state.
America achieved that with its Constitu-
tion, while in France anti-clericalism be-
came a defining political force against
the secular claims of the one religion.
Obamarecognized that America, de-
spiteits pluralism and a Muslim commu-
nity almost as large as its Jewish one,
had much healing to do in its relationship
with the Islamic world. He also aimed to
push the Middle East peace process by
showing even handedness toward Israe-
lisand Palestinians. But those objec-
tives, while they partly overlap, are far
from identical. Sympathy for the Pales-
tinian situation is commmonin developing

- countriesformerty
; . ruledby Euro s.
Totheirdetri- T herhand,
ment, Arabs th :

e farther Muslims
andthe West . rom Jerusalem
tend to seels-  thejess they are emo-
lam through  tionally invotved in
the prism of what is more of a
Middle East strugglebetween na-
politics. rions than religions.

Indeed, the failure

of the Muslim com-

munity in the United States to have
much influence on Middle East policy is
partly a result of the sheer diversity of
its origins and interests. Arabs are a
minority among American Muslims as
in the rest of the Muslim world.

Yet both Arabs and the U.S. — indeed
the West more generally — see Islam
through the prismof Middle East poli-
tics, Al Qaeda and Irag. That is a natur-
al outcome of recent events but has also
plaved to the Arab sense of being the
guardian of Islam. By speaking to the
Muslirmn world from Cairo, Obamamay
have fortified such perception.

That couid be a misfortune. Oil
money has added to the influence of
narrow Arabian interpretations of Is-
lam even as most social and econornic

progress in the Muslim world has been
foundin non-Arab countries — Turkey,
Indonesia, Bangladesh, for example.
Even Pakistan, for all its troubles, dis-
plays a diversity of interpretations of
Islam, some with strong liberal and in-
dividualisticleanings that heips sustain
democratic debate and keep alive the
netion that it is a “state for Muslims”
not an “Islamic state.”

Acceptance of diversity within Islam,
as well as tolerance of Christians and
Hindus, is perhaps most marked in In-
donesia. There, as in many parts of sub-
Saharan Africa and India, not to men-
tion Bosnia and the Central Asianre-
publics, the social mores of Muslims are
often almeost identical to those of Chris-
tians and nonbelievers.

The problem is often not so much be-
tween Muslims and non-Muslims but
the efforts of state controlled religion to
deny Muslims the diversity of interpre-
tation that shoulid be their birthright.
Thus, non-Muslims in Malaysia face
only modest obstacles. Even in the Is-
lamic Republic of Iran, Christians are
free to drink alcohol as well as worship.
Yet in both countries Muslims them-
selves are the ones denied freedom by
state religious authoritiestrampling on
centuries of lecal traditionsto impose
their orthodoxy.

Obamahas a background in two
countries where Islam and Christianity
co-existand where politics is mostly
not about religious affiliation — Kenya
and Indonesia. Perhaps whenhe hasa
chance to visit either of them he could
emphasize — to his home audience as
well as his hosts — the diversity of Is-
larnic traditions and the importance of
their separation of church and state as
the keystones of the freedomand plur-
alism that define America’s success.

The battle is not between Islam and

- others, it is between the open society

andits enemies. -
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[ran awakens yet again

ﬁogef
Cohen

GLOBALIST

TEHRAN They're calling it the “green
tsunami,” a transformative wave un-
furling down the broad avenues of the
Iranian capital. Call it what you will, but
the city is agog at the campaign of Mir
Hussein Moussavi, the reformist candi-
date seeking to unseat President Mah-
moud Ahmadinejadin the 10th post-
revolution election. '

Iran, its internal fissures exposed as
never before, is teeteringagain on the
brink of change. For months now, I've
been urging another look at Iran, be-
yond dangerous demonizationof it asa
totalitarian state. Seldomhas the coun-
try looked less like one thanin these
giddy June days.

I wandered in a sea of green ribbons,
hats, banners and bandannasto a rally
at which Ahmadinejad was mocked as
“amidget” and Moussavi’'s wife, Zahra
Rahnavard, sporting a floral hijab that
taunted grey-black officialdom, warned
the president that: “If there is vote rig-
ging, Iran will riseup.”

A Moussavi kite hovered; a shout
went up that “It’s even written in the
sky.” I don’t know about that, but some-
thing is stirring again in the [slamic Re-
public, a nation attached to both words
in its self-description.

That stirring has deep roots. The last
century taught that Iran’s democratic
impuiseis denied only at peril. Ever
since the Constitutional Revolution of
1906, the quest for representative gov-
ernment has flared. Moussavi is dour
but seen as a man of integrity, the anti-
Ahmadinejad who can usher back the
1979 revolution's promise rather than
ircarnateits repressive turn.

Rahnavard, a professor of political
science, is not dour. She has emerged as
a core figure in Friday’s vote through

- her vigorous call for women's rights

and the way she goaded Ahmadinejad
into a rash attack on her academic cre-
dentials during his no-holds-barred tele-
vised debate last week with Moussavi.

“Make up your files,” Rahnavard de-
clared at the rally, in a derisive allusion
to Ahmadinejad’sStasi-like brandish-
ing of a document about her before
some 40 million TV viewers of the de~
bate. “But the file-makers will be de-
feated!”

Iran’s democracy is incomplete (a
Guardian Council representing the Is-
lamichierarchy vets candidates)but
vigorous to the point of unpredictabil-
ity. Nobody knows who will triumiphin
an electionthat chooses the second
most powerful figure in Iran under the
supreme leader, Ayatollah Ali Khame-
nei, but some things are already clear.

The first is that the frank ferocity of
politics here in recent weeks would be
unthinkable among U.S. allies from
Cairo to Riyadh, a fact no less true for
being discomfiting. The problem with
Iran caricatures, like Benjamin Netan-
yahu’s absurd recent descriptionof the
regime as a “messianic, apocalyptic
cult,” is that reality — not least this
campaign’s — defies them.

The second is that while Ahmadine-
jad still marshals potentially victorious
forces, includingthe Revolutionary
Guards and the Basij militia, he now
faces a daunting array of opposition
ranging across the political spectrum.

If his attack on Rahnavard was rash,
his breadside in the same debate
against Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani,
the regime’s éminence grise, looks like
recklessness. It has ushered this elec-
tion into the inner sanctum of authority.
That’s a transgression Ahmadinejad
may not survive.

Rafsanjani,a former president, was
so incensed by Ahmadinejad’saccusa-
tions of Mafia-like corruptionthat he
responded witha blistering letter to
Khamenei, who's supposed to sit above
the fray. The president’s suggestion
that corruption was endemic to the rev-
olution afso angered the Qom clerica!

establishment, which responded with
its own dissenting letter: How dare Ah-
madinejad defile the very system?
“Ahmadinejadhas exposedrifts and
spread distrust vis-a-vis the whole re-
gime,” said Kavous Seyed-Emami,a

: university professor. *That's ground-

breaking.”

The Rafsanj amleiier alluding to “vol-
canoes of anger” arnong Iranians, in-
cluding at the alleged disappearance of
$1billion from state coffers, will belong
in any history of Iran’s revoiution. It
says tens of millions watched as Ahmad-
inejad “lied and violated laws against re-
ligion, morality and fairness, and ashe
targeted the achievements of our Isiam-
ic system.” It insists that Khameneinow
ensure free and fair elections.

Khamenei has leaned on Ahmadine-

~ jad, but muchless so of late. He cannot

be imperviousto the rage of Rafsanjani,
whois chairmanof the powerful Ex-
pediency Council, which mediates dis-
putes, and the Assembly of Experts,
which oversees the supreme leader’s
office. Ahmadinejadnow confronts
surging forces from without (the street)
and within (the clerical hierarchy).

Why the sudden turbulence? Here
we come to the third critical character-
istic of this campaign. Radicalism in the
Bush White House bred radicalismin
Iran, making life easy for Ahmadinejad.
President Obama’soutreach, by con-
trast, has unsettled the regime.

With Lebanon denying an electoral
victory to Hezbollah, the cil-driven Ira-
nian economy in a slump, and America
seeking reconciliation with Muslims,
the world now looks a little different.

Moussavi’s attacks on the “exhibition
ism, extremism and superficiality” of
Ahmadinejad’sforeign poticy resonate.

Rafsanjanibelieves in a China option
for Iran: a historicrapprochementwith
the United States that will at the same
time preserve a modified regime. I also
think that’s possible — and desirable —
and that Khamenei’s margin for resist-
ing it has just narrowed. S0, too, has the
margin for the foolishness of anti-Iran
hawks,

COMMENY Readers are invited to com-
ment at global.nytimes.com/opinion
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Why China ;_)}BES up Pyongyang

Beijing dis-
likes a nu-
clear North
Korea, but
it fears a
collapsed
North even
more.

Andrei Lankov

SEQUL The situationaround North Korea is
deteriorating fast, A missile launchin April
was followed by an underground nuclear test
in May, and an intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile seems to be on its way to the launch pad.
Two American journalistsarrested in North
Korea received an unusually harsh prisonsen-
tence,and North Korea has made new de-
mands that are bound to underminethe last
surviving North-South cooperation project.

[nternational sanctions, introduced after the
first nuctear test in 2006, have not had any no-
ticeable effect — in part because they have not
been seriously implemented. it is clear that no
“stern warnings” from the United States or the
United Nations Security Council will have any
effect on Pyongyang'’s behavior.

With all ather approaches failing, one last
hope is often cited — China. Today, some45
percent of atl North Korean trade is with China,
and between 30 and 50 percent of China’s entire
foreign aid budget is spent on this oue smail
country. So, the reasoning goes, Beijing must
have tremendous feverage over Pyongyang,

Indeed, there have been changesin the
Chinese approach to North Korea. Beijing has
taken an increasingly critical stance on Pyong-
yang's nuclear program and supporteda
strongly worded U.N. resolution on the nuclear
test. The official Chinese media has beeaun-
equivocal in its condemnationof North Korean
actions. 50, is China coming to the rescue?

Well, don’t hold your hreath.

China clearlydoes not want a nuclear North
Korea. Such a blatant violation of the nonprolif-
eration regime underminesChina’s own priv-
ileged standing as a “legitimate " nuclear
power. In addition, the emergence of a nuctear
North Korea is likely to provoke a nucleararms
race in East Asia, with Japan possibly emerg-
ing as a nuclear power — anightmare for
Chinese stratepists. So North Korea’s nuclear
ambitionsare creating problems for China.

Nonetheless, there are compelling reasons
why China is unlikely to press North Korea
hard.

North Korea accepts Chinese aid, but it has
shown no inclination to heel to Beijing’sad-
vice, The North Korean regime is such that it is
largely immune to foreigh pressure. It has
been tried before, but when the pressure is
only moderaie — such as a partial reduction of
aid or less favorable trade conditions — North
Korean leaders have simply ignored it.

That may lead to a further deterioration of
living standards, but the well-being of the pop-
wationhas never been among Pyongyang’s
major concerns. North Koreans have no infly-
ence on the state’s policies, and are unlikely to
rebel, [f deprived of food, they starve and die
quietly. Soin order toinfluence Pyongyang’s
behavior, it has to be hit really hard — i
China’s case, that might mean cutting all aid
and stopping all shipments of fuel.

Such drastic measures, which approach a
land blockade, would likely destabilize the fra-
gile domestic situation inside North Korea,
with regime collapse being a probable outcome.

For China, collapse of the North Korean state
would mean millions of refugees, many of them
armed soldiers, crossing into China. That would

increase instability in some of China’s major in-
dustrial and populationcenters. Finally, it
wouid result in a loss of control over North Ko-
rea’s stockpilesof weapons-grade plutonium,
as well as chemical and biclogical weapons.
The longer-termconsequencesof a North
Korean implosion are also unwelcome to
Beijing. 1t would probabiy lead to the unifica-
tion of the country under Seoul, depriving
China of a strategic buffer and, even worse,
creating a large U.S. ally.

The North e e tastly
in ion —is a costly
K‘orean e and risky option that Beijing
gime rEMAINS  yonld prefer to avoid.
largely im- In other words, China faces
mune to for- a choice between two evils: a

nuclear North Kerea or a col-
lapsing North Korea. And a
collapsing North Korea
clearly represents a greater evil. This is why
Beijingis negative on severe sanctions and is
willing to continue providing aid to North Kotea.

Thus Chinese inactionover North Korea is
not a mistake but a rational choice that has
shaped Beijing's policy for the past decade and
is unlikely to change in the foresesable future.

China will make gestures of condemnation
and, contrary t¢ what some China-bashers be-
lieve, they will be sincere. But Beijjing wili not
gomuchfurther: It will do nothing that might
jeopardize the internal stability in the North.
Like any rational player, China prefers to stick
with a lesser evil.

eign pressure,

ANDRE!ILANKOV i[5 an gsSociate prqres;sv;df Kook-
mirt University in Seoul and the author of several
books about North Korea,
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LEBANON’S ELECTION

The winning pro-Western coalition
must now be pressed to calm divisions
among Sunnis, Shiites and Christians.

Good news in the Middle East is rare.
So last weekend’s parliamentary elec-
tion in Lebanon stands out. Pro-West--
ern forces scored a solid victory over
Hezhollah. That is also a major setback
for the militant group’s supporters in
Iran and Syria.

After years of strife, Lebanon's
voters seemed eager for normalcy.
President Obama'soutreach to the
Muslim world seems to have helped un-
dercut the extremists at the polls. So
may have Vice President Joseph
Biden'’s pre-election visit to Lebanon —
a welcome show of support for the pro-
Western coalition,

But Hezbollah, whose militiamay be
stronger than Lebanon’s army, is still
the country’s most powerful political
force, Syria and Iran are unlikely to
stop their meddling President Obama
was wise to send his Middle East envoy,
George Mitchel, to Beirutand Damas-
cus. There is a lot to talk about.

In Lebanon, that includes the possi-
bility of more American aid to
strengthenthe army and pay for devel-
opment programs that might undercut
Hezbollah's appeal. The coalition also
must be pressed to calm divisions
among Lebanon's Sunnis, Shiites and
Christians rather than stoke them as
critics alleged in the campaign.

In Syria, Mr. Mitchel must drive
home the message that if Damascus

wants an easing of sanctionsand in-
creased diplomatic contact, it must re-
strain Hezbollah and move away from
Iran. The Syrians could draw the wrong
message from Hezbollah’s defeat and
sow more mayhem. Mr. Mitchell needs
to evaluate whetherit is time to encour-
age Syrian peace talks with Israel.

The voting gave the pro-Western
March 14 coalition, whichis led by the
wealthy Sunnibusinessman Saad Hari-
i, 71 of Parliament’s 128 seats. The
Hezbollah-led opposition won 57 seats.
The complex nature of Lebanese politics
— the oppositionhas veto power in the
current cabinet — makes it almost cer-
tain that there will be weeks of infight-
ing before a government is sorted out.

Political tensions could also erupt in-
to renewed civil war. We hope that Syr-
ia and Iran do not feed that.

We also hope that Hezbollah’s leader,
Hassan Nasrallah, meant it when he
said that he accepts the electionresuits.
Mr. Hariri’s offer to consider giving
Hezbollah a place in a coalition govern-
ment is worth exploring ~- if Hezbollah
is ready to forsake violence for demo-
cratic politics.

In his Cairo speech, President Obama
held out the possibility of working with
Hezhbollah if it does that. Lebanese
voters have sent their message. They
are tired of extremism. Hezbollah and
its patrons should listen.
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[ebanon’s triumph, Iran’s travesty

The elec-
tions in
Lebanon
and [ran
both mat-
ter, but
only one
was free.

Eliott Abrams .

WASHINGTON With electionsin Lebanon and
[ran occurring in the same week, it's inevitabie
that they are viewed as twin tests of efforts to
spread democracy to the Muslim world.

Should we Americans celebrate the outcome
in Lebanon and push for eiections throughout
the Middle East, or sourly note that Hezboilah
has exactly as many guns now &3 it had when
it was defeated at the polls on Sunday? [s the
Iranian presidentialelection Friday a festival
of freedom or a cover for theocracy?

What the United States shouldbe promoting
is not elections, but free elections, and the vot-
ingin Lebanon passed any realistic test. Any-
one who wanted te run could run. The partic-
ipationrate was 33 percent, close to America’s
turnout in last year’s presidentialrace. By aill
accounts the votes were counted fairly, There
are rumors about large amounts of Saudi
money floating in to support the victorious
March 14 coaiition, bur so what? Hezbellah
gets at least 3200 rnillion a year from Iran. It is
striking that the losers are not crying foul; they
too agree the election was fundamentally fair.

However, was it fair but meaningless, given
Hezbollah’s military might? That is not the
judgmentof the winners — the pro-Western
March 14 group — who believe they have
crippled any claim by Hezbollah and its leader,
Hassan Nasrallah, to speak for the Lebanese
peopie,

Hezbollah's inability to win support outside
1ts Shirte base, along with the poer showing of
its Christian ally, General Michel Aoun, leaves
Sheik Nasrallah diminishedand less abie to
drag Lebanon into another war with [sraeil. He
wil] play hardball, no doubt,in: the negortiations
over the next Lebanese government, and he
retains the ability to take over downtown
Beirut as he did in May 2008. But such displays
of power were apparently the exact kind of
thing that turned off swing voters — mostly

Christans — and Hezbollah now uses them at
its political peril.

We should not idealize Lebanon’selection,
nor its politics. Most voters supportondy candi-
dates from their own religious group, and the
political talk is not of liberais and conserva-
tives but of Armenians, Maronites, Druze,
Shiites and Sunnis. Some districts seemas per-
manentty owned by one family as any “rotten
boraugh” in 19th-century England. Stil], the
election produced a consequentialresuit: The
majority of Lebanese have rejected Hezbol-
lah's claim that it i$ not a tervorist group but a
“nationalresistance.”

Unfortunately, [ran’s elec-

There was tion presents the voters with
no chance N0 similar epportunity.
for Iranian There is na chance for voters
voters to to register thei_r opposition
il the to the theocratic system or
teil the ayatollahs to go back
ayatollahs to the mosques. The candi-
togobackto  dareshave been carefully
the mosques. screened to excludeanyone
opposedto the ruling clerical
establishment; each is part of the Islamic Rev-
oclution’s oid guard,

Ner is it likeiy that the votes will be fairly
counted; indeed most analysts concluded that
the 20{5 election was manipulatedto produce
Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’spresidential victory.
Vote destructionand ballot stuffing are easyin
a hidden process controlled by the Interior
Ministry. And if all else fails, the 12-man
Guardian Council has the power to throw out
the results in districts where there were “prob-
lems” — problerns like a reformist vietory.

Vorng in [ran is a contrivance for settling
certain policy disputes and personai rivalries
within the ruling elite. Elections are not with-
out meaning: if Mr. Ahmadinejadloges, it may
result in more sensibleeconomic pelicies and
fewer loud cails for the destructionof Israei.

But Iran doesn’t held elections for supreme
leader — Ayatoilah Ali Khameini will hold that
post forthe indefinite future — and the fatled
presidency of Mochammad Khatami frem 1997

to 2005 reminds us that the power of a putative
reformistis illusory. The Khatami years saw
increased repression inside Iran, growing sup-
port for Hezbollah and Palestinian terrorist
groups, and the covert congrructionof the
uranjum enrichment facility at Natanz.

Mr. Ahmadinejad’sdefear would probably
be welcomed abroad as a sign that Iran is mov-
ing away from his policies, but [ran’s poiicies
aren’t his — they are dictated by Ayatoilah
Khamenei and his supporters in the Revolu-
tipnary Guard and Basij paramilitary.

In fact, a victory by Mr. Ahmadinejad’smain
challenger, Mir Hussein Moussavi, is more
likely to change Western policy toward Iran
than to change {ran’s own conduct. If the delu-
sion that a new president would surely mean
new oppurturitesto negotiate away Iran’s Nu-
clear program sirikes Western leaders, salidar-
ity might give way to pre-emptive concessions.

Elections matter, but how much they martter
dependsentirely on how free, open and fair
they are. The Lebanese had a chance to vote
against Hezba{lah, and took the opportunity.

[ranians, unfortunately, are being given no
stmilar chance to decide who they really want
to govern them.

ELLIOTT ABRAMS, who was a deputy natienai secu-
rity adviser in the George W, Bush administra-
tion, is a senior feflow at the Councii on Foreign
Relations.
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The big hate

Paul
Krugman

Back in Apri, there was a huge fuss over
an internal report by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Homeland Security warning that
current conditions resemble those in the
early 1990s — a tirne marked by an up-
surge of right-wingexremism that cul-
minatedin the Oklahoma City bombing,

Conservatives were gurraged, The
chairman of the Republican National
Commitiee denouncedthe report as an
amempt to “segmentout conservatives
in this country who have a different
philosophy or view from this adminis-
tration” and label them as terrorists.

But with the murder of Dr. George
Tiller by an anti-abortionfanatic,
closely followed by a shootingby a
white supremacist at the United States
Holocaust Memotial Museurn, the anal-
ys15 looks prescient.

There is, however, one important
thing that the D.H.S. report didn't say:
Today, as in the ear]y years of the Clin-
ton administration but to an even great-
er extent, right-wing extremisrm is being
systematically fed by the conservative
media and political estabiishment.

Now, for the most part, the likes of
Fox News and the R.N.C. haven’t di-
rectly incited violence, despite Bill
O’Reilty's declarations that “some”
called Dr. Tiller “Tiller the Baby Killer,”
that he had “blood on his hands,” and
that he was a “guy operating a death
mill.” But they have gone out of their
way to provide a platform for conspir-
acy theoriesand apocalyptic rhetoric,

just as they did the last time a Demo-
crat held the White House.

And at this point, whatever dividing
line there was between mainstream
conservatism and the black-helicopter
crowd seems 10 have been virtually
erased

Exhibit A for the mainstreaming of
right-wing exiremismis Fox News's
new star, Glenn Beck. Here we have a
network where, like it or not, milliens of
Americans get their news — and it
gives daily airometo a commentator
who, among other things, warned view-
ers thar the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency might be building con-
centration camps as part of the Obama
administration’s “totalitarian” agenda
(although he eventually conceded that
nothing of the kind was happening).

— Butlet'snot neg-

: lect the print news
Tﬁ:;tmfu_ media. In the Bush
o is be. years, The Washing-
tremusm 5 b8 o4 Times became an
ing systemab-  jmuormant media
cally fed by player because it was
the conserva-  widely regarded as
tive media the Bush administra-
and political tion’s houseorgan,
tablishment. Earlier this week, the
newspapersaw fit to
run an opinion piece

declaringthat President Obama “no:
only identifies with Muslirns, but actu-
ally may still be one himself,” and that
in any case he has “aligned himself”
with the radical Muslim Brotherhood.

And then there’s Rush Limbaugh. His
rants today aren’t very different from
his rants in 1993. But he cccupies a dif-
ferent positionin the scheme of things,
Remember, during the Bush years Mr.
Limbaugh hecame very much a political
insider. Indeed, according to a recent
Gallup survey, 10 percent of Republ
cans now consider him the “main per-
son who speaks for the Republican

Party today,” putting him in a three-way

tie with Dick Cheney and Newt Gin-
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grich. So when Mr. Limbaugh peddies
conspiracy theories — suggesting, for
example, that fears over swine flu were
being hyped “to get peopleto respondto
government orders” — that’s a case of
the conservative media establishment
jomning hands with the lunatic fringe.

It's not surprising then, that politi-
cians are doing the same thing. The Re-
publican National Cominitiee says that
“the Democratic Party is dedicated te
restructuring American society along
socialistideals.” And when Jon Voight,
the actor, told the audience at a Repub-
lican fund-raiser this week that the
president is a “false prophet” and that
“we and we alone are the right frame of
mind to free this nation from this
Obamaoppression,” Mitch McConnel,
the Senaie minority leader, thanked
hirm, saying that he “reatly enjoved” the
remarks.

Credit where creditis due. Some fig-
ures in the conservative media have re-
fused to go along with the big hate —
people like Fox's Shepard Smith and
Catherine Herridge, who debunked the
artacks on that Homeland Security re-
port two months age. But this doesn't
change the broad picture, whichis that
supposedlyrespecmable news organiza-
tions and political figures are giving aid
and cotnfort to dangerous extremism.

What will the consequencesbe?
Nobody knows, of course, although the
analysts at Homeland Security fretred
that things may turn out even worse
than in the 1990s — that thanks, in part,
tothe election of an African-American
president, “the threat posed by lone
wolves and small terrorist cells is more
pronouncedthan in past years.”

And that’s a threat to take seriously.
Yes, the worst terrorist attack in U.S.
history was perpetrated by a foreign
conspiracy. But the second worst, the
OklahomaCity bombing, was perpet-
rated by an all-American lunatic. Politi-
ctans and media organizations wind up
such people at their, and our, peril.
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[ran on a razor’s edge

Roger
Cohen

GLOBALIST

TEHRAN Mahdi Alizadeh,a doctor, was
telling me about the bravery of Presi-
dent Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, his glori-
ous electoral victory, and how lranis
“the most democratic country in the
waorkd,” when a woman named Yassa-
min approached and demanded: “If
your side won, why are you doing
this?”

By “this,” Yassamin meant the beat-
ings. She said she'd just seen women
and children being struck by the baton-
wielding police.

I'had, too. The image of a slender
woman outside Tehran University, her
face contortedin pain, clutching her up-
per arm where the blow fefl, had lodged
in my mind.

There’s nothing more repugnant
than seeing women being hit by big
men armed with clibs and the license
of the state.

Black smoke had been rising from
the main gate of the university when
that grief-stricken woman crossed my
path. Police were massed outside the
campus, faced by stone-throwing stu-

dents yelling “Savages, get lost!”

The thugs-for-hire of the Basij militia,
clad in sleeveless camoulflage shirts,
had arrived en masse on government-
issue scooters, Their demeanorsugges-
ted Iran’s prison gates had been flung -
open.

Iranis close to the brink, a place it
has found itself on other occasions
since the 1979 revolution without find-
ing any resolutionof its long quest fora
form of governance reflecting the coun-
try’s democratic yearning, Islamic faith
and proud independence.

It's one thing to steal an election, an-
otherto stealit with the effrontery and
ruthlessness apparent here in recent
days. Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, the su-
preme leader, said “the miraculous
hand of God” was evident in the “great
epic” of the election. I guess that’s one
way of explaining results of an implaus-
ible strangeness.

Khamenei, perhaps playing for time,
later said the Guardian Council, which
oversees elections, should seriouslyin-
vestigate claims of irregularities.

Certainly, millions of Iranians are
questioning the result. Rather than the
hand of God, they see the hand of a re-
gime that perceived its most dreaded
specter — “velvet revolution” — in the
green banners of the oppositioncandi-
date, Mir Hussein Moussavi, and opted
for fraud and force.

Violenceis simmeringeverywhere,
When Alizadeh and Yassamin confron-
ted each other before me on the street,
as tens of thousands of Ahmadinejad
supporters streamed by, the argument
quickly escalated, watched by a grow-
ing cluster of people.

Alizadehsaid it was an cutrage that
Yassamin thought the election was
stolen just because it did not come out
as she wished. Yassamin said he could
not explaina “victory” accompanied by
such viclence.

He said the real violence was Amer-
ica’s, invading Traq and Afghanistan.
She said the only way to talk to people
like him was to agree, because other-
wise you get beaten.

Now Alizadeh’smother started
screaming: “You are blind! Let God
and light come into your life.”

Yassamin, a documentary movie
maker, turned away. “We need a
Gandhi,” she said to me. “We need
Moussavi to risk his life and stand
there.”

That's about where we arein Iran.
Moussavi, confined, has not been seen
since shortly after the voting closed.
Nor has his strong supporter, former
President Mohammad Khatami, who
retreated before earlier crackdowns. A
huge mass of people is searchirig for
visibleleader.

- I received this note from an Iranian-

. American with family here: “The bot-

tom line right now is whose violence
thresholdis higher? How much are the
hard-liners willing to inflict to suppress
the population and tell yet anather gen-
eration to shut up? And how much are
Moussavi and his supporters willing to
stand to fulfill their dreams? It sounds
soinhuman,but that's what it comes
down to. It's very scary.”

Many women are trying quietly to
bridge the chasm and avoid the worst.
I've heard them whispering to the Basij
and the police that “We are all Irani-

ans,” urging them to hold back. They
remind me of those who placed flowers
in the barrels of soldiers’ guns during
the 1979 revolution.

At this critical juncture, what should
the Obamaadministration do? I think
it's still right to pursue engagement,
but America must now do so with a far
greater skepticismover the good faith
of a government so apparently ready to
steal and lie.

The United States should also, with
its Evropean allies, find stronger
meanstoregister repugnanceat Ah-
madinejad’suse of violence and de-
mand some credible accounting of the
election result, including an answer to
the question of where the ballots are
now. Having Vice President Joe Biden
say, “There is reai doubt” about the re-
sult is not quite enough.

Calibrating a response that does not
give ammunitionto the regime by sug-
gesting American interference is delic-
ate — and President Obamahas been
suitably restrained. But the air of busi-
ness as usual at the White House is off-
key. Millions of defrauded Iranians are
thirsting for a little more.

As dusk comes, people gather on the
roofs of their apartmentbuildingsand
the haunting sound of “Allah-u-Akbar™
— Godis great — and “Death to the dic-
tator” echoes across the megalopolis.
The Iranian yearningin these criesis
immense,a measure of all that was not
delivered by the 1879 revolution, when
the same cries went up and liberation
was promised.

COMMENT Readers are invited to com-
ment al gtobal.nytimes.com/opinion
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Time for change?

H.D.S.
Greenway

Springtimehas not been the best of
times for Barack Obama's new out-
reach foreign policy. First North Korea
slams the door on any accepted agree-
ment by testing a new atomic bornb as
well as the missiles that could one day
deliver it. The carefully constructed six-
party edifice trying to woo Pyongyang
away from nuclear weapons with en-
ticementsand the threat of sanctions
now stands in ruin, with nobody know-
ing quite what to do.

Added to that is the uncertainty of
succession. Newsreels of Kim Jong-il's
gaunt face and hesitant shuffle portray
the ravages of his stroke. Word has it
that he has picked his youngest son,
Kim Jong-un, as the next “beloved”
leader of North Korea. Other than the
fact that the young man secretly skied
in Switzerland, nobody knows what to
expect from him.

In Iran, however, everybody knows
exactly what to expect from Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad— another four years of
belligerence. His dubious victory col-
lapses the hopes of Iranians who were
sending signals that things could get a
lot better under Mir Hussein Moussavi,
who was considered the front runner.

One cannot know whether the elec-
tion was stolen, or won legitimately
Foreign observers are often lured into
thinking that the people they most see
and talk to represent the prevailing
opinion in an entire country. Moussavi’'s
own polls may have been understand-
ably optimistic. In this case the edu-
cated elites in the capital, and the impa-
tient urban young, may have been far
more pro-Moussavi than the less-edu-
cated and rural population whose opin-
lonis less sought and harder to obtain.
Yet there is enoughevidenceof fraud to
have triggered an official investigation.

As one of those who has been deeply
involved with trying to improve U.S. re-
lations with [ramn, the former Under Sec-
retary of State Thomas Pickering said
to The New York Times: “This is the

worst result, The U.S. will have to worry
about being perceived as panderingto a
president whose legitimacy is in ques-
tion. It ciearly makes the notion of pro-
viding incentives quite unappetizing”

The Iranian election will certainly
give comfort to Obama’scritics on the
right who see Obama’soutreach as re-
warding the axis of evil. It will make
dealing with Israel’s staunchly right-
wing government far more difficult, as
former members of the Bush adminis-
tration, such as the former U.N. ambas-
sador John Bolton, all but encourage Is-
rael to attack Iran.

The Iranian election will encourage
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to
link any progress on peace with the Pal-
estinians to Obama’s progress with the
Iranians, as he has previously sugges-
ted. His speechon Sunday continued
his defiance of Obama’splan to stop
settiement activity.

Avigdor Lieberman,Israel’s foreign
minister, may have chatted in Russian
with Vladimir Putin last week, but the
suggestionthat Israel is going to use
Russia to balance U.S. influence is a non-
starter. Liebermanmay wish he could
deal with his Muslims the way Viadimir
Putin dealt with his in Chechnya, but
that’s about the extent of it.

Ultimately, the progress of any U.S.-
Iranian dialogue will be up to Lran’s su-
preme leadet, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei.
Itis by no means certain that he will
totally reject Chama’s overtures, and if
he was inclined to do so it wouldn't mat-
ter who was elected president. Change
is unsettling, and the enthusiasmfor
changethat so many Iranians demon-
strated on the streets inthe run-up to
the election must have been worrisome
to the ayatoliahs,. If there was election
fraud, that worry may have been the
reasen forit.

Secondly, Moussavi's election would
not have changedthe outiook for Iran’s
nuclear program. There is a consensus
in Iran that uranium enrichment should
continue, and the Western world may
have to live with that.

Obama’soutreach policy can, and
should, continue. Nobody ever said it
was going to be easy, or that there
wouldn't be setbacks. But there is no
option of using force against North Ko-
rea, and it would be 2 colossal mistake
to do so against Iran. America’s over-
reliance on the use of force and threats
as a substitute for a foreign policy had
run its course even before George W.
Bush left office.
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The nuc

BRAHMA
CHELLANEY

New Delhi

North Korea and Pakistan present unique
nuclear-proliferation risks because they
challenge the very premise on which the
international anti-proliferation measures
have been built.

While North Korea is often compared
with Iran, the challenge it poses is more
akin to Pakistan’s. Both Pakistan and
North Korea are actual proliferation
threats as opposed to Iran’s potential
proliferation chaillenge. But while North
Koreais a growing regional threat,
Pakistan — with its expanding nuclear
armory, terrorists and
jihadist-infiltrated military and nuclear
establishments — presents itself as an
international nightmare. ‘

Inthe past, these two countrieshave
clandestinely bartered Pakistani
uranium-enrichment knowhow for North
Korean missile technology. Today, they
‘are showing that the nuciear aholition
debate isnot germane to the key
proliferation challenges in Asia, evenif
movement on the stalied disarmament
process helps reduce incentives to
proliferation in some other cases.

The present global anti-proliferation
measures are tied to three key elements:
The continued stability and credibility of
the nonproliferation regime; the exercise
of punitive power, when necessary, to
enforce observance of global norms and
rules; and the raising of costs for
proliferators.

The outlook of North Korea and
Pakistan, however, is foundedona
fundamentally antithetical premise,
which can be summed up as: Threatento
fail, then reap rewards.

For these two dissimilar nations,
potential state failure actually servesasan
incentive to extort ransom money
internationally. Both have assiduously
sought to leverage their weakness into
strength diplomatically, with Pakistan
more successtul than North Korea, “We’'ll
fail if you don’t come to our support”is their
refrain. That is ancther way of saying:
“Pay up or face the consequences.”

Inthatlight, itis proving very difficult to
‘hold them to any international standards.

Infact, Pakistan’s success inextracting
ever-more international aid has only
emboldened North Korea to follow suit.
Pyongyang’s latest nuclear test —its
second in less than three years—isa
desperate move to garner international
aid.

If 1slamabad can play nuclear poker to
shield its export of terrorism and still get
rewarded with $23.6 billion in
international aid commitments justin the
last six months ($5.5 billion of which came

at the April donors conference in Tokyo),
Pyongyang reckoned it conld stage its
own nuclear-and-missile show todraw the
world’s attention.

While vowing to “take action” against
North Korea over its test, U.S. President
Barack Obama has set out to make
Pakistan the single largest recipient of
U.5. assistance in the world, leaving
israei and Egypt behind in the aid
sweepstakes.

When Pakistan rakes in a windfall,
North Korea can hardly be faulted for
using the possihility of becoming a failed
state as a means to collect some small
change.

If Obama thought that succumbing to
Pakistani demand would setno
international precedent, North Korea’s
ailing “dear leader” has made sure the
chickens will come home toroost in
Washington.

Even as America worries about Iran’s
potential nuclear-weapons capability, its
handling of the actual problem thrown up
by Pakistan’s military-controlled
weapons of mass destruction (WMD)} and
military-nurtured terrorists threatens to
send the wrong signal to Tehran.
According to a just-released
Congressicnal Research Service report,
Pakistan has approximately 60 nuclear
warheads, It alsohas biclogical weapons,
including pathogens no less dangerous
thanthe HiN1 virus

Bountiful U.S. aid, infact, is allowing
Pakistantodivert more of its scarce
resources to expand WMD capability, as
illustrated by the two new
plutonium-production reactors now
under construction in Khushab with
Chinese assistance. Admiral Mike
Mullen, chairman of the U.S. Joint Chie’s
of Staff, has been constrained to
acknowledge at a May 14 congressional
hearing that there is evidence showing
Pakistan is expanding itsnuclear
arsenal.

Existing WMD in a country with
jihadists are a matter of deep global
concern; anexpanding arsenal makes the
scenarioterrifying.

America haslittle incentive tostart the
flow of major international aid to North
Korea, which, as U.5. Defense Secretary
Robert Gates admitted recently at the
Shangri-La Dialogue in Singapore, poses
nodirect military threat tothe U.8. at
present. Strategically, North Korea is of
little positive value to U.S. policy.

By contrast, China over the decades
has maintained close ties with
Pyongyang and Islamabad and, besides
providing direct WMD aid to both, may
have even encouraged North
Korean-Pakistani technology exchanges.
But Beijing lacks the leverage to control
their steps and gets surprised now and
then by their actions, asexemplified by
the latest North Korean nuclear and
missile testing.

More broadly, the traditional
carrots-and-sticks approach of the
nonproliferation regime hasbeen
derailed by the North Korea and Pakistan

lear nightmare

cases. The derailment happened because
the punitive component was rendered
blunt by the continuing intent of the major
geopolitical players not tolet North Korea
or Pakistan become a failed state.

So, the more North Korea and Pakistan
appear likely to become failed states, the
more it becomes evident that the
international response is constrained by
the objective not to let them fail. The
international approach toward them thus
is to bark but not to bite.

Indealing with North Korea, China,
Russia, the United States and Japando
not want to goso far as to cause the
collapse of the regime. Although not
necessarily motivated by the same
interest, these powers are not
geopolitically ready for Korean
reunification, which will be a logieal
corollary to the regime collapse in
Pyongyang. South Korea, too, is not
prepared for that development because it
would unleash a torrent of refugees and
saddle Seoul with colossal reunification
costs, as the continuing domestic costs of
German reunification attest. So, not
wanting the Stalinist North Koreanstate
tounravel, the external players dolittle
more than pass tough reseiutions or
statements.

Pakistan, for its part, hasfor long
served as a useful pawn in Chinese and
American policies. It remains Beijing’s
“all-weather ally,” although its utility to
U.S. policy has eroded to the extent that
today it appears more of a strategic
liability than an asset. Yetthe old
mind-set in Washington has not
sufficiently changed. As aresult, the
deeper Pakistan has dug itself into a
jihadist dungeon, the more the U.S. has
gotten involved in that country. Such
growing involvement, far from serving
U.S. interests, has fueled an Islamist
backlash in Pakistan, where
anti-American sentiment is among the
strongest in the world and where America
isunfairly blamed for everything.

Washington also does not face upto
another reality: Pakistan’s political
border with Afghanistan has ceased to
exist in practice. The so-called Durand
Line — a British-colonialinvention that
left the large Pashtun community divided
into two—now exists only in maps. Its
disappearanceis irreversible. Giventhat
reality, how can U.S. policy expect to prop
up the Pakistani state within political
frontiersthat, in part, no longer exist?

Itissad but true: The only way the
international community can regain
leverage against North Korea and
Pakistan is to unflinchingly pursue a
forward-thinking nonproliferation course
that is not constrained by the specter of
state collapse. That means standing up to
them todisabie their nuclear terror.

Brahma Cheffaney, professor of strategic
studies at the privatefy funded Center for Policy
Researchin New Delhi, isthe author, most
recently, of ' Asian Juggernawut: T he Rise of
China, India and Japan'' {(HarperCollins ).
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Don’t expect much change
in U.S. Middle East policy

WILLIAM
PFATF

Paris

This week President Barack Obama
travelsip Cairotodeliver what is
expected o be a major statement on
relations between the United States and
the Islamic world.

The speech is expected to offer a
redefinition of American foreign policy in
the region; it’s meant toreplace the Bush
adminigtration’s “war against terrorism”
and to repudiate Samuel F. Huntington’s
famous formulation of a war between
Islamic civilization and the West, which
many in the Middle East believe
motivates American policy,

Certainly, Barack Obama will deny
that the U.S. government thinks that
Islam itself, or Muslims, are America’s
enemies. He will note, ashe has done in
the past, that his own fatherwasa
Muslim, that his middle name is Hussein,
andthat he attended a2 Muslim schoolasa
chiid and has lived in Muslim society.

That says relatively litile about the
foreign policy choices of a nation,
although it offers some insurance against
the grossignorance that has made itself
felt in some aspects of U.S. policy.

The president is expected to deplore the
atrocities committed by American forces
during the Iraqi and Afghan wars, and
promise to reduce the incidence of
civilian casualties in American military
operations. None of this will be a surprise.
He will stress the need for cooperative
action against terrorists and pirates.

But will anything seriously change?
Informed Israeli circles say that Obama's

supposedly new policy willbe one that
American observers will recognize asthe
continuation of a policy inaugurated in the
late months of the Bush administration.

Israel’s wish to instigate an American
attack on Iran will be rejected, and Israel
will be warned not to iry this alone —at
leastnot inthe foreseeable future.

Overtures to Iran to negotiate the
issues that stand between the U.S. and
renewed good relations will continue, but
are not expected to be rewarded.

Israel will be expected to halt the
expansion of its colonies in the
Palestinian ferritories —at leasi for the
present. It will be offered the reward of
recognition by all the Muslim countries in
exchange for a two-states settlement with
Palestine.

There will be much resistance tothisin
Israel, and muchpressure put on Obama
by the Israelilobby in the U.S. Whether he
resists will be imiportant to the credibility
of hispolicy.

Palestinian President Mahmoud
Abbas and Prime Minister Salam Fayyad
will continue to be backed by the U.3.to
dominate the Palestinian situation on the
West Bank and to hold the line against
growth in the influence of Hamas.

To judge from what already has been
said in administration circles, the effort
initiated under Condoleezza Rice and
President George W.Bushiorallyan
alliance of supposedly stable Sunni
nations will continue. These are Egypt,
Saudi Arabia, Jordan and possibly Syria,
They will be relied upon to check the
radical Islamic movements supported by
Iran: Hezbollah and Hamas.

A discussjon of this by the
commentator Aluf Benn in the Israeli
daily Haaretz calls the plan “a classic of
power diplomacy,” and attributes it to the
influence of Henry Kissinger.

This may not be much of a compliment
to Henry Kissinger, although he would
approve of abandoning the Bush claim

thatthe U.S. is expanding democracy and
abolishing tyranny in the Middle East.

Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Syria are not
partof any democracy movementinthe
region, any more than the military
regime of Lon Nol in Cambodia or the
Chile of Pinochet and the Argentina of the
generals were when Henry Kissinger was
in the White House and the State
Department. The alliance of
authoritarian rulers withthe U.5.,
against radical and populist forces, is
consistent with past U.S. policy.

It usually is described as “realistic” to
make alliances with governments
thought to be in firm control of their
countries, and to discount the value or
political merits of pushing such issues as
human rights practice in places where
they are unwelcome.

One also must ask how realistic this
reallyis. The precedents of Cambodia’s,
Chile’s and Argentina’s defense of what
Washington conceived to be American
interests inthose regions are
unreassuring.

The possibility that scarcely seems
worth mentioning {s that Obama declares
in Cairo that he wishes to withdraw all
Americanforees from Muslim countries,
and seeks the support of all Muslim
governments to malke this possible. That
while he will honor guarantees givento
governments in the region, the objective
of his government is a creative
disengagement, leaving the people and
political forces of the region to settie their
own affairs, with — should they wish —
generous financial helpfrom the U .S.,
and no doubt from Europe,

Now that would make headlines, and

history.

Wiiliam Pfaff is a Paris-based veteran political
analyst and columnist for the International
Herald Tribune.

@ 2009 Tribune Media Services International




THE JAPAN TIMES THURSDAY, JUNE 4, 2009

The path with North Korea

RALPH
COSSA

Honoluiu
What is North Korea upto? Isittrying to
undermine the six-party taiks in order to
force Washington to deat with Pyongyang
directly, as some experts claim? Or, as
others maintain with equal certainty, isit
sending a signal that it is not interested in
talks at all. given current domestic
politicai uncertainties surrounding the
poor heaith of leader Kim Jong 11?

Or is Pyongyang merely laying the
groundwork for eventual talks, but only
onits terms, which include acceptance of
North Korea as a nuclear-weapons state?

The real answer is probably some
combination of all of the above but the
truthful answer is we reaily don’t know;
when it comes to understanding North
Korean motives, we're all guessing.

Guessing North Korea's objectives
should not prectude Washington and its
other dialogue partners — South Korea,
China, Japan and Russia — from being
clear about what our objectives are. The
primary objective isnot, asis all too
frequently impiied, to get Pyongyang
back to the six-party negotiating table.
The six-party talks are one — perhaps
still the best but not the only — means of
achieving our commeon long-term
objective, which should and must remain
the compiete, verifiabie, irreversible
elimination of all North Korean nuclear
weapons programs. The major stumbling
block is that Pyongyang has clearly and
repeatedly asserted thatithasno
intention of giving up its nuclear arsenal
anytime soon (if ever).

This presents the Obama
administration and its interlocutors with
adual challenge: first and foremost to
contain the threat posed by North Korea's
nuclear weapons capabilities; then to
persuade Pyongyang that giving up these

weapons is the best way to ensure its own
survival.

First things first! The most immediate
near-term objective isnot only tokeep
North Korea from using its nuclear
arsenal, but also to keep what's currently
in North Korea in North Korea and to
keep anything else that would help the
regime develop its nuclear or missile
capabilities out.

The first half of this task is the easier
one. Surely Pyongyang realizes that
using a nuclear weapon againstthe U.S.,
South Korea, Japan, or anyone else is
likely to draw an American military
response “using all available means.”
Secretary of Defense Robert Gates
emphasized this point at the recent
Shangri-La Dialogue in Singapore when
he noted that the U.S. “wili not stand idly
by” inthe face of North Korean
provecations: “We unequivocaily
reaffirm our commitment to the defense
of our allies in the region,” he declared,
further asserting that Pyongyang would
be held “fully accountable” for its actions.

If survival is a key North Korean
objective — and this is the only objective
upon which virtually all the experts agree
— it will not do anything that is clearly
suicidal.

Containing North Korea's nuclear
capabilities — keeping its weapons of
mass destruction out of the hands of
othersthat mightbe more inclined to use
them —is a more difficult task which the
United States cannot do alone. Thereisa
vehicie in place for achieving this
objective: United Nations Security
Council Resolution 1718, which prohibits
the movement in or out of North Korea of
such weapons and components. UNSC
members are currently meeting to
discuss ways of strengthening this
resolution in the wake of North Korea’s
recent nuclear weapons test (which has
already been condemned as aclear
violation of UNSCR 1718, as was its early
April long-range missile test;.

At a minimum, one hopes that the list of
prohibited items will be expanded to
include all military-related hardware and
equipment. But the key will not be merely
strengthening sanctions but actually

enforcing them and this will require close
monitoring of all land shipments going
into or coming out of North Korea by its
immediate neighbors — something China
and Russia have beenreluctant todoin
the past — and the inspection of all
shipping inte and out of North Korea
whenever these ships make port calls
anywhere in the world.

Such measures are not “declarations of
war” as Pyongyang frequently claims, but
asovereignright that is reinforced by
UNSCR 1718. (Stopping and inspecting
ships on the high seas may also become
necessary and should be authorized under
a new and improved version of UNSCR 1718
but may not be necessary as afirst step.)

Such action will also help, over time, to
achieve the long-term objective of
persuading the North that the
consequences of having nuclear weapons
outweigh the current perceived benefits of
going down this path. As one former senior
U.S. official noted somewhat impolitely but
all too accurately, “we have taught this
puppy that it is OK to pee on the rug.”

By now the cycle is all too predictabie.
North Korea behaves outrageously. The
others provide generous incentives to get
it to come back to the table. It returns,
reaps the benefits, and then once again
behaves outrageously and waits for the
incentives to once again be offered. This
cycle must be broken.

The main task now is not to get the
North to return to negotiations but to
demonstrate that bad behavior has
serious, enforceable, and long-lasting
consequences. The elimination of
Pyongyang’s nuclear weapons
capabilities will be a multistage process.
Tightening the noose around Pyongyang
to increase the political, military and
economic costs associated with going
down the nuclear path is a long overdue
vital first step in this process.

Raiph A. Cossais presidern of the Pacific
Forum C515, a Honolulu-based nonprofit
research institute affiliated withthe Cemerfor
Strategic and Internaticnal Studiesin
Washington, and senicr editor of Comnparative
Connections, a quarterly electronic journa.
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New start with Muslim nations

Rhetorically, at least, President Barack
Obama moved mountains in the land of
Muhammad. Speaking from Cairo
University to the world’s estimated 1.5
billion Muslims, the American president
made a frank appeal for a new
relationship based on mutual respect.
Language matters, and thiswasan
eloquent address of historic and moral
importance meant to turn the page on
strong-arm politics and ultimatums.

The first U.S. president of color and the
sort of a Muslim, Obama brought his
personal credibility to the podium, not to
apologize but to acknowledge the
country’s past mistakes and to setan
agenda for the future. Certainly words
alone will not bring peace to the Middle
Eastor persuade America’s enemiesto
abandon their anger. As Obama noted,
“recognizing our common humanity is
only the beginning of our task.” Still, this
was anew beginning.

Inrecent years, U.S, relations with
Muslim nations have been shaped largely
by hostilities, from the 9/11 attacks on New
York and Washington {o the subsequent
wars in Afghanistan and Irag. The U.S.role
in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has been
an open wound bieeding distrust and anger.

While vowing to confront violent
extremism and defend Americans, Obama
sought to end that era with a declaration:
The United States is not at war with Islam.
Rather, he said, the ties stretch from the
American Revolution, when Moroceo
became the first country to recognize U.S.
independence, tothe present, with 1,200
mosques in the U.S. offering convineing
testimony that “Islam is part of America.”

Many times during the nearly hourlong
speech, Obama seemed to be trying to
right the wrongs of linguistic omission.
While maintaining that the war against
al-Qaida and the Taliban in Afghanistan
was necessary, he stated that Irag was “a
war of choice” that sowed discord within
the 1J.S. and around the world. He

condemned a history of colonialism and
the Cold War treatment of Muslim
countries as proxies.

Speaking to Iran, Obama
acknowledged that the U.S. “played arole
in the overthrow” of the democratically
elected government of Prime Minister
Mohammad Mosaddeq in 1953 —a
long-awaited admission in our fractious
relations with that Muslim nation.

On the issue of most concernto his
Middle East audience — Israel and
Palestine — Obama was boldly
evenhanded, leading critics to charge
that he was abandoning America’s most
stalwart and reliable ally inthe region. To
the contrary. Obama expressed
unequivocal U.S. support for Israel.

“This bond is unbreakable,” he said.
Palestinians must recognize the
permanence of the Jewish state. He noted
that the murder of 6 million Jews inthe
Holocaust is “a tragichistory that cannot
be denied,” and warned that threatening
Israel with destruction revives that pain
and hinders the pursuit of peace.

But unyielding support for Israel need
not require the denigration of its
adversaries. Obama paved new ground
by granting equaltime and consideration
to the Palestinians’ 60-year struggle for a
homeland. He pointedly referred to their
struggle against Israeli occupation as
“resistance.” He deplored the
“intolerable situation” for Palestinians
living inrefugee camps in the West Bank,
(Gaza Strip and in other countries, and all
those who “endure the daily humiliations
—large and small — of occupation.”

Americans. he said, “will not turn our
backs on the legitimate Palestinian
aspiration for dignity, opportunity and a
state of their own.” He acknowledged that
the Islamic movement Hamas has
support among Paiestinians, yet insisted
that it abandon viclence and recognize
Israel'sright toexist. ‘

On the issue of democracy, Obama also

made strides toward overcoming a
double standard for friends and
adversaries in the Muslim world. Without
specifically condemning allies such as
Saudi Arabia or Egypt, he nonetheless
spoke forcefully for free speech, rule of
law, government by consent and other
human rights they often deny. Beyond
this, the president’s agenda included
equal rights for women, economie
development and halting the spread of
nuclear weapons.

In a global public diplomacy
campaign, the government translated the
speechinto 13 languages, posted it onthe
Webin Arabic, Persian, Urdu and
English, and made it availabie on cell
phones as well as the Internet.

The question now, of course, is how to
turn words into deeds, and how to ensure
that U.S. deeds in the {ar reaches of
Afghanistan and Pakistan don’t
undermine Obama’s reconciliation goals.
Many U.S. presidents have tried and
failed to make peace in the Middle East.

Obama’s speech came a day after
Osama bin Ladenaccused the U.8. of
sowing new seeds of hatred in the Muslim
world by “ordering Pakistan” to block
Islamic law in the Swat Valley and to
crack down on militants. Those are the
views of a fanatic, but we do fear that the
killing of civilians in U.S. bombing raids
in Pakistan and Afghanistanrisks
drawing new recruits into the Islamic
insurgencies fighting U .S -backed
governments.

And yet, one important change took
place Thursday. Obama went to Cairote
talk. not lecture. He addressed the
Muslim world honestly and directly. He
spokenot as an imperial power to an
underling, or a parent to a child, butasa
statesman speaking to millions of men
and women who have long deserved —
and rarely received — the respect of an
American president.

Los Angeies Times (June 3}
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Mal

alaysia’s Islamists

take liberal gamble

ANALYSIS

Kuala Lumpur
AFP-IL

For the first time in two de-
cades, moderates outnumber
cleries on a powerful commit-
teein Malaysia’s main Islamic
opposition party, a move ana-
lysts say will help it win non-
Muslim votes.

Delegates from the Pan-
Malaysia Islamic Party
(PAS) on Saturday elected 11
reformers and seven conser-
vatives to the party’s 18-seat
decision-making Central
Committee, the latest partof a
rebranding that began in 2005
in a bid to woo voters and shed
its hardline image.

But the vote for the post of
deputy president was won by
conservative incumbent Na-
sharudin Mat Isa at the par-
ty’s annual congress, which
ended Sunday.

“If you see the combination, it
is clerics and professionals. It is
a manifestation of what the
members want — (for) PAS to
consist of a collective leader-
ship,” Nasharudin said.

Ibrahim Suffian, a pollster
from Merdeka Center re-
search, said the poll outcome
shows the majority of dele-
gates want more liberals to
hold influential posts.

“They want a moderate face

.. to attract broad-based Ma-
laysian support,” he said. “I
think they want to win non-
Muslim votes.”

Some 60 percent of Malay-
sians are Muslim Malays, but
the population also has big Chi-
nese and Indian commumities.

Ibrahim said the delegates
still voted in cleries because
PAS needs to strengthen its Is-
lamic credentials to win seats
from the Malay-majority fo-
cused United Malays National
Organization (UMNO).

Mazni Buyong, an indepen-
dent political analyst, said that
the success of moderates in the
elections could see more non-
Muslims in muitiracial Malay-
sia voting for the Islamie party.

“I think they will be able to
make more inroads in the next
election because the moder-
ates are seen as more tolerant
and donot push for the Islamic
way of life, unlike the clerics,”
she said.

James Chin, a political sci-
ence professor at Monash Uni-
versity said that PAS - witha
membership of 1 million —
now sees itself as a party capa-
ble of replacing UMNO in the
next polls, which are expected
to be held by 2012.

“PAS is becoming more
mainstream. It used to be a
parochial party. They see
themselves as the alternative
party to UMNO,” he said.
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Educating Americans about Muslim voices

Vishakha N. Desai, Karen Brooks Hopking
and Mustapha Tlili
New York

President Barack Obama has extended
an open hand of friendship in his
landmark Cairo speech to the Muslim
world —seeking to engage Muslims with
a commitment of mutual respect. No one
candoubt his sincerity. From his first
days in office, he has emphasized the
importance of embarking on a new
chapter inrelations between the United
States and the worid's Muslims.

But this aspiration will remain elusive
without acknowledging the sad fact that
most Americans remain woefully
ignorant about the basicfacts of [slam,
and about the broad geographic and
cultural diversity of Muslim cultures.

A majority of public opinion polls taken
inthe last four years show that the views
of Americans about Islam continuetobe a
casualty of the 9/11 attacks. Washington
Post/ABC News polis from 2006, for
example, have found that nearly half of
Americansregard Islam “unfavorably”
while one in four admits to prejudicial
feelings against Muslims.

American views of the Muslim world are
so colored by the conflict in the Middle East
and the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan that
U.S. citizens have no collective
appreciation of the fact that most Muslims
live in Asia. Or that the four countries with
the largest Muslim populations —
Indonesia, Pakistan, India, and
Bangladesh—are all cultures with
millenniurns-old histories of coexisting
with other religions and cultures.

A 2005 report by the U.S. State
Department’s Advisory Committee on
Cultural Diplomacy called for a new-
vision of cultural diplomacy that “can
enhance U.S. national security in subtle,
wide-ranging and sustainable ways.” In
2008, a bipartisan group of American
leaders —the U.S.-Muslim Engagement
Project — convened by the Searchfor
Common Ground and the Consensus

Building Institute, issued a report calling
for anew direction for U.S. relations with
the Muslim world. A primary goal would
be “to improve mutual respect and
understanding between Americans and
Muslims around the world.”

Itis time for U.S. cilizens to commit
themselves to working alongside the
Obama administration to turn a new leaf
inrelations with the Muslim world.

The first step is to make a concerted
effort to become hetter educated about

the multifaceted societies that comprise .

the 1 billion-strong Muslim population
throughout the world. The power of
culture resides in its ability to transform
perceptions.

Through next Sunday, New Yorkers
are experiencing the rich diversity of
Muslim cultures through a citywide
initiative, entitled “Muslim Voices: Arts
and Ideas.” More than 300 artists,
writers, performers and scholars from
more than 25 countries, including the
U.S., are gathering for this
unprecedented festival and conference.

Presentations include a dizzying
variety of artistic forms from the Muslim
world, ranging from the traditional
(calligraphy, Sufi devotional voices) to
the contemporary (video installations,
avant-garde Indonesian theater and
Arabie hip-hop). A companion pelicy
conference has attracted scholars and
artistsfrom around the world, exploring
therelationship between cultural
practice and public policy and suggesting
new directions for cultural diplemacy. A
critical goal of this project istohelpbreak
stereotypes and create a more nuanced
understanding of Muslim societies.

Despite our enthusiasm for the
possibilities of what this initiative cando
tobroaden understanding, a
performance, afilm or an art exhibition
cannot find solutions to all the problems
that divide Americans and the Muslim
world. The current distance isrooted as
much inignorance asinhard polifical
issues, many of which go beyond what

arts and culture canrealistically address.

However, cultural diptomacy and
initiatives such as “Muslim Voices” can
open the door tothe reality of the Muslim
world as a rich space for world-class
artistic production. That, inturn, can
encourage an interest in addressing the
harder political issues with respect and a
sense of equity.

For toolong, the differences between
the U.S. and the Muslim world have been
framed not in terms of diversity, but as
the foundations of a permanent global
conflict. But when people participate in
an aesthetic experience that both
addresses and transcends a particuiar
culture, perceptions are bound to change.

America hasreached a pivotal
moment in its national and globhal history,
with new hopes for intercultural
exchange, dialogue and mutual
understanding. President Obama and
Becretary of State Hillary Clinton say
theirs will be an age of “smart power”
that will effectively use all tools of
diplomacy at their disposal, including
cultural diplomacy.

The U.S. must focus once again on the
arts as a meaningful way to promote
stronger cultural engagement and,
ultimately, tofind new channels of
communication with the Muslim world.
Doing so will show that relations need not
be defined only through political conflict.
Rather, there is now an opportunity to
define connections between America and
the Muslim world by sharing the richness
and complexity of Muslim artistic
expressions — as a vital step infinding
grounds for mutual respect.

VishakhaN. Desaiis president of the Asia
Society. Karen Brooks Hopkins is presidert of
the Brooklyn Academy of Music. Mustapha Thli
isfounder and director of the Center for
Dialogues. IstamicWorld-U.S .-The West &
New York Universify.
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bama

] WILLIAM
PFAFF

Paris

U.S. President Barack Obama’s eloguent
Cairo speech was distinguished by the
quality of his previous major speeches,
that of speaking as an adult to adults. He
promised to say what he thought, and did
soon all of the topics he addressed. He
was not a comfortable guest for the
Egyptian government, althougha
courteous and honest one.

He said things many of his listeners
wotld have preferred not to hear, among
them his host, President Hosni Mubarak,
to whom he indirectly recommended
nonrepressive domestic policies with
freedom of speech, a suggestion that if
followed could terminate the career of the

Egyptian president, and abort that of his

son and presumptive successor.

Obama’s newsworthy statement was
his adamant reiteration of his conviction
that Israeli settlement expansion must be
halted, in conformance with the
commitment made by Israelin the road
map agreement, and that an independent
Palestinian state must come into being.

Thisuncompromising declarationisa
blow to the Netanyahu government in
Israel, which has expected that its
political influence inside the United
States would prevent the Obama
administration’s interference with its
expansion of Jewish colonization of
annexed Palestinian territories.

Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu
has made continued illegal expansion into
Palestinian lands the policy of his
government. He declares his policy is never
to accept a Palestinian state. He speaks of
anarrangement by which residual

its the right notes

Palestinian-oceupied territory could
become an economic dependency of [srael,
but under no circumstances sovereign.

With his American upbringing, he long
has traded in Israeli politics on his
supposed ability to “read” American
politics, and get his way by bluff and
threat, and blackmail when necessary,
should an American government reject
Israeli government demands.

This time he has miscalculated,
mistaking Obama’s determination, and
probably misestimating the American
political and popular mood. During the
Bush years, the cost to Americannational
interests and reputation in the Middle
East of uncritical support for Israel
became so blatani that a significant shift
in public opinion has occurred.

This is certainly true in serious
American circles, in the past aware of the
damage being done o American
interests. But the control of Congress by .
the so-called Israel Lobby (Likud Lobby
is closer tothe truth, since the right wing
of the Israeli political spectrum hasfor
years controlled the public presentation
of the Israeli case inthe U.S.) has made
protest seem futile, and dangerous to
political and academic careers.

This no longer is entirely true, in part
due to the calm discussion of the lobby by
the John Mearsheimer-Stephen Walt
book two years ago, the growing
willingness of a part of the press todeal
with the issue honestly, and the effect of
events themselves inthe Middle East.

The invasion of Lebanon two years ago,
and the assault on Gazalast year, were
not episodes that won the sympathy of
very many serious American political
observers, and they shocked a significant
part of Ameriean public opinion.

We are at an interesting point. Israeli
voters elected Netanyahu. But this
electorateis said to be deeply discouraged
over the possibility of peace with the Arabs.
There is a significant drain of the
Ashkenazim population toward Europe
andtheU.S., and a steady growth in

millenarian-minded, ultra-Orthodox
tmmigrants coming to witness the Last
Times and the Messiah’s arrival. A third of
the settler population is composed of
American sectarian Orthodox Jews.

The Lsraeli prime minister is now
tr_app~_ed, since Obama has called his biuff.
His friends complain that Obama isnot
living up to a Bush administration promise
that the road map agreement was justa
scrap of paper Israel could ignore,

-Dey say they had that assurance from
Elliot Abrams and Stephen J. Hadley. But
ifthey were foolish enough to think that a
new Obama administration would value
the secret and illegal advice of secondary
and Notoriously pro-Israel figures in the
Bush administration over the signed
ggggments gf tlti:e Israeli and American

bvernments, they were, in the phrase,
kidding themselvgs. P

Time seems to be upfor duplicity. Yet
t_:here Now are niearly a half-million people
intheillegai settlements, caught between
the encouragement of Netanyahauand
his An_:erlcan Likud allies, and the
American government of Obama. What
will they now do?

The second noteworthy declaration by
Obama was that he intends to withdraw all
Amenc;m military forces from Iraq and
Afghanistan; to establishno U.S. bases
there; and to demand no privileged access
o the.re.gmn’s resources.

This is surely as much of a blow to
Pentagon planners as his statement to
Israel wastothe settler community. It
woulq Seem a renouncement of the
American military program of
world-girdling strategic bases, pursued
for the; past30years. [t comes as more of a
surprise than the Obama statement
concerning Israel, It coutd be much more

imp(_)rtant to America and its future. One
awaltselaboration,

Witliam Piaffis a political analyst and colum}_i;
forthe International Herald Tribune.
© 2009Tribune Media Services International
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Reaching out to the Muslim world

ew speeches in recent history have been as widely
anticipated as the June 4 address of U.S. President
Barack Obama to the Muslim world. The speech,
delivered in Cairo, was the high point of a four-nation trip
to the Middie East and Europe. The speech is intended tosignal
a “new beginning between the United States and Muslims.” But
it will take far more than words, no matter how sincerely felt or
well delivered, to reset relations between the U.S. and the
billions of Muslims who view it with deep-rooted suspicion.

While it is tempting to see the rift between the U.S and the
Muslim world as an outgrowth of the terror atfacks of Sept. 11,
2001, it long predates that horrific day. Some Muslims consider
U.S. values a challenge to or repudiation of their religion; the
heavy hand of Christian fundamentalism that weighs upon U 5.
politics contributes to their sense of alienation. Others are
angered by U.S. support for Israel and a seeming indifference to
the sufferings of Palestinians (many of whom are Muslims, but
some of whom are not). Some resent U.S. support for autocratic
Middle Eastern leaders who repress Islamic movements.
Compounding all those irritants is frustration and loss of status.
Muslims remember how they were for centuries the leading
edge of modernity; today most of the Islamic world lagsthe
West. That is an enduring source of shame and anger.

Sept. 11 compounded the pain. Few in the West, especially inthe
U.8., wereready or able to separate the guilty from the inmocent.
All Muslims were tarred with the stain of extremism. American
anger was intensified by scattered applause for the humbling of the
U.5. and the failure of many Islamic leaders tounambiguousty
condemn the terrorists. Talk of “legitimate grievances” widened
the gulf between the U.S. and the Muslim world.

Mr. Obama sought to close that gap. Few Americans, much
less presidents, have been better positioned to succeed. Mr.
Obama spent part of his child¢hood in Indonesia — a fact he noted
in his Cairo address when he mentioned hearing prayer calls
daily as a boy —and his middle name — Hussein —is of Arabic
provenance, His election was heralded as repudiation of the
“cowboy policies” of his predecessor, Mr. George W. Bush, and
the beginning of a new era of engagement with the world. That
process has been under way since Mr. Obama took office: one of
the stops on Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s first trip
overseas was Indonesta, and the president himself sent Persian
New Year’s greetings to Iranians.

Acknowledging faults on both sides, Mr. Obama said, “This
cycle of suspicion and discord must end.” He conceded divisions

were sown by “colonialism that denied rights and opportunities
to many Muslims, and a Cold War in which Muslim-ma jority
countries were often treated as proxies without regard to their
own aspirations.” He spoke of the sufferings of ordinary
Palestinians. But he demanded that both sides look firmlyat
themselves before blaming others. “Just as Muslims donot fita
crude stereotype, America is not the crude stereotype of a
self-interested empire.”

He waded directly into the policies that have sown discord. He
condemned terrorism, quoting the Quran in defense of his
argument that such action is “irreconcilable with the rights of
human beings.” He took square aim at the policies of Israelis,
Palestinians and other Arahb states: “The Palestinian Authority
must develop its capacity to govern, with institutions that serve
the needs of its people.” Hamas “must put anend to violence,
recognize past agreements, and recognize Israel'sright to
exist.” Meanwhile, “Israelis must acknowledge that just as
Israel’s right to exist cannot be denied, neither can Palestine’s.”
Bluntly, he said his government “does not accept the legitimacy
of continued Israeli settlements” on the West Bank and outskirts
of Jerusalem: “Itistime for these settlements to stop.” He then
called on Arab governments to stop using the conflict with Israel
as an excuse for or distraction from their own failures.

Given expectations swrrounding the speech, it was bound to
disappoint. Ironically though, one measure of its success is the
criticism it garnered among every audience. American critics
accused him of sycophancy — his use of an Arabic greeting was
the chief offense —and of going soft on terrorists, noting the
word “terrorism” was not uttered in the speech. Israelis
complained that their sufferings were seemingly put on par with
those of Palestinians, while Arab and Palestinian audiences
were disappointed because the speech contained no concrete
proposals to address their grievances.

That last charge is accurate. But Mr. Obama knows that one
speechis no substitute for the hard work of creating peace inthe
region. His special envoy, Mr. George Mitchell, is following up
and building on the work that has already begun,

Progress depends on changing the atmosphere. Here, Mr.
Obama is making progress. Mainstream Islamicleaders
applauded his outreach, calling it “a good start” and “an
important step.” But real success is only possible when all
parties recognize their own roles and responsibilities for
making and sustaining peace. It is not someone else’s job, no
matter how powerful he maybe.
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Earnest good will doesn’t make foreign policy

Robert Kagan
Washington
THE WASHINGTON POST

U.S. President Barack Obama likes tosee
himself as a pragmatist, but in foreign
policy he is proving to be a supreme
idealist of the Woodrow Wilson variety.

Like Wilson's, Obama'’s foreign policy
increasingly seems to rest on the
assumption that nations will act onthe
basis of what they perceive to be the good
will, good intentions or moral purity of
other nations, in particular the United
States. If other nations have refused to
cooperate with us, it is because they
perceive the U.S. as aggressive or evil.
Obama’s job is to change that perception.

From the outreachto Iranandto
Muslims, to the call for eliminating all
nuclear weapens, to the desire for a
“reset” in relations with Russia, the
central point of Obama’s diplomacyis
that America is, suddently, different. It
haschanged. It is better. It istime,
therefore, for other nations to cooperate.

But how has America changed? Obama’s
policies toward Iran, the Mideast, Russia,
North Korea, China, Latin Ameriea,
Afghanistan and even Iraq have at most
shifted only at the margins — as many in
those countries repeatedly complain. So
what, for instance, is the source of the “new
beginning” in U.S.-Muslim relations that
Obama called for in Cairo?

The answer, it seems, is Obama himself.
In the speech, The Washington Post reports,
“Obama made his own biography the
starting point for a new U.S. relationship
withIstam.” Or as The New York Times put
it, while “the president offered few details
on how to solve problems around the globe,”
his basic argument “boiled down to this:
Barack Hussein Obama was standing on the
podium in this Muslim capital as the
American president.”

Critics complain that Obama’s
speeches are too self-referential. If so,
this isnot a mark of vanity. Itisa

strategy. Obama believes that his story is
a powerful foreign policy tool, that
drawing attention to what makes him"~
different, not only from George W. Bush
but from all past American presidents,
will persuade the world to take a fresh
look at America and its policies and tnake
new diplomatic settlements possible.

In Cairo, he emphasized his Muslim
heritage to show Muslims around the world
that he empathizes with them as no previous
American president possibly could. His
apologies for America’s past behavior also
highlight his uniqueness. He is not the first
president to apologize. Wilson apologized to

‘the peoples of the Western Hemisphere for

the interventionist policies of his
Republican predecessors. Bill Clinton

of slavery. But Clinton accepted
responzibility for America’s sins as if they
Obama, on the other hand, does distance
bimself from America’s past sins. His
response to Daniel Ortega’s long recitation

: of U.S. misdeeds in Latin America was to

point out that he personally had nothing to
do with them — “I was three months old.”
When he admits American sins in relations
with Iran, he wants Iran’s revolutionary
leaders to distinguish between America,
which they hate, and America’s new
president, whom they can like and with
whom they can do business.

Can this work even without
fundamental change in the conduct and
parameters of U.S. foreign policy?
Obama obviously hopes so. Take the
Israeli-Palestinian issue. Obama calls for
a freeze on settiements, but the gquestion

- for many Arabs and Palestinians is what
- he will do to force Israel to comply with

his demands. Will he cut off aid? The
answer is almost certainly no. But Obama

. must believe that the expression of his
. good intentions is enough.

Or take Obama'’s declared desire to

- eliminate all nuclear weapons. Of course

he admits that he cannot make this

\

happen. But he believes that by agreeing

- with American critics that the present
American-dominated order is unjust, he
can buy the international good will

- necessary toend Iran’s and North Korea’s

' nuclear weapons programs.

Finally, Guantanamo. Whe knews
when Obama will be able to close it, what
he will be able to put in its place or
whether, ultimately, he will be able to
strike a fundamentally different balance
between Americansecurity and the legal
rights of detainees than was struck by
Bush or by previous presidents in times of
perceived national security threats. It
probably won't be all that different. But
Obama hopes that by displaying
earnestness to change American

» apologized to Africans for America’'shistory  practices, he canbuild animage of

greater moral authority and that this in
turn will produce diplomatic results that

: have hithertoeluded us.

This theory may prove correct.
Certainly, it will soon be tested. But let us
not call it realism. The last president who
sincerely pursued this approach was

' Wilson. He, too, believed that the display

of evident good will and desire for peace,
uncorrupted by the base motives of
national interest or ambition, gave him
the special moral authority to sway other
nations. And Wilson was as beloved
around the globe as Obama is today,
possibly more heloved, at least for a
moment. Millions took to the streetsinthe
great cities of Europe when he crossed the
Atlantic in 1918. His gifts to persuade,

- however, proved ephemeral, and the
- results of his efforts were, from his own

perspective, anutter failure. Not only the
nations of Europe but his own U.8. proved
more self-interested and less amenable to
moral appeals. We will see whether
Obama, the most Wilsonian presidentina
century, fares better.
Robert Kaganis a senior associate atthe
Carnegie Endowment for iInternational Peace.
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Losers can live with Lebanon’s ‘West’ vote

Paul Saiem
Beirut

Lebanon’s voters have handed a clear
defeat to the Hezbollah-led March 8
alliance. In a smoothly run and peaceful
election, the pro-Western March 14
alliance emerged with a clear majority of
71 seats, compared to 58 seats for its
rivals. The results elicited a nearly
audible sigh of relief from Arab capitals,
aswell as from leaders in Europe and
North America.

The fear that the pro-Syrian and
pro-Iranian March 8 ailiance might
secure a victory was palpable prior to the
vote. Iran’s President Mahmeoud
Ahmadinejad had eagerly and publicly
anticipated such an outcome.

The March 14 Alliance’s victory is good
news for Lebanon and the region,
ensuring good relations with Lebanon’s
Arab and Western friends, and
constituting a quiet triumph for
moderation and pragmatism over
extremism and confrontation.

Itis also good news for the Obama
administration, which had feareda
regional setback soon after Obama’s
historic address in Cairoon June 4.

The election also brings a much needed
measure of stability and legitimacy tothe
governing March 14 coalition, which
comprises the mainly Sunni Future
movement, led by Saad Hariri (son of
slain former Prime Minister Rafik al
Hariri), the Socialist party, led by Druse
leader Walid Junblat, and a number of
Christian parties. Although the March14
coalition already controlled Parliament,
its majority had been repeatedly
attacked as the result of a severely
skewed electionlaw.

Although the March § alliance lost the
election, not all of its members were
equally distressed by the results. Aside
from Hezbollah, March 8 includes the more
secular Shiite Amal movement and the
Free Patriotic Movement, a large
Christian group led by Gen. Michel Aour.
Whereas Hezbollah and Amal swept the
Shiite districts in the South and the Begaa
Valley, confirming their dominant position

among Lebanon’s Shiites, Aoundelivered
less than half the Christian votes.
Hezbollah may be quite comfortable
with the returns. Winning would have
placed Hezbollah in a challenging
position. Arab and international
governments would have reacted
negatively, and investor confidence in
Lebanon would have been undermined,
jeopardizing Lebanon’s political and
economic relations. A victory for the
March8alliance also would have
strengthened Israel’s argument that
Hezbollah dominates Lebanon, leaving

The March 14 Alliance’s victory,
and the defeat of the pro-Syrian
and pro-lranian alliance, are
also good news for the Obama
administration, which had
feared a regional setback soon
after Barack Obama’s historic
address in Cairo on June 4.

the country more exposed to attack.

Moreover, if the March § coalition had
won, it would have largely been on the
back of Christian voters delivered by
Aoun, who might have then demanded the
Lebanese presidency, which isreserved
for a Christian. Neither Hezbollah nor
Amal wanted this.

With a March 14 victory, Hezbollah is
more secure vis-a-vis Israeli attack or
internationalisolation, can worry less
about managing Lebanon’s economy and
finances, and can maintain its alliance with
Aoun without delivering him the moon.

Moving forward, the immediate
challenge will be toform the next
government. The March 14 alliance has
said it would welcome a national unity
government with the March 8 coalition,
but without the veto power that the
opposition has beendemanding. This
wrangling is likely to take weeks, but is
unlikely tocometoblowsortoreacha
complete impasse.

Neither side is interested in escalation

or a breakdown. Their patrons inthe
region and internationally — Saudi
Arabia, the United States, Syria and Iran
— are also more interested in negotiation
than escalation at this point.

Onnational sovereignty, the new
government must continue to build up the
national army and police forces, negotiate
with Hezbollah over the integration of its
militia into the state security structure ang
push for regional peace, all of which would
strongly benefit Lebanon.

With regard to economic and social
policy, the government must manage the
national debt while encouraging
investment and employment and
strengthening public education and
health programs.

The government must also move
forward on further electorai reform,
expand administrative decentralization,
hold local elections in 2010 and come up
with a credible program to combat
rampant corruption. None of these
challenges will be easy.

Lebanon has undergone much in the
past four years: the withdrawal of Syrian
forces, a string of painful assassinations,
a devastating 2006 war with Israel, a
difficult battle between the Lebanese
Army and an entrenched terrorist group
called Fateh al-Islam, a year and a half of
institutional paralysis (late 2006 to early
2008), and a brief civil war inthe streets of
Beirut in May 2008. Since then, however,
Lebanon has put together a coalition
government, regained security and
stability, weathered the global econemic
crisis and now organized a largely free
and fair election.

Much of this has been achieved through
regional and international assistance, but
on June 7 the Lebanese people, through
the ballot box, proved that they hold
ultimate decision-making power over the
country’s precarious but potentially
promising future.

Paul Salem is director of the Carnegie Middle
East Certer iri Beirut.
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Punishing North Korea

he United Nations Security Council has agreed to take

tougher measures against North Korea for conducting

its second nuclear test on May 25. The measures include

a “call” —rather than a demand —that U.N. members
inspect suspect cargo transported on ships to and from North
Korea, additional financial sanctions, and an expanded trade
embargo on the export of weapons to the country. The UNSC’s
move is stronger than Resolution 1718, adopted foliowing
Pyongyang’s first nuclear test in October 2006.

The North should consider the move a stern warning from the
international community and return to the six-party talks,
whose ultimate aim is to denuclearize the country in exchange
for aid from other member-states inthe talks and the opening of
diplomatic ties with the United States and Japan.

It took the UNSC a relatively long time toreach agreement
because China, which chairs the six-party talks and is North
Korea'slargest trade partner, was cautious about taking
measures deemed as too strict. Japan and the U.S. had called for
mandatory inspection of cargo shipped to and from North

Korea, but China preferred an “appropriate and balance”
approach to avoid possible military conflict with North Korea.
So, the UNSC now “calls upon” all U.N. members to inspect
cargo carried to and from North Korea in their territories and to
inspect North Korean ships on the high seas with the consent of
the flag country — if there is reasonable grounds to believe that
the cargo contains nuclear and missile-related materials. Japan
needs to weigh the issue of cargo inspections carefully.

The UNSC alse calls for expanding the freeze on the assets of
North Korean entities and individuals to reduce the likelihood of
financial services and sources contributing to Pyongyang’s
programs todevelop nuclear weapons, ballistic missiles and
other weapons of mass destruction.

Toward the end of May, North Korea said it would not accept
UNSC resolutions and decisions. It is also preparing for further
ballistic missile test launches. U.N. member nations should
faithfully implement the new UNSC decision. If the North
carries out further provocative acts, the U.N. should be readyto
take additionalaction against it.



