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U.S. POLICY

The Long War
Weekly Standard
By William Kristol
3/6 

Demagogues to the right of them, appeasers to the left of them, media in front of them, volleying and 
thundering. Can the Bush administration continue to charge ahead? Does it have the will--and the 
competence--to lead the nation for the next three years toward victory in the long war against radical 
Islamism?

From Copenhagen to Samara, the radical Islamists are on the offensive. From Tehran to Damascus, the 
dictators are trying to regain the upper hand in the Middle East. From Moscow to Beijing, the enemies of 
liberal democracy are working to weaken the United States. Across the world, the forces of terror and 
tyranny are fighting back. Are we up to the challenge? 

It's not clear that we are. Many liberals, here and in Europe, long ago lost the nerve to wage war--or even to 
defend themselves--against illiberalism. Parts of the conservative movement now seem to be losing their 
nerve as well. In response to an apparent clash of civilizations, they would retrench, hunker down, and let 
large parts of the world go to hell in a hand basket, hoping that the hand basket won't blow up in our faces.

Remember: The United States of America and its allies--regimes that seek to embody, or at least to move 
towards, the principles of decent, civilized, liberal democracy--did not seek this war. But we are at war, and 
we could lose it. Victory is not inevitable.

Does that make Bush-supporting, liberal-democracy-promoting, Iraq-war-defending neoconservative 
"Leninists," as Francis Fukuyama has recently charged? No. Does it mean we believe--as Fukuyama defines 
Leninism--that "history can be pushed along with the right application of power and will"? Does it mean that 
history does not automatically move in the right direction, that justice does not necessarily or easily prevail? 
Yes.

It would be nice to believe, as Fukuyama does, that "a long-term process of social evolution" is under way 
that will inevitably produce liberal democracy. It would be nice to enjoy the comfortable complacency of a 
historical determinism that suggests--as Fukuyama has it--that what we most need to do is to embrace a 
"good governance agenda" on behalf of a long-term process of "democracy promotion" that "has to await the 
gradual ripening of political and economic conditions to be effective."

Indeed, it would be nice if we lived in a world in which we didn't have to take the enemies of liberal 
democracy seriously--a world without jihadists who want to kill and clerics who want to intimidate and 
tyrants who want to terrorize. It would be nice to wait until we were certain conditions were ripe before we 
had to act, a world in which the obstacles are trivial and the enemies fold up. Unfortunately, that is not the 
world we live in.

To govern is to choose, and to accept responsibility for one's choices. To govern is not wishfully to await the 
end of history. To govern is not fatalistically to watch a clash of civilizations from the sidelines.

As Marshall Wittmann of the Democratic Leadership Council observed last week, "We are in the midst of a 
jihadist offensive. The bombing of [Iraq's] Askariya Shiite Shrine is another indication of the world-wide 
jihadist offensive against the West. From the cartoon jihad to the Hamas victory to the Iranian effort to 
obtain nuclear weapons to the attempt by al Qaeda to foment an Iraqi civil war--our enemy is taking the 
initiative. And the West is on its heels."

The Bush administration leads the West. If the West seems to be on its heels, it is because the administration 
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seems to be on its heels. The fact that the left is utterly irresponsible, and some of the right is silly, is no 
excuse.

Wittmann continued, "Many mistakes have been made since 9/11. But at the end of the day, we should 
recognize that we are all Americans and part of the West that is under assault by a truly evil foe. Our bravest 
are on the front lines in this war. The least we can do at home is to demonstrate some moral seriousness that 
the moment demands."

Moral seriousness in this case means political seriousness. Insist on going ahead with the ports deal so that 
Arab governments who have stood with us in the war on terror are not told to get lost when one of their 
companies acquires port management contracts in the United States. Make a real effort to destabilize 
Ahmadinejad in Iran. Do what it takes to defeat Zarqawi and secure Iraq. Stand with Denmark, and 
moderate Muslims, against the radical mob. This is no time for dishonorable retreat. It is time for resolve--
and competence. After all, it would be most unfortunate if the administration summoned its nerve and 
charged ahead--only to meet the fate of Tennyson's Light Brigade!
 ***

Bush’s Broken Political Antenna
Time
By Joe Klein
3/6 

We live in riotous times. The global and national supplies of rationality seem dangerously depleted. Two 
weeks ago, there was the media riot over Vice President Dick Cheney's hunting accident. Last week there 
was a bipartisan congressional riot over the Bush Administration's approval of a deal to transfer the 
management of six U.S. ports from a British company to one owned by the United Arab Emirates. And then 
there is the constant, combustible throb of Islamic unrest, most recently the intramural explosion of Iraq's 
Sunnis and Shi'ites, which has devastated the possibility that civil order will arrive in that benighted country 
anytime soon. 

The response of President Bush to all this has been surreal. Public support for his policies is dwindling; his 
own party is abandoning him; he seems naked, defenseless in the public square. Yet he has spent most of the 
past few weeks traveling the country, selling the vaporous "policies" he proposed in his State of the Union 
address. As the Dubai debate went nuclear, Bush was off trying to convince people that he was serious about 
developing alternative energy sources. (He isn't, really. His proposed budget increases for such projects run 
in the millions; a single tax break for oil companies proposed in the Interior Department's budget--a 
reduction in the rent they pay to drill on public land--will cost an estimated $7 billion.) Then three days after 
the terrorist attack on Iraq's Golden Mosque, Bush gave another of his "freedom's on the march in the 
Middle East" speeches to a subdued American Legion audience in Washington. A paragraph condemning 
the mosque attack was added, but the President's address was both stale and fantastic. The news from the 
Middle East--Iran, Iraq, Palestine--has been nonstop awful, and Bush is beginning to sound as airy and out 
of touch as Woodrow Wilson must have in 1919, when that President tried to sell the futile dream of a 
League of Nations.

The President has made one small but significant rhetorical concession to political reality: a vague and 
unconvincing warning about "isolationism" and "protectionism," by which he means the growing public 
impatience with foreign military adventures, foreign economic competition and illegal foreign immigrants. 
Bush sees this, rightly, as a national turn toward pessimism. "We shouldn't fear the future," he said at a 
Republican fund raiser last week, "because we intend to shape the future."

Good luck, fella! Shaping the present seems hard enough for the Bush Administration. The abrupt 
Republican skedaddle away from Bush on the Dubai ports issue was a vivid demonstration of the populist 
fever rising in America--a make-the-world-go-away attitude that seems likely to spill over from Dubai to the 
war in Iraq. The best rationale for a continuing U.S. military presence--that the troops are preventing a civil 
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war--began to evaporate with the internecine chaos last week. Indeed, the Dubai controversy may have 
opened the door for the ultimate apostasy: Bush could rapidly lose Republican support for the war, 
especially as the 2006 congressional elections grow closer.

And so the President finds himself in an exceedingly odd position for a post-Reagan Republican. He is 
acting like a Democrat, standing for abstract principles and high-minded long-term projects in the face of a 
public demanding easy answers and immediate results. His Middle East-- democracy campaign is 
Wilsonian. His support for the Dubai ports deal is reminiscent of Jimmy Carter's support for relinquishing 
control of the Panama Canal--difficult to explain politically but in the nation's best long-term interests. Does 
anyone actually believe that the management suits in Dubai would run those ports any differently from the 
suits in Britain? Wouldn't the new Arab owners be even more conscious of security, since they wouldn't 
want their newly bought assets destroyed by terrorists? Several intelligence experts told me last week that 
Dubai has been our most reliable Arab ally since Sept. 11. Even Richard Clarke, the former Bill Clinton and 
Bush counterterrorism specialist, who rarely has a kind word for this Administration, said, "The President is 
right on this one. Dubai has done everything we've asked of them. They tightened their banking system to 
prevent money laundering after 9/11. They've handed over al-Qaeda suspects."

When Democrats succeed at being high-minded--as Bill Clinton did when he bet the future of his 
Administration on the abstract principle of fiscal responsibility--they do so only because they pay close 
attention to the realities of governance. Bush has been notoriously bad at that. His Administration has not 
only been arrogant and secretive toward the Democrats and the press; it has also demanded reflexive loyalty 
from Republicans on some very difficult issues without adequately explaining its case. "The media are 
wondering what ever happened to the Bushies' political antennae," a prominent Republican told me. "They 
don't have antennae. They just have a transmitter--and the party is beginning to tune them out."
 ***

The Breakaway Republicans
Time
By Karen Tumulty; Mike Allen; Timothy J. Burger; Massimo Calabresi; Matthew Cooper; Mark Thompson
3/6 

The closest thing to a working political antenna at the White House these days may be the one on Dan 
Bartlett's car radio. Congressional anger over President George W. Bush's decision to allow a Dubai-owned 
company to operate terminals at major U.S. ports had been at a low boil for days before the White House got 
its first inkling of the furor: Bartlett, the presidential counselor, happened to tune in to conservative talk-
show host Michael Savage on the way home from work. By the time the President moved to quash it several 
days later with assurances that he wouldn't have allowed the deal "if there was any chance that this 
transaction would jeopardize the security of the United States," it was far too late to quell the Republican 
rebellion. "This freight train had already left the station," says a Bush aide. And the President's threat to use 
his first-ever veto was no obstacle to its momentum. 

If there is any message that Bush should take forward after the blistering he got last week from virtually the 
entire Republican Party, it is that "Trust me" is no longer a viable political strategy. That's because nervous 
Republicans don't--at least not when their futures are at stake. With Bush's bungling of the ports 
controversy, they are starting to say privately that they cannot afford to risk their fate on the agenda and 
instincts of an unpopular President who never has to face the voters again. What began months ago as a 
routine government-approval process for a business deal--in this case, one made politically radioactive by 
the fact that it would allow an Arab-government-owned company to manage terminals at major U.S. ports--
has exploded into the sharpest and most bitter confrontation that Bush has had with his party. And it has 
hastened the declaration of independence toward which Republicans have been edging for months. "This is 
the tipping point," said a House leadership strategist. "No longer will Republicans sit idle when they have a 
difference with the President." A senior Senate aide spoke even more bluntly: "It's every man for himself."

But let's pause for a moment, if only to note that although security experts say there are plenty of reasons to 
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be worried about the vulnerability of the nation's ports, the nationality of the companies that operate the 
terminals is not one of them. Only about 5% of the millions of containers that flow through the nation's ports 
are inspected, and there still are no standards for container locks and seals or for port-worker identification 
cards. The country has spent $18 billion on making airports more secure since Sept. 11, but it has invested 
only $630 million to safeguard the nation's ports, even though a study last year by the Department of 
Homeland Security and the Coast Guard found that almost 70 of the 361 U.S. ports are vulnerable to 
terrorism.

While none of that is particularly comforting, it does make the outrage directed at Dubai Ports World, which 
has operated 23 facilities on five continents without a mote of protest, seem a bit unfair. And it raises the 
question of how the Administration is supposed to win hearts and minds in the Muslim world if it presumes 
that all businesses there are natural enemies. The President went so far as to ask, "those who are questioning 
[the deal] to step up and explain why all of a sudden a Middle Eastern company is held to a different 
standard."

There is also a legitimate strategic concern about alienating the United Arab Emirates (Dubai is one of the 
seven emirates), given that it has been a recent but important convert to the Administration's campaign 
against terrorism. "Totally in bed" is how a senior intelligence official characterized the U.A.E.'s 
relationship with the U.S.; Senator John Warner, chairman of the Armed Services Committee, says, "The 
U.A.E. is a vital, I repeat, a vital ally."

Whatever the merits of the President's decision to allow the port deal to go through, what rattled 
Republicans most was that Bush and his entire team seemed oblivious to the political problems it created. 
How could Bush have failed to foresee the potential public relations consequences of an agreement to hand 
over terminals to a company owned by a country that had been home to two of the 9/11 hijackers, both of 
whom laundered their money in its banks? A distraught Republican summed up the party's problem: the 
episode was "caviar for Democrats." And it was a role reversal that must have been most satisfying for them 
too, since it put Bush in the position of arguing nuances of international diplomacy that got lost in the 
alarmist din over security.

There was visible relief at the White House when, after Bush's top strategist, Karl Rove, dropped some hints 
to Fox Radio's Tony Snow that Bush might look favorably on a slowdown of the deal, Dubai Ports World 
announced it would delay taking over the port operations. That announcement gave the Administration, 
should it need one, a face-saving way to send the deal back to an interagency group for a 45-day review, 
buying more time to sell it to Congress. Said White House press secretary Scott McClellan: "We believe that 
once Congress has a better understanding of the facts and the safeguards that are in place, they will be more 
comfortable with the transaction's moving forward."

Perhaps, but it wasn't just the unthinkable possibility of appearing weak on national security next to Hillary 
Clinton and Edward Kennedy that drove Hill Republicans to take on the President. It was a feeling that he 
was treating them with contempt. Even as McClellan spoke about appeasement, there was grumbling that 
the White House still hadn't contacted Speaker of the House Dennis Hastert directly to talk matters through, 
and a House leadership aide noted that "with the veto threat and then the accusation that members were 
being xenophobic, [the President] alienated them even more."

Beyond feelings of personal insult, a look at the electoral map offers another compelling reason some 
members might seize an opportunity to put distance between themselves and Bush. Nine of the 10 most 
endangered House incumbents this fall are Republicans, noted nonpartisan political analyst Stuart 
Rothenberg in a recent column for the Capitol Hill newspaper Roll Call. Bush remains a big draw for the 
hard-core Republican faithful, but it was hard not to notice the absence of Ohio Senator Mike DeWine when 
the President arrived at Cincinnati/Northern Kentucky International Airport last week to raise $1.1 million 
for DeWine at a private event in the tony Cincinnati suburb of Indian Hill. (DeWine's probable Senate 
opponent observed that "DeWine doesn't want to be seen with President Bush in public.") One of the first to 
denounce the ports deal was Pennsylvania's Rick Santorum, a Senator whose re-election battle--already the 
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toughest in the country--will be even harder to win without improved support in Philadelphia, one of the 
affected ports. Close behind Santorum was Senate majority leader Bill Frist, who is struggling to establish 
his identity for a possible 2008 presidential run.

The Republican Congress has been tiptoeing toward this moment for months, becoming less reluctant to 
challenge Bush as his approval rating stays mired in the low 40s. G.O.P. lawmakers are getting more vocal 
in challenging Bush's spending priorities, and his modest budget cuts on programs from farm aid to housing 
to student loans are running into election-year resistance, even as the legislators complain about the costs of 
his Medicare prescription-drug program. On Friday the coalition of House conservatives known as the 
Republican Study Committee sent a letter to the White House demanding more justification for Bush's 
spending requests, specifically the $92.2 billion in emergency money that he wants for the war on terrorism 
and Gulf Coast rebuilding, "so that we can intelligently exercise our constitutional right to appropriate 
funds."

And things could get a lot worse, even on the national-security issues that have been Bush's greatest political 
strength. Already DeWine, a member of the Senate Intelligence Committee, is planning legislation to give 
Congress more say over the National Security Agency's domestic-spying program, despite Bush's assertions 
that any hearings or legislation would help terrorists. And the President was forced to accept congressionally 
mandated restrictions on the tactics that interrogators may use with terrorist suspects. Republicans, their 
faith shaken in his ability to protect them politically, may even feel emboldened enough to press for a 
sharper drawdown of troops from Iraq before the November elections. On the domestic front, conservatives 
are likely to stiffen their resistance to the guest-worker provisions in Bush's immigration plan and, with their 
constituents feeling the effects of a record trade deficit, could have less patience for Bush's 
nonconfrontational stance toward China.

White House officials, recognizing the likelihood that Republicans on Capitol Hill will go their own way, 
say they have designed an agenda that relies on Congress for very little in this election year. Instead, they 
say, the President will deploy his bully pulpit for such issues as overhauling the entitlement programs--
Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid--that eat up half the budget and could balloon as baby boomers 
retire. By judiciously asserting his influence, Bush believes he can set "an agenda that our party and, one 
would hope, the country can unite behind," White House communications director Nicolle Wallace said. But 
the flap over port security, coming after the controversy over Vice President Dick Cheney's handling of his 
accidental shooting of a hunting companion, shows that the White House will have to sharpen its game to 
regain even that much ground. An Administration official said Bush's aides realize that they'll be taking 
more Republican shots "every year that we're closer to being done." But in the end, the wounds that hurt the 
most may be the ones that are self-inflicted.
 ***

IRAN

Exiles: How Iran's Expatriates are Gaming the Nuclear Threat
New Yorker
By Connie Bruck
3/6

On a snowy mid-December day, Reza Pahlavi, the forty-five-year-old son of the deposed Shah of Iran, 
Mohammed Reza Pahlavi, was seated at a table by the fire at a popular country-French restaurant in 
Georgetown, enjoying a bowl of cassoulet and plotting the overthrow of the Islamic Republic of Iran. He 
was accompanied by Shahriar Ahy, who in the months before the 1979 Iranian revolution had been an 
informal liaison between the Shah and the White House; after the Shah died, in exile, in 1980, Ahy remained 
close to Reza, whom many refer to as "the young shah." By early 2004, Ahy, who had been running a 
multinational media company from Saudi Arabia, had left his job to work full time on unseating the Iranian 
regime. Although Ahy says that he has no factional affiliations, he has become, in essence, Pahlavi's 
political strategist, mentor, speechwriter, monitor. He is also attempting, on Pahlavi's behalf, to unite the 
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atomized Iranian opposition. Ahy, an M.I.T. graduate-school alumnus, is often compared to his fellow-
alumnus Ahmad Chalabi, who, before the American invasion of Iraq, was the head of the Iraqi National 
Congress. An Iranian-American political activist with ties to Ahy and Pahlavi commented recently, "If Reza 
is ever returned to power, it will be because of Shahriar." 

At lunch, as long as Pahlavi stayed on well-marked if somewhat platitudinous terrain, Ahy concentrated on 
the plate of calf's brain before him. But when Pahlavi seemed to veer off course Ahy's head jerked slightly. 
At one point, Pahlavi became quite excited, saying, "Maybe what happened twenty-six years ago is a 
blessing in disguise." Ahy, frowning, waited for him to finish his thought, and Pahlavi continued, "I don't 
think we could have had the appreciation for democratic values we have come to today. It's by losing 
democracy that we have come to value it." Ahy said, "You know what Churchill said when told that his loss 
in the 1945 election was a blessing in disguise." He glanced at Pahlavi. "He said, 'It is quite effectively
disguised.' "

A front-page story in the Washington Post that morning reported that Iran's President, Mahmoud 
Ahmadinejad, had called the extermination of six million Jews during the Second World War a "myth." The 
week before, at a conference of Islamic nations in Saudi Arabia, he had said that, if the Europeans had 
supported the creation of Israel because of guilt over their actions against Jews, they should give the Jews a 
country in Europe instead. "We have been trying to tell the world, 'This is who this regime is,' " Pahlavi said, 
with grim satisfaction. "What you see here is the most extreme-not the smiling face of Khatami." 
Mohammad Khatami, the former President of Iran, who was elected as a reformist in 1997, had made 
overtures to the U.S., at one point calling for "a dialogue of civilizations," but his efforts at reform were 
stymied at home by a conservative backlash. Pahlavi went on, "Now the veil finally comes off!"

For years, the Iranian opposition has been so beset by factionalism that it has defied efforts at mobilization. 
Pahlavi insists that those days are past. Ahy is organizing a national congress, built around the Iran 
referendum movement, which calls for a nationwide vote on changing the constitution in order to make Iran 
a secular state. The two men stress that, with international pressure building over Iran's nuclear program, and 
with Bush's second term winding down, 2006 is the critical year. "Today, it is not 'You are a monarchist,' 
'You are a republican,' 'You are a Marxist'-we are all in the same boat, fighting a common enemy," Pahlavi 
said. "We are getting very close, thank God. From what I hear from the activists, the walls of resistance are 
slowly dissipating, but it is still among the political elite and the intelligentsia. The message has yet to trickle 
down. So the opposition has to have broadcasting capability. If we had a wish list for Christmas, that would 
be on it."

Ahy spends nearly all his time traveling through Europe and the Middle East, recruiting Iranian dissidents. 
Pahlavi said that eighty per cent of his time is spent communicating with activists inside Iran: "I tell them 
this is not an open-ended debate. We have a time line of six months. Now, there can be no predicting-will 
there be preemptive strikes, either by Israel or by the U.S.? It's the absence of a homegrown alternative that 
causes the world to take drastic steps. But we have to tell the world that we have this alternative-shame on 
us if we don't!" According to Ahy, the national congress will be convened by summer, to be followed by a 
huge civil-disobedience campaign throughout Iran. "All have to cooperate to bring the regime down," he 
said. "We would have five, six, seven clusters inside, coordinated for unity of action. So, at the same time, 
the Kurds would be doing this! The oil workers striking over here! So the wolves are not running after 
different zebras." 

In the past few months, Pahlavi and Ahy have met with leftists and with ethnic minorities. They have been 
excoriated for this by the monarchists, who are their core constituency, because many of these groups have 
separatist ambitions, which have been encouraged by the recent political victories of the Kurds in 
neighboring Iraq. For the nationalistic Persians-who have dominated Iran since Pahlavi's grandfather Reza 
Shah came to power, in 1925, and solidified their control over the minorities-Iran's territorial integrity is 
sacrosanct. Ahy defended Pahlavi: "He's talking to Kurds, to guerrilla forces, to the left-he's having a great 
time with them! What he's trying to do is say, 'We are one people, we are going to have to sit next to each 
other in a congress-the most important thing is to talk to each other.' " Last September, Pahlavi had dinner in 
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Berlin with some of the leftists who had helped to overthrow his father, and it generated outrage on both the 
left and the right. Ahy said, "For two months, all these Web sites were filled with things like 'How could you 
possibly sit with him?' "

The issue of having designs on the throne dogs Pahlavi, no matter how much he tries to dispel it. He insists 
that his "sole mission" is to bring democracy to Iran, and that the Iranian people will then decide whether 
they want a democratic republic or a constitutional monarchy. His role model is King Juan Carlos of Spain, 
who is also a friend. "In his heart, he wants to be king," an Iranian-American dissident who has known Reza 
since he was a boy says. "And the Iranian people are not fools-they know it. It would be better if he said it 
outright." 

I had last seen Pahlavi six months earlier, in Los Angeles, home to some six hundred thousand Iranian 
expatriates, and a monarchist stronghold. Many there still dream of recovering all that they lost in 1979. 
Others have rebuilt their lives and businesses but, even so, remain emotionally transfixed by the memory of 
their loss. A former chief executive of a major company in Iran recalled how he telephoned his secretary 
from Europe when the regime fell and was told, "There is an ayatollah sitting behind your desk." 

In order to demonstrate his ties with dissidents in Iran, Pahlavi was appearing at a rally outside the Federal 
Building in West Los Angeles on June 12th, several days before the first round of the elections that made 
Ahmadinejad President; the monarchists and some allied groups, who were calling for Iranians to boycott 
the elections, had organized a rally and hunger strike in solidarity with political prisoners in Iran. The rally 
was scheduled to last three days, with Pahlavi fasting the whole time, but his security people decided that 
protection was inadequate, and he appeared at length only on the third day, drawing a crowd of about five 
hundred, rather than the hoped-for thousands. Still, the demonstrators made up for their small numbers with 
their fervor. Standing at the microphone, Pahlavi, whose countenance is somewhat reminiscent of his 
father's, but more open, and whose manner is diffident, said, in Farsi, "I have no aspirations to be shah, I 
have no aspirations to be President, I want to help for the liberation of Iran." But the crowd kept chanting, 
"Our leader is Pahlavi, Reza, Reza Pahlavi!" A man crossed the security line to pose for a picture with 
Pahlavi, who was seated on the dais; then he bowed low, and kissed Pahlavi's hand. 

In Georgetown, I told Pahlavi that I had heard from many of his compatriots that they would consider him a 
more acceptable opposition leader if he would simply renounce the throne. "I won't make a decision," 
Pahlavi responded. "It's not up to me. If there's a monarchist who wants the option of constitutional 
monarchy, what right do I have to foreclose that option?"

"He would be infringing on my rights," Ahy chimed in.

Ahmadinejad's invective and his determination to resume his country's nuclear program have increased the 
pressure on the Bush Administration to formulate, at last, a comprehensive Iran policy-something that it 
failed to do in its first term, because of interagency disagreements and because of its preoccupation with the 
war in Iraq. During that period, the various opposition groups' hopes of returning to Iran rose and fell as the 
Administration's policymakers clashed over their assessments of Iran's vulnerability and U.S. options. Once 
again, as had been the case with Iraq, the officials were trying to make sense of a place that was altogether 
foreign and, to many of them, inscrutable. Indeed, Iran was even more of a tabula rasa-the U.S. had had no 
diplomatic relations with Iran since 1979, when the Americans were taken hostage in the seizure of the 
American Embassy there. This was, therefore, a situation ripe for exploitation by the opposition groups, who 
were eager to sell themselves as guides to the unmapped region, as the ready-made solution to what was, in 
truth, an increasingly intractable and grave dilemma. And, like all pretenders to power, the groups 
maneuvered in a world of potentiality, dismissed as charlatans by some, viewed as possible American 
surrogates by others. What the Iranians had to fortify themselves, however, was the example of Chalabi-if he 
had found favor, why couldn't they? 

The exiles' prospects seemed-at least to them-especially tantalizing in the early days of the U.S. invasion of 
Iraq, when it looked as if Iran might well be next. ("And it would have been, if Iraq had been a slam dunk," 
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Ahy says.) Indeed, some Administration supporters who were intent on bringing democracy to the broader 
Middle East through regime change argued that Iran, not Iraq, should be first. Among them was Michael 
Ledeen, a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, who played a role in the Iran-Contra scandal 
by arranging meetings between his friend the Iranian arms dealer Manucher Ghorbanifar and the U.S. 
government. Ledeen has been predicting for many years that Iran is on the verge of a popular revolution, 
which only requires some outside help to become a reality. He told a group of Iranian expatriates in Los 
Angeles not long ago, "I have contacts in Iran, fighting the regime. They need funds. Give me twenty 
million, and you'll have your revolution." He told me that in 2001 and 2002, when he pressed the case for 
Iran with friends in the Administration, he had support from some officials in the Pentagon and in the office 
of Vice-President Dick Cheney. Richard Haass, who was the director of the State Department's Policy 
Planning staff from 2001 to 2003, and who is currently the president of the Council on Foreign Relations, 
told me, "A number of Israeli officials were much more concerned about Iran. They worried that we were 
focusing on Iraq rather than on Iran, though they were careful not to appear critical of the Bush 
Administration." 

But the prevalent view among neoconservatives in the Administration, Ledeen said, was that "the road to 
Tehran lies through Baghdad." A person familiar with conversations among the Vice President's national-
security staff when Saddam's regime was toppled recalled, "There was a lot of loose talk there-like 'Now we 
can deal with Iran.' " Democratization in both Afghanistan and Iraq, it was believed, would increase the 
pressure on the Iranian regime. And, if the threat of military intervention was required, U.S. forces would be 
well situated. James Dobbins, the Bush Administration's special envoy for Afghanistan, told me that in the 
prewar planning for Iraq "there was an intention that the U.S. would retain troops in Iraq-not for Iraq 
stabilization, because that was thought not to be needed, but for coercive diplomacy in the region. Meaning 
Iran and Syria."

Those who were keen on the Chalabi model-that is, an exile who could supposedly organize and unify the 
opposition-were looking at Iran through that prism, too. Conservative think tanks like the American 
Enterprise Institute and the Washington Institute on Near East Policy "have been looking for a Chalabi," 
according to Gary Sick, who was the principal White House aide for Iran during the Iranian revolution and 
is now a professor at Columbia University. Sick listed prospective Chalabis who have visited one or both of 
the institutions over the past several years: Reza Pahlavi; Hussein Khomeini, the grandson of Ayatollah 
Ruhollah Khomeini; and Mohsen Sazegara, one of the founders of Iran's Revolutionary Guard Corps. 
Sazegara leaped briefly to the forefront of the referendum movement in the fall of 2004, in London. Patrick 
Clawson, a prominent Washington hard-liner, brought him to the Washington Institute, where he is the 
research director. The institute is well connected within the Administration and has close ties to the 
American-Israel Public Affairs Committee, or AIPAC, and Sazegara has been criticized by others in the 
opposition for his association with it. "Patrick and the Washington Institute have been running screen tests," 
Sick continued. " 'What do you think of this guy, wouldn't he be good?' They take them to the Council on 
Foreign Relations to speak, and get their papers published. But, so far, nobody has passed the test." 

Many who have known Pahlavi over the years were surprised that, for a time, he seemed to come close to 
passing it. Although Reza was crowned king in Cairo, following his father's death, in 1980, and his mother, 
Farah Pahlavi, who lives in Washington and Paris, refers to him in formal settings as "Your Majesty," he did 
not seem like a man who would risk everything to regain his throne. Vali Nasr, an Iranian-born political-
science professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, whose father was counsellor to Queen Farah, said, "I 
knew him when we were young. He's very nice-but he is not perceived by Iranians to be regal. And he wants 
to be brought back." In 1986, when Pahlavi was twenty-five, he married another Iranian expatriate, 
seventeen-year-old Yasmine Etemad-Amini, whose parents had fled to the U.S. at the time of the revolution. 
Reza and Yasmine lived in a Washington suburb with their three daughters. Pahlavi had C.I.A. funding for a 
number of years in the eighties, but it ended after the Iran-Contra scandal. An Iranian-American who knows 
him well told me a story that had made the rounds in Iranian expatriate circles: "Reza was shopping in 
Nordstrom's, buying plates. A Persian woman came up to him, and said, in Persian, 'I should shatter these 
plates over your head! Why are you here, shopping, when you should be saving our country?' "
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The student riots in Tehran in the summer of 1999 were momentous for Iran. President Khatami's 
liberalizing rhetoric in the previous few years had created an atmosphere in which the press and pro-
democracy activists felt somewhat unbound; the press was freer than at any other time in the history of the 
Islamic Republic, and banned political parties began to regroup. In the fall of 1998, however, two pro-
democracy dissidents and three writers were murdered by agents of the regime. The public outcry was so
sharp that regime officials condemned the murders, and a cabinet minister was replaced; but after a bill 
limiting press freedoms was provisionally passed by the parliament, and a leading reformist newspaper was 
shut down by the judiciary, students at Tehran University protested, with chants for "democracy," "civil 
society," and "the rule of law." The government's paramilitary groups attacked them, and the carnage 
triggered riots throughout Tehran and in many other cities. The turmoil was the first serious challenge to the 
clerics, and might well have signaled the start of another revolution. Instead, President Khatami bowed to 
Iran's Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Khamenei, and denounced the protesters. More than a thousand were 
imprisoned. "Eastern Europe was the model that influenced U.S. perceptions of Iran, and in the 1999-2003 
period there was some intellectual legitimacy to that," an Iran specialist said. "It looked as though the 
opposition would be able to unite and find its voice-as though something might be possible. What were 
generally called reformers ran the gamut from moderate clergy to folks who wanted to reduce the authority 
of the Supreme Leader to a figurehead, from people who were out-and-out secular to the banned but 
tolerated and the students. But they had no links of substance with the external opposition."

In the months after the riots, Pahlavi tried to rise to the role he had inherited. He had long been surrounded 
by a small clique of his father's loyalists. Ahmad Oveyssi, whose brother was the Shah's ruthless martial-law 
administrator, is Reza's closest confidant. Parviz Sabeti, who headed the division of SAVAK-the Shah's 
secret police-charged with repressing the opposition, is one of the most despised of the Shah's men alive 
today. Pahlavi now brought in Bagher Parham-a respected Iranian dissident who fought to overthrow his 
father-as a political adviser. He met with a group of wealthy Iranian-American Republicans in New York to 
ask them for money for his organization and, according to an Iranian-American knowledgeable about the 
meeting, was told that they would match dollar for dollar any funds that he put in. "But Reza told them, 'I 
have no money!' " It was a touchy point; many Iranian-Americans believe that the son of the Shah must have 
access to great wealth, but Pahlavi has always insisted that he does not. Fereydoun Hoveida, a prominent 
Iranian exile (his brother was the Shah's Prime Minister), told me that Pahlavi visited the emir of Kuwait, 
the emir of Bahrain, the king of Morocco, and the royal family of Saudi Arabia to ask for funds, and was 
successful. (Pahlavi claims that his funding has come exclusively from Iranian émigrés and dissidents in 
Iran.) 

Pahlavi began to give speeches at college campuses and Washington think tanks. On February 14, 2001, he 
appeared at the Washington Institute. An Iran expert in the audience recalled, "He was polished. He seemed 
as if he would be a nice neighbor-but he was not a charismatic guy who was going to lead a revolution. It 
was Valentine's Day, and he began by saying, 'In case any of you are planning to take your wives or 
girlfriends out to dinner, I hope you have planned ahead and made reservations-I tried this morning, and it 
turns out I'm going to be cooking.' I remember thinking, This guy wants to overthrow the Islamic Republic 
and he can't get dinner reservations!" 

A serendipitous event helped to raise Pahlavi's profile. In March, 2000, an Iranian-American named Zia 
Atabay, who had been a popular singer in the days of the Shah, started a Farsi satellite television station in 
Los Angeles-National Iranian Television, or NITV-that would broadcast to Iranians in the United States and 
Western Europe. Six months later, Atabay discovered that the NITV signal was being picked up in Iran. (A 
listener called in to a talk show, and announced to the startled host that he was calling from Isfahan.) After 
September 11th, Atabay asked the station's listeners in Iran to hold a candlelight vigil to show solidarity 
with the United States, and thousands in Tehran did so. In the fall of 2001, Pahlavi was repeatedly 
interviewed on NITV and other Farsi stations, and he spoke about nonviolent resistance, addressing, in 
particular, Iran's huge youth population. Many responded by demonstrating in the streets and chanting, "We 
love you America!"

"In those TV interviews, Reza was wearing a tie, and he was clean-shaven-people were so upset with the 
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ruling clerics that this mattered," Afshin Molavi, a journalist who has reported extensively from Iran and is a 
fellow at the New America Foundation, told me. "He would speak about secular democracy, and people did 
embrace him." Molavi added that in Iran there was "an economic nostalgia for the Pahlavi era"-for a time 
when people enjoyed social freedoms, and could travel easily to Europe, and the currency was stronger. But 
they wanted to see some clear sign that Pahlavi would come and stand with them, lead them, and eventually 
their enthusiasm flagged. 

Still, the response to Pahlavi's satellite TV appearances allowed him to at least argue that he had a 
constituency in Iran. "And the C.I.A. got interested in him," an Iranian analyst told me. "It took the view that 
his uninvolvement could be an advantage. 'He's clean! He hasn't killed anyone! And he might be able to be a 
unifying figure.' " 

Pahlavi and his supporters were thrilled by Bush's State of the Union speech in January, 2002, in which he 
referred to an "axis of evil" that included Iran and Iraq, along with North Korea, and later that year and in 
early 2003 opposition members obtained meetings with officials in the Vice-President's office, the National 
Security Council, and the State Department. 

The heart of their support, however, was in the Pentagon, which was preparing a draft national-security 
Presidential directive, or N.S.P.D., on Iran. An Iranian political activist recalled having policy discussions 
with several people who were working on the draft, including Larry Franklin, the Pentagon's Iran desk 
officer; Ladan Archin, an Iranian American Pentagon official; and Michael Rubin, a young Pentagon staff 
assistant who wrote the draft. (In August, 2004, it was reported that Franklin was suspected of having 
described the document's contents to two AIPAC employees; he pleaded guilty last October.) It appeared 
that the Defense Department officials had been in contact with Pahlavi's associates. "There were ideas 
discussed that I had heard about from Ahmad Oveyssi a year or so earlier," the Iranian activist said. When 
the activist offered his own ideas, the officials' obvious enthusiasm led him to conclude that the draft was an 
elaborate directive for the mobilization of opposition forces. There would be money for communication 
devices for students in Iran; for American and European N.G.O.s; for buying off and neutralizing the
Revolutionary Guard; for buying information; for supporting existing satellite-television operations; and for 
funding the exile opposition.

In the spring of 2003, after the invasion of Iraq, Pahlavi and his close circle were heartened. "They became 
so cocky-they thought that any day now they were going back to Iran," a person with close ties to them told 
me. "It looked as though America had walked over Afghanistan and Saddam. The Americans were talking 
about bringing Zahir Shah, the former king, back to Afghanistan from Rome. When he fell from power, in 
1973, he was sustained by the Shah. They figured the Americans were going to bring Reza back." One of 
Pahlavi's congressional allies, Senator Sam Brownback, a Republican from Kansas, introduced a bill that 
would have channeled a hundred million dollars to support opposition activities, including TV and radio 
broadcasts into Iran. In May, 2003, Michael Ledeen wrote a policy brief for the American Enterprise 
Institute Web site arguing that Pahlavi would make a suitable leader for a transitional government, 
describing him as "widely admired inside Iran, despite his refreshing lack of avidity for power or wealth."

The schism within the Administration between those who were favorably disposed toward Pahlavi and those 
who were not reflected the broader interagency policy divide. Richard Haass, Secretary of State Colin 
Powell's policy-planning director, recalled recently, "Reza came to see me one day. It was a pleasant forty-
minute meeting. It was not clear to me that he had much of a following in Iran-and, in any event, he did not 
convince me that Iran was on the brink."

Haass continued, "I was in one camp, and the Vice-President's office and the O.S.D."-the office of the 
Secretary of Defense-"in the other. There were two very different schools of thought. One, that the U.S. 
ought to 'engage' Iran, offer the Iranians as much of a dialogue as they were prepared to have-to extend these 
concrete and political benefits, but only if we get what we want. The problem is that a lot of people in the 
government have been wedded to the idea of 'regime change.' They thought the regime was vulnerable, and 
engagement would throw the Iranians a lifeline. I believed then and I believe now that they are dead wrong. 
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History shows that the U.S. and Iran can do some business." 

In late 2001, under the auspices of the United Nations, the two countries held talks regarding the American 
invasion of Afghanistan. In that situation, of course, the U.S. and Iran had a common interest, since the 
Shiite Iranians regarded the Sunni Taliban as their enemy. They provided considerable assistance during the 
invasion, allowing the U.S. to use an Iranian port and offering to search for American pilots who bailed out 
over Iranian territory. The Iranians were also vital to the success of the U.N. conference in Bonn in 
November, 2001, which created the interim government in Kabul. One Iranian official described his 
country's last-minute efforts to intervene with the Northern Alliance representatives, in order to salvage the 
agreement (an account that James Dobbins, the Administration's Afghanistan envoy, later confirmed to me). 
The Iranians seemed interested in expanding upon these talks and moving into other areas of cooperation. 
"And then," the Iranian official continued, "we got the 'axis of evil'!"

Former Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage, a supporter of engagement with Iran, told me, "It's not 
unknown here that the Vice-President's office and the Department of Defense were very close, joined at the 
hip, and that the rest of us, at the Department of State and, to a lesser extent, the C.I.A., were kind of 
inconvenient."

The argument between the proponents of regime change-who generally preferred to bring down the 
government by supporting Iranian opposition groups rather than by military invasion-and those of 
constructive engagement was played out in its most focused form in the contest over the national-security 
Presidential directive, in the spring and summer of 2003. The Pentagon draft of the directive exemplified the 
hard-line approach, whereas State Department and National Security Council drafts left room for diplomatic 
engagement. The key question, one person familiar with the debate explained, was whether the divide in 
Iran was between the reformers (Khatami) and the hard-liners (Kha-menei), which argued for a policy of 
engagement; or between the people and the entire theocratic system, which argued for regime change. "From 
the Pentagon and the Vice-President's office, there was violent resistance to any suggestion that we should 
engage the Iranians," another person knowledgeable about the debate told me. He also recalled that 
President Bush was always skeptical of the reformers. 

A senior Administration official described the anti-engagement view: "Our analysis was that the divide was 
between the people and the whole regime. Also, these people are ideologically hostile to us, and they're not 
going to be charmed out of their convictions, so engagement is a hopeless option. We wanted a muscular
policy of opposition." Although no formal N.S.P.D. was issued, the official said, "The President came out 
closer to our side. It was resolved by the President's statements, which essentially took away the engagement 
option. So a lot of the issue was resolved." 

But the victory was less resounding than the Pentagon was accustomed to in the first Bush term, in large part 
because of the increasing chaos in Iraq. By the late summer of 2003, it had become clear that, while there 
was not to be engagement, there would not be regime change, either-at least, not in the near term. "The 
enthusiasm for the Iranian opposition people subsided," Pooya Dayanim, an opposition activist who is the 
director of foreign affairs for the Iran Referendum Movement, recalled. "What the Administration found was 
that there was not a rallying figure it could support. Reza was too alienating to some factions. So the idea 
was, forget about a name-get a movement. A pro-democracy movement. That became the referendum." 

In the spring of 2003, another Iranian opposition group, the Mujahideen-e Khalq (People's Mujahideen), or 
M.E.K., was also trying to exploit the opportunity created by the overthrow of Saddam Hussein. Its situation 
was more complicated, as its forces were based in Iraq and Saddam had been its financial backer and 
protector, but this was not the first time that the M.E.K. had turned adversity to its advantage. Founded in 
the mid-nineteensixties by middle-class students at Tehran University opposed to the Shah, it has shifted 
from an eclectic mixture of Islamism and Marxism to anti-imperialism, and, finally, to its latest incarnation, 
which espouses democracy, freedom, and women's rights. Like the monarchists, the M.E.K.'s leaders claim 
that they will bring a pluralistic democracy to Iran that will be friendly to the West.
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Just before the Shah was deposed, Massoud Rajavi, who as a political science student at Tehran University 
had been part of the group's governing committee, was freed from prison and assumed its leadership. 
Although at first Rajavi seemed a potential Khomeini ally, by 1980 he and the Ayatollah were enemies. 
(M.E.K. members were prevented, through electoral fraud, from winning seats in the parliament, and 
Khomeini banned Rajavi from appearing on the ballot as a Presidential candidate.) In an effort to launch 
another revolution, Rajavi mobilized the M.E.K. against the regime. In mass demonstrations in June, 1981, 
scores of people were killed or arrested and later executed. Rajavi escaped to Paris. The regime continued to 
target the M.E.K., carrying out hundreds of executions a month, and, with Rajavi calling for "revolutionary 
justice," the M.E.K., in turn, assassinated hundreds of regime officials, clerics, and judges, often through 
suicide bomb attacks. 

In Paris, Rajavi formed the National Council of Resistance of Iran, which initially was a genuine "council," 
including other opposition groups in addition to the M.E.K., but the other groups subsequently dropped out. 
Rajavi's style of leadership was autocratic from the start, but by the mid-eighties the signs of a personality 
cult were unmistakable. According to Ervand Abrahamian, in his authoritative book, "The Iranian 
Mojahedin," M.E.K. members, especially in Western Europe, lived in communes, and each member had a 
supervisor, to whom he or she had to recount, hour by hour, the day's activities, which ended with a prayer 
and the chant "Greetings to Rajavi." Members had to surrender all their financial assets. Reading non-
M.E.K. newspapers was prohibited, and self-criticism was obligatory. Those who wanted to marry had to 
obtain permission from the organization, which often provided a spouse as well. "In short, the Mojahedin 
had metamorphized from a mass movement into an inward-looking sect in many ways similar to religious 
cults found the world over," Abrahamian wrote. This transition was epitomized by Rajavi's involvement, in 
1985, with Maryam Azodanlu. Maryam was already married, to Mehdi Abrishamchi, one of Rajavi's close 
associates. Rajavi overcame that fact by making the romance a matter of revolutionary necessity. First, he 
said that he was making Maryam his co-leader-and that it would transform thinking about the role of women 
throughout the Muslim world. Then, about a month later, it was announced that Maryam was divorced from 
Abrishamchi and that the two co-leaders would marry, in order to further the "ideological revolution." The 
announcement implicitly compared the marriage to one of the Prophet Muhammad's.

In 1986, the French government, eager to improve Franco-Iranian relations, yielded to demands from the 
Islamic Republic and expelled Rajavi and many of his followers. Rajavi went to Iraq, where he created the 
National Liberation Army of Iran, with about seven thousand M.E.K. troops. The M.E.K. established
communes, training camps, clinics, schools, and prisons. In the ongoing Iran-Iraq war, the M.E.K. provided 
Saddam with intelligence on specific targets in Iran, and received arms, funds, and protection. (For this 
collaboration, above all, the M.E.K. is despised in Iran; several hundred thousand Iranians died in the war. 
"It is one of the issues where the Islamic regime and the people agree," Afshin Molavi, the Iranian journalist, 
said. "Language is really important in Iran. For the U.S., the government says 'Global Arrogance' "-the term 
has largely supplanted the familiar "Great Satan"-"but the people say 'Americans.' The government refers to 
the M.E.K. as monafeqin, which means hypocrite; it's a very loaded term, meaning almost a kind of 
blasphemy. And the people, too, casually say, 'Those monafeqin.' ") 

In Iraq, M.E.K. fighters (many of them women) lived in military camps where vows of celibacy were 
mandatory, dissent suppressed, and any contact with outsiders strictly monitored. According to former 
M.E.K. members, some of their comrades who decided that they wanted to leave the M.E.K. camps were 
imprisoned or killed. The system of indoctrination, however, appears quite effective. When, in June, 2003, 
Maryam was arrested and imprisoned in France, several of her followers in Europe immolated themselves. 
Today, images of Maryam and Massoud Rajavi gaze out from walls in M.E.K. offices and barracks in Iraq, 
and adorn placards and T-shirts at M.E.K. demonstrations (as, for example, at the United Nations last 
September, where M.E.K. members protested against President Ahmadinejad, who was addressing the 
General Assembly). 

As the best-funded and best-organized Iranian opposition group, the M.E.K. has a highly sophisticated and 
successful propaganda machine. Ali Safavi, a deft, smooth-talking Iranian émigré, acts as a spokesman for 
the N.C.R.I., the M.E.K.'s political wing. "For years, the Saudi lobbying machine in Washington was put to 
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use by the M.E.K.," Vali Nasr, the Naval Postgraduate School professor, told me. "Reza Pahlavi and other 
exiles were envious of the contacts Ali Safavi had." Despite the fact that the M.E.K. has been on the list of 
Foreign Terrorist Organizations since 1997, the group has many supporters in Congress, including 
Representative Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, a Florida Republican, who noted in April, 2003, that "this group loves 
the United States. They're assisting us in the war on terrorism-they're pro-U.S." 

In the weeks before and after the invasion of Iraq, American and Iranian officials held talks; as with the 
U.S.-led invasion of Afghanistan, there were common interests. The Americans were planning to remove 
Saddam Hussein, and to establish a democratic Iraq in which the long-oppressed Shiite majority would gain 
greater political power. The Iranians, as Shiites, heartily approved both measures. A Shiite-dominated 
government in Iraq would at least be friendly, if not an Iranian proxy. Iran, therefore, not only would not 
cause trouble for the U.S. invasion but would offer assistance in the early reconstruction period. In the 
course of the talks, however, the Iranians asked for assurances that U.S. forces would treat the M.E.K. 
members, most of whom were in a facility called Camp Ashraf, near Iraq's border with Iran, as a hostile, 
Saddam-backed force. An Iranian official told me that ultimately such assurance was given.

A military officer who was monitoring intelligence and communications from American troops as they 
approached Camp Ashraf, where some four or five thousand M.E.K. fighters were living, told me, "They 
were clearly a target. We viewed them as a possible ally of Saddam. But, once our folks rolled up on the 
camp, it was 'Wait a minute, we're going to hold up and talk.' " A ceasefire was negotiated. 

In the Bush Administration, the usual factional conflict now erupted over the question of what should be 
done with the M.E.K. At the State Department, Richard Armitage said, "Some of us were arguing that they 
should be disarmed-they're a terrorist organization. And the Pentagon was arguing, Maybe we can use them 
in Iran. And Dr. Rice"-Condoleezza Rice, then the national-security adviser-"I heard her say one time, 
'Look, a terrorist group is a terrorist group.' " 

In the end, the M.E.K. fighters were largely disarmed, and were restricted to Camp Ashraf, under U.S. 
control; then, suddenly, they became a bargaining chip. On May 12, 2003, three truck bombs were detonated 
in Western housing complexes in Saudi Arabia, killing twenty people, seven of them Americans. According 
to U.S. intelligence, Al Qaeda figures connected to that bombing were in Iran, and U.S. officials demanded 
that the Iranians turn them over. The Iranians responded that they would do so, but only in exchange for the 
M.E.K.-terrorists for terrorists. The Administration said no. 

"If the Administration had gone ahead, it would have laid the basis for discussing other parts of a grand 
bargain," Martin Indyk, a top Middle East negotiator in the Clinton Administration, said. In the spring of 
2003, no longer in the government, he spoke with Iran's Ambassador to the United Nations, Mohammad 
Javad Zarif. "After the toppling of Saddam, the swiftness of that victory and the presence of U.S. forces on 
all of Iran's borders got the attention of the hard-liners. They sent signals to the Bush Administration that 
they might be ready for a grand bargain." 

"That's nonsense," an Iranian official said. "The discussions were initiated by the United States. The idea did 
not originate in Tehran." The official said that the regime received a proposal through an intermediary who 
said that it had originated on the seventh floor of the State Department. He said that the gist of the proposal 
was that Iran and the United States should agree to start negotiating with mutual respect, and that each side 
would address the other's concerns. The official wouldn't specify details, because he still hoped that the 
proposal could serve as the basis for future talks.

According to Indyk, who was one of a number of conduits between the two countries during this period,
"Zarif said that everything would be on the table: their nuclear program; their sponsorship of terrorism-he 
was quite open about it. He said they would drop support for the Palestinian terrorist organizations. But they 
had certain requirements, regarding their role in Iraq and in the Gulf. They wanted us to concede their 
dominance in the Gulf. We'd essentially be partners. And what kind of security guarantees could we 
provide?"
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The Iranian official said that the regime responded with a counterproposal, which had only minor 
modifications. "And that was the end of the story. It was April, May, 2003. There was no reaction." 

(A former U.S. government official who had read the proposal speculated that the confusion about its 
provenance may have originated with the intermediaries.)

If the Administration's engagement faction had had its moment, it was short-lived, and the proponents of 
regime change clearly carried the day. The proposal was dropped. "Once that was off the table, the Iranians 
went into a different kind of calculation," Indyk said. "As we became bogged down in Iraq, we were much 
less of a threat, and we needed them not to play a destabilizing role." Indyk ticked off examples of U.S. 
actions that had benefited Iran: beating back the Taliban, overthrowing Saddam, empowering the Iraqi 
Shiites, and pushing the Syrian Army out of Lebanon, which left a vacuum that the Iranian-backed 
Hezbollah was able to fill. "The Iranians are markedly strengthened. It's a perfect storm! And all by our own 
actions." Indeed, the Iranian official remarked to me recently, "Since the revolution, we've never felt 
stronger in the region."

The M.E.K., demonstrating its long-honed talent, was wresting opportunity from this latest misfortune. 
Having lost its Iraqi patron, narrowly escaped annihilation by U.S. forces, and come close to being delivered 
into the hands of its bitterest enemy, it was promoting its candidacy as an agent of regime change. In Camp 
Ashraf, M.E.K. fighters being interviewed by American intelligence officials struck consistent themes, 
according to a former U.S. military officer. First, they should be taken off the F.T.O. list. Their forces could 
then assist the Coalition Provisional Authority, patrolling the border between Iraq and Iran. And, more 
broadly, this former officer continued, "they saw themselves as the equivalent of the Iraqi National 
Congress, the Chalabi group that was used so heavily in prewar planning. They wanted to be like that, and 
part of the solution of a new Iran." A person close to the M.E.K. said that it offered to provide intelligence, 
both on Iran and on Iranian activity in Iraq. 

In fact, the highlight of the M.E.K. rיsumי is its role as an intelligence source. Over the years, it has made 
periodic claims about Iran's nuclear programs. The claims have always elicited skepticism from the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, the organization that monitors nuclear proliferation. In August, 2002, 
the M.E.K.'s political wing, the N.C.R.I., announced at a news conference in Washington that its sources had 
discovered that two secret sites were being built, south of Tehran, to provide fissile material for nuclear 
weapons. One, it said, was a plant that would be used for nuclear-fuel production, in the desert town of 
Natanz, and the other was a heavy-water production plant, for the extraction of plutonium, in Arak. This 
time, the I.A.E.A. was able to confirm the allegations, and in early 2003 the M.E.K. attained a level of 
credibility it had never had before.

An Iranian-American political activist told me, however, that the N.C.R.I.'s intelligence had actually come 
from Israel. This person said that Israel had earlier offered it to a monarchist group, but that that group's 
leaders had decided that "outing" the regime's nuclear program would be viewed negatively by Iranians, so 
they declined the offer. Shahriar Ahy, Reza Pahlavi's adviser, confirmed that account-up to a point. "That 
information came not from the M.E.K. but from a friendly government, and it had come to more than one 
opposition group, not only the mujahideen," he said. When I asked him if the "friendly government" was 
Israel, he smiled. "The friendly government did not want to be the source of it, publicly. If the friendly 
government gives it to the U.S. publicly, then it would be received differently. Better to come from an 
opposition group." Israel is said to have had a relationship with the M.E.K. at least since the late nineties, 
and to have supplied a satellite signal for N.C.R.I. broadcasts from Paris into Iran. When I asked an Israeli 
diplomat about Israel's relationship with the M.E.K., he said, "The M.E.K. is useful," but declined to 
elaborate. 

While the M.E.K. fighters in Camp Ashraf were making their case to American intelligence officers, the 
N.C.R.I. was working its levers in Washington. In 2003, an associate from the powerful Republican 
lobbying group of Barbour Griffith & Rogers invited Neil Livingstone, the C.E.O. of Global Options, an 
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international risk-management firm, and Gregory Minjack, who was an executive at Public Strategies, a 
Washington-based crisis-management company, to explore the possibility of getting the M.E.K. off the 
F.T.O. list, and to promote its usefulness. Even though the N.C.R.I. was allowed to operate in the United 
States, the job would have to be handled carefully, because receiving funds from an organization on the 
F.T.O. list is prohibited. Payment was supposed to come from U.S.-based Iranian expatriates.

For several weeks, the three companies worked on a pitch, sending representatives to meet with different 
expatriate Iranians who might serve as fund-raisers for the effort. Livingstone told me that he has known 
some M.E.K. fighters for decades. "There are a few cultlike aspects to them," he said, but added, "I like 
them, because they bug Iran." Minjack, who did a good deal of the legwork, learned that the M.E.K. was 
eager to serve as a proxy for the Bush Administration. "The M.E.K. people were saying, 'Let us be your 
surrogates, the lead troops-and then the disaffected will rise up,' " he said. "It was to be a Bay of Pigs kind of 
thing." 

The M.E.K. also wanted to be the government-in-waiting, Minjack recalled, so he asked whether the 
organization had any documentation to show its democratic bona fides. A constitution? Statutory 
documents? Members gave him "a big stack of stuff," which he asked an analyst at the Hoover Institution to 
examine. "I wanted to see whether Hoover would give them a seal of approval-saying, if something happens, 
this group has the intellectual basis to fill the vacuum." The analyst declined to become involved. All this 
maneuvering came to an abrupt halt on August 15, 2003, when the Treasury Department shut down the 
N.C.R.I. office in Washington; the State Department had argued that the office was functioning as part of 
the M.E.K. 

As the Bush Administration became wholly absorbed by Iraq, the M.E.K concentrated on making itself 
useful to the U.S. there. In the past eighteen months, it has provided a steady stream of intelligence on what 
it claims are Iran's activities in Iraq, and its Washington advocates continued to lobby on its behalf. Last 
summer, Raymond Tanter, a former National Security Council staff member and a visiting professor at 
Georgetown University, told me that he considered the M.E.K. the only opposition group capable of 
overthrowing the regime. He added that he had spent six hours with Maryam Rajavi in Paris, and found her 
to be a "very impressive woman." (Massoud Rajavi's whereabouts have been a mystery since the U.S. 
invasion of Iraq.) Tanter predicted that the M.E.K. would be removed from the terrorist list and used by the 
U.S. against the regime. "I foresee a situation where Laura Bush, Condi Rice, Karen Hughes, and Maryam 
Rajavi are posing for a picture in the White House," Tanter said. 

Early last year, at Stanford University, the three co-directors of the Hoover Institution's Iran Democracy 
Project-Abbas Milani, Michael McFaul, and Larry Diamond-were collaborating on an article that they hoped 
would influence U.S. policy toward Iran. Their perspectives were different from those of other polemicists. 
Only one, Milani, was an Iran expert; McFaul and Diamond were experts in the field of democratic 
development. McFaul had specialized in the former Soviet Union, and Diamond had recently served as an 
adviser to the Coalition Provisional Authority in Iraq. 

It seemed a propitious moment. President Bush, in his second inaugural address, had made democratization 
the keystone of his foreign policy, asserting that the U.S. would support the growth of democratic
movements and institutions in every nation and culture, "with the ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our 
world." Also, with the departure of Secretary of State Colin Powell and Deputy Secretary Armitage, the 
polarization on Iran within the top tier of the Bush Administration had seemingly ended. 

The Hoover article, "Beyond Incrementalism: A New Strategy for Dealing with Iran," argues that American 
policy toward Iran has been "stuck" since 1979, and that the urgency of the nuclear crisis calls for strong 
diplomatic initiatives. The article attracted attention, possibly because, in addition to its boldness, it had 
something for everyone. It advocated regime change by means of engagement. The more contact that existed 
between the two countries, the authors argued, the more the mullahs would be weakened. It urged the U.S. 
to negotiate directly with Iran on its nuclear program. If negotiations were successful, the U.S. should state 
that it had no intention of invading Iran or choosing its ruler, while continuing to emphasize its support for 
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democracy, human rights, and the rule of law. Existing U.S. sanctions-a broad embargo that hurts the 
general population- should be lifted, and replaced by "smart sanctions," to target corrupt leaders. And 
diplomatic relations should be established-"not as a concession to the mullahs but as a step toward opening, 
liberalizing, and ultimately democratizing Iran." 

It was, of course, an altogether different approach from the one espoused by the monarchists. The gulf 
between the two was illustrated even before the article was published, in May, 2004, when the Democracy 
Project sponsored a conference, and brought in a dozen political activists, journalists, and academics from 
Iran. Among them was Shirin Ebadi, the lawyer and human-rights activist, who won the 2003 Nobel Peace 
Prize, and who has urged the U.S. to reject military action and to support democratic change from within 
Iran. Her presence inflamed the Farsi media in Los Angeles, which has grown rapidly since that day in 2000 
when Zia Atabay realized that his NITV station was reaching Iran. (Today, there are twenty television and 
five radio stations broadcasting in Farsi from L.A. to Iran, and virtually all air the views of their hawkish 
listeners.) "The L.A. media went crazy, attacking the conference for bringing Ebadi here," Abbas Milani 
recalled. "They attacked her as an agent of the regime!"

Hamid Moghadam, a San Francisco businessman who is a co-founder of the Iran Democracy Project, is 
delighted that a distinctly different political voice has joined the cause. "I thought the groups that were 
talking to the Administration had an axe to grind," Moghadam said. "I think the problem in this 
Administration is that it doesn't know much about how things work in that part of the world, so it is misled 
by people who appear to know what they're doing. There's an absolute vacuum of ideas and thoughtful 
analysis. That's why we started this thing-and not just with Iranians." He meant McFaul and Diamond. "The 
only solution to all of this is democracy, but it cannot be dictated, Iraq style, or it will backfire. It can only 
be encouraged, through dialogue and open economic activity-it sheds light on all the creepy, crawly things. 
The youth are the key. Once they get used to economic activity and dialogue, they will expect it." More than 
two-thirds of Iran's population of seventy million is below the age of thirty-five. 

"We hope to have some influence," Moghadam continued, referring to the Hoover project. "Condi, after all, 
is from the Farm." He meant Stanford. Indeed, what Abbas Milani refers to as Hoover's "conservative 
cachet" has provided considerable entree in the Bush Administration. 

After the Iranian elections, on June 25th, an intense debate ensued about what they meant. In an outcome 
that confounded American, European, and Israeli intelligence agents, not to mention Iranian political 
analysts, Ahmadinejad, a blacksmith's son, former militia member, and arch-conservative, had been elected 
President. Ahmadinejad, stressing his humble background and simple life style, had run a populist campaign 
that focused on everyday economic issues, and promised to purge government corruption; the reform 
candidates had emphasized human rights, democracy, and social liberalization, but failed to address 
economic concerns.

On the eve of the election, President Bush had released a statement that was intended to bolster the call for 
an election boycott by some opposition groups. Referring to the fact that hundreds of candidates, including 
all the women candidates, were disqualified by the clerical Guardian Council, appointed by Supreme Leader 
Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, Bush stated, "Iran's rulers denied more than a thousand people who put themselves 
forward as candidates, including popular reformers and women who have done so much for the cause of 
freedom and democracy in Iran." Bush's statement may have backfired. The Iranian regime replayed it 
repeatedly on national media; election observers from the International Crisis Group, a worldwide conflict 
prevention organization, said that it motivated some Iranians to vote. The Crisis Group, which found that 
"by regional standards" the election "was competitive, had strong participation, and offered a broad choice," 
further concluded that "the current regime is not about to collapse, and any reform movement will need time 
to revive." 

In early fall, Abbas Milani met privately with a number of officials at the State Department and the N.S.C. 
Milani sees himself as a pragmatist. ("Abbas represents purity of ideology-he's been persecuted by 
everybody!" Moghadam said.) Milani often remarks that he got to know leading officials in the Islamic 
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Republic quite well when they were all political prisoners together, during the Shah's regime. (Milani was 
affiliated with a Maoist underground group, and, in 1976, he went to prison for a year. Later, he was purged 
from a university teaching job by the mullahs.) In contrast to some advocates of engagement, Milani has an 
antipathy for the regime so visceral that even hard-liners tend to hear him out. He repeatedly told U.S. 
officials, "The only solution is to get rid of these guys-but, counter intuitively, you have to soften the 
position." (He exhorted one senior official, "Do as Israel did! In 1980, there were signs all over Iran that 
said, 'Qom, 230 miles; Jerusalem, 2342 miles.' Yet Israel was helping Iran, sending arms.") Milani was 
advocating good-will gestures, such as the donation of earthquake-prediction centers, ending the embargo, 
exerting pressure on the regime for its violation of human rights, establishing diplomatic relations. "Talk to 
them-but with the purpose of overthrowing them," he urged.

The officials asked Milani what he thought was the best way to proceed on the nuclear track. He told them 
that he considers Iran's possession of nuclear weapons inevitable, and he is convinced that military strikes 
against the nuclear sites would rouse Iranians' nationalism and extend the life of the regime for many years. 
Moreover, he pointed out, allies of the regime-Hamas in Palestine, Hezbollah in Lebanon, the Muslim 
Brotherhood in Egypt-have risen to new power through the spread of democracy in the Middle East, which 
had been championed by the Bush Administration. "If there is a military attack on Iran, it will play into the 
narrative of the West as the aggressor, and all of these radical Islamists will be strengthened." He also urged 
that the U.S. abandon the idea of anointing anyone as the future leader of Iran, pointing out that the Shah 
had never lived down the fact that he owed his throne to the C.I.A., which engineered a coup against Iran's 
nationalist Prime Minister, Mohammad Mossadegh, in 1953. "Why would you think anything has changed?"

When Ahmadinejad ventured to New York last September to address the General Assembly, he came as a 
diplomatic novice. But he was confident, and seemed to enjoy his international dיbut, delivering a harsh, 
provocative speech, asserting three times that Iran would resume the enrichment of uranium. At a large 
dinner on the eve of his return to Tehran, his mood was buoyant. Referring to the demonstrators outside the 
New York hotel, he remarked, "I was told to expect tens of thousands-but I saw only about sixty. I was even 
ready to go speak with each of them!" A couple of months later, a video began circulating on the Internet in 
which Ahmadinejad, who is said to be deeply mystical, describes the experience of his U.N. speech to a 
leading cleric in Iran. "I felt that all of a sudden the atmosphere changed there, and for twenty-seven, 
twenty-eight minutes all the leaders did not blink," Ahmadinejad says. "They were astonished, as if a hand 
held them there and made them sit."

Until this year, the U.S. and Europe had been divided over Iran. In 2003, when France, Britain, and 
Germany-the so-called E.U.-3-decided to address the Iranian nuclear program by negotiation and 
engagement, the Bush Administration refused to support that move, and urged that Iran be referred to the 
Security Council for sanctions. The Europeans' engagement effort led Iran to suspend its uranium-
enrichment program.

Then, in early 2005, the Administration, consumed by Iraq and with little energy to spare for another 
confrontation, agreed to endorse the E.U.-3 negotiations. It was not an unconditional endorsement. In a 
move engendered by Vice-President Dick Cheney's office, according to one participant in the negotiations, 
the U.S. demanded that the E.U.-3 ministers and the European Union foreign-policy chief, Javier Solana, 
sign a letter stating that, if the talks failed, they would support U.S. efforts to refer Iran to the Security 
Council. The U.S. also said that it would end its blocking of Iran's admission to the World Trade 
Organization, and would consider licensing the sale of spare parts for its aging civilian airliners. Taken 
together, these moves stirred hope in the engagement camp. Regime-change proponents were discomfited, 
but most concluded that the E.U.-3 talks would eventually fail, and the diplomatic effort would serve to 
legitimatize tougher action. 

The true fusing of transatlantic solidarity began in August, two days after Ahmadinejad assumed office, 
when Iran rejected a package of European proposals and resumed uranium conversion. Iran's new chief 
nuclear negotiator, Ali Larijani, declared that the country would never halt uranium conversion. Iran has 
always insisted that under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty it has the right to make uranium fuel for 
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civilian power reactors, and that that is its sole purpose; but two decades of deception, uncovered by 
inspectors, have shattered its credibility. 

In September, the I.A.E.A. Board of Governors found Iran in noncompliance with a safeguard agreement 
that is part of the treaty, but the board was divided on the issue of sanctions; a vote to refer Iran to the 
Security Council was deferred. Then, at the beginning of the year, Iran went a step further. It removed 
I.A.E.A. seals from nuclear-enrichment related equipment and material at the Natanz facility. Enrichment 
can entail feeding uranium gas through centrifuges. When it is purified and processed, reactor fuel is 
produced; a more extended process makes the fissionable core of a nuclear bomb.

On February 4th, the I.A.E.A.'s board voted to report Iran to the Security Council. In a coordinated effort, 
the U.S. and the E.U.-3 had lobbied each of the I.A.E.A.'s thirty-five board members in the weeks before the 
vote. Ahmadinejad responded to the vote in his signature fashion, calling Iran's enemies "idiots," and the 
vote "funny." 

"We do not need you at all," he said. "But you are in need of the Iranian nation. Issue as many resolutions 
like this as you want and make yourself happy."

The vote, however, was a rare display of diplomatic unity-twenty-seven to three, with five abstentions. R. 
Nicholas Burns, the State Department Under-Secretary for Political Affairs, noted, "The only countries that 
voted in favor of the Iranian position were Venezuela, Cuba, and Syria. Isn't that interesting?" 

I asked Burns how much credit for the vote should go to Ahmadinejad.

"There's no question that his intemperate and objectionable statements rang the alarm bell in Europe," he 
said. "First, the statement that Israel should be wiped off the face of the earth-which was an extraordinary 
statement, in modern diplomacy. And, second, I think the Holocaust statement had an even deeper impact. 
The Iranians have been engaged in gratuitous Israel-bashing for twenty-five years, and there's no excuse for 
it, but people had heard this kind of thing before. But to have a modern leader come out and question the 
historical veracity of the Holocaust shocked the German public. So Ahmadinejad dug a hole for the Iranians, 
and he kept digging. And it got deeper and deeper as the autumn went on."

At the end of January, Burns said, "we were in London and Secretary Rice asked for a dinner with the 
Permanent Five foreign ministers" of the Security Council. "We had dinner at Jack Straw's house, and it was 
at that dinner that she persuaded the Russians and the Chinese to vote with us in the I.A.E.A." Russia and 
China, veto-wielding members of the Security Council, both have huge trade agreements with Iran, and both 
had steadfastly resisted earlier attempts to refer Iran to the Security Council. In the end, they agreed, on the 
condition that the referral not take place for at least thirty days, to give Iran time to negotiate a compromise. 
Russia has offered to carry out uranium-enrichment work on Iran's behalf, and then send the fuel to Iran for 
use at a nuclear power station. 

What was not clear, in this dance of the West with Iran, was who was leading. When I spoke with an Iranian 
official last September, he laid out the options facing Iran: give up its right to a full nuclear fuel cycle; 
accept some demands of the Security Council, while rejecting others; or escalate. If Iran escalates, he said, 
"it creates a premature confrontation that the U.S. is not prepared to accept. We are in a stronger position 
now than we would be in five years' time under Security Council scrutiny. In this game of chicken, the 
chances of the other side getting out of the road are greater this way. As an analyst, I would say that 
escalation is more palatable than a prolonged, endemic crisis." 

Among hard-line regime opponents, the new catchphrase is "Ahmadinejad is the gift that keeps on giving." 
In early January, Reza Pahlavi said on Fox News that you cannot negotiate with fascism, and the time has 
come to "support the Iranian people in their demand for regime change." The Committee on the Present 
Danger, a conservative Cold War-era pressure group that has been revived to address the threat of Islamist 
militantism, has called for regime change. Speaking at the Herzliya conference, an annual gathering in Israel 
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of politicians and academics, Israel's Defense Minister, Shaul Mofaz, who was born in Iran, addressed the 
Iranian people: "Ahmadinejad, his hallucinatory statements, his criminal actions, and his extreme views will 
bring disaster upon you. Do what you understand needs to be done in order to prevent this." Senator John 
McCain has adopted a new mantra: "There is only one thing worse than military action. That is a nuclear-
armed Iran." Reuel Marc Gerecht, a former C.I.A. employee now with the American Enterprise Institute, 
wrote in The Weekly Standard that the U.S. must decide whether it truly is "intolerable," as President Bush 
has said, for Iran to have nuclear weapons. "If so, then we will have to prepare to bomb." 

Iran has dispersed and buried some of its nuclear facilities, and there are thought to be more than a hundred 
nuclear related sites, devoted to a range of tasks; to attack them all, it is generally believed, would likely 
require many sorties and could result in extensive damage to Iranian civilians and cities. But in a recent op-
ed in the Wall Street Journal, Edward Luttwak, of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 
disputed the idea that the military-strike approach is so daunting. To the contrary, he argued, the destruction 
of only "a few critical installations" would delay Iran's nuclear program for years, and "it could all be done 
in a single night."

"People say that Ahmadinejad is inexperienced, and some call him lunatic," an Israeli diplomat said 
recently. "I totally disagree with that. I think he is very calculated." He argued that Iran was threatening not 
only Israel but the U.S. and the moderate Arab regimes. "He is trying to rally the entire extremist Muslim 
world, to increase Iranian influence. It's a battle cry. You see Ahmadinejad's pictures today in the streets of 
Cairo, of Beirut. It is happening sooner than we thought, and it is a sword over the entire Arab world." (The 
diplomat emphasized the urgency of the situation. Israeli intelligence asserts that Iran may be a year away 
from what it calls "the point of no return," or self-sufficiency, to acquire a nuclear bomb. U.S. intelligence 
sources estimate that Iran is between five and ten years away from actually having a nuclear weapon.)

Russia and China probably won't veto sanctions, the diplomat said. One likely scenario, he suggested, would 
be an I.A.E.A. inspections program-"airtight, intrusive, with cameras, twenty-four-hour presence of 
monitors, no ability to import nuclear technology." That would be supported by a resolution that invoked 
Chapter VII of the U.N. charter. "If Iran defies that, then it is defying the U.N., and under Chapter VII it can 
be forced to comply, militarily." This was the path the U.S. tried to follow, without success, before it 
invaded Iraq. 

Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, testifying before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on February 
15th, noted that "the weight of the Security Council, including the possibility of Chapter VII action," offered 
the West a new "menu of options." It was not entirely clear whether Rice was contemplating the Chapter VII 
provisions for economic sanctions or for military enforcement.

It is difficult to imagine the Europeans-let alone Russia and China-agreeing to a military attack. Despite all 
the talk of transatlantic comity, differences remain. For the E.U.-3, the referral of Iran to the Security 
Council clearly came as a kind of last resort. But for the Bush Administration the Security Council referral 
appears to have been the goal. 

"We believe there is no good military option," Wolfgang Ischinger, Germany's Ambassador to the United
States, said recently. If military strikes were launched, Iran's options for retaliation would be numerous: 
terrorist attacks, military activity in Iraq and Afghanistan, disruption of oil supplies. "At best, military strikes 
would only delay things, and at worst inflame the Middle East further and make it totally impossible to have 
a meaningful diplomatic effort," Ischinger went on. "This talk about military options is more likely to drive 
people into the arms of the mullahs." 

Ischinger said that the U.S. should acknowledge that Iran has genuine security problems. Neighboring 
Pakistan, India, and Israel all are nuclear-armed. To persuade Iran that nuclear weapons aren't essential for 
its well-being, he suggested a regional security arrangement, like NATO, for the Middle East. "But the 
requirement is that the U.S. would have to start talking to the Iranians." 
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Bush Administration officials have, understandably, been very sensitive to the observation, over the past 
several years, that they have had no comprehensive policy on Iran-one of the most dangerous situations 
facing the world today. Now, a little over a year into President Bush's second term, they can finally argue 
that a two-track policy has emerged. On the nuclear track, the multilateralist diplomacy that (with 
Ahmadinejad's help) resulted in the I.A.E.A. vote may or may not lead to a positive outcome-particularly 
with recent mentions of Chapter VII enforcement-but the Administration has, in any event, achieved its 
longtime goal of bringing Iran to the Security Council. And, once that was secured, in tandem with the E.U.-
3, the Administration was finally free to pursue a reconstituted policy of regime change, or, as it now says, 
democratization-the policy that high-level officials so fervently believe in. 

In the past few months, there have been signs of this policy's gestation. In an address on Iran in late 
November, Under-Secretary Burns uttered a phrase that was seized upon by regime-change proponents: 
"Today . . . the issue is no longer the 'moderates' versus the 'hard-liners' but the Iranian public's growing 
disaffection with the entire clerical system." And the President, in his State of the Union address, spoke over 
the heads of the government to the people, saying, "Let me speak directly to the citizens of Iran. . . . We 
respect your right to choose your own future and win your own freedom." Then-less than two weeks after 
the I.A.E.A. vote-Condoleezza Rice, in her appearance before the Foreign Relations Committee, announced 
that the State Department was asking Congress for supplemental funding to increase pressure on the Iranian 
regime by expanding radio and television broadcasting into Iran, and helping political dissidents. Everything 
about Rice's message, from its center-stage announcement and its press promotion to the size of the funding 
request-a stunning increase from $3.5 million last year to a total of $85 million-seemed intended to proclaim 
to the world that the policy had arrived. 

"People are arguing for a much broader approach, but we're in the narrow mode now, because the President 
wants to give the Europeans a shot," someone with knowledge of the policy told me, a couple of months 
ago. But, once the E.U.-3 track fails, he continued, "then you widen it, to support the Iranian people in their 
desire to be free of the regime. You reach into your toolkit, and there's a wide variety of things you can do. 
This is in keeping with the President's freedom agenda." He also said, "Condi completely agrees with it. She 
is of one mind with what Burns said," about the divide between the people and the regime. 

It seemed odd, in a way, that the policy had emerged not in the Pentagon, where it was conceived, in 2003, 
but in the State Department, where it was opposed. It was, however, not the same State Department-Powell 
and Armitage were gone, and Rice and Burns inclined more toward the regime-change view. And the 
outlines of the $85-million program had been developed by Elizabeth Cheney, the Vice-President's daughter, 
who is the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs. She was assisted by two 
Near Eastern Affairs officials, J. Scott Carpenter and David Denehy, who had worked together in the 
Coalition Provisional Authority in Iraq, and were dedicated pro-democracy advocates. Referring to Denehy 
and Carpenter, Michael McFaul, who knows them both, said, "They have fought for years now to increase 
these budgets. From their point of view, they've won the argument at the strategic level. At the operational 
level, they don't really have a good idea about how it's going to work. That's true, generally. Democracy 
promotion is an art, not a science."

The largest chunk, fifty million dollars, is marked for increasing television and radio broadcasting in Farsi 
into Iran. The current plan is to try to do this by upgrading the existing Voice of America broadcast and 
Radio Farda, an American sponsored station that mainly plays music. "For me, the model is Radio Free 
Europe and Radio Liberty," McFaul said. "You would have Iranians in charge-with autonomy, getting 
money from the government but not part of Bush Administration propaganda. In places where we've been 
successful at supporting independent media-Serbia, Ukraine-there were fantastic media outlets that had real 
consequences for democratic change, and what is important to note is that those were indigenous outlets that 
sought external assistance when domestic sources were not available. That has to be the model. It can't be 
sitting down here on C Street, in the bowels of the Voice of America, putting on shows to talk about Bush 
foreign policy." 

Rice's announcement had a pronounced dיjא-vu effect. Just as in the spring of 2003, people were starting to 
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line up for the anticipated millions. The M.E.K. advocate Raymond Tanter, in a congressional briefing, 
urged that the organization be removed from the Foreign Terrorist Organizations list and suggested that-with 
Rice's calling for increased funding to promote democracy in Iran-"this is the time" to do so. A government 
team made a trip to California. State Department officials were accompanied by Ladan Archin, from the 
Pentagon, whose presence underscored, to some, the resurgence of the regime-change proponents. The 
officials met with monarchists and owners of a couple of media outlets; the L.A. crowd was in a froth of 
excitement, over the mere notion that "the evil State Department," as one put it, had come to see them. 
According to an Iranian activist, Reza Pahlavi and Shahriar Ahy were probably going to receive funds for 
one of the things that had been on Pahlavi's Christmas wish list-communications devices for dissidents 
inside Iran. All this new ferment raised the question, far-fetched as it might seem, of whether Pahlavi could 
possibly come to play the Chalabi-like role that had been contemplated by some factions in the 
Administration in 2003.

The dearth of options and of knowledge about Iran-combined with the Bush Administration's renewed 
commitment to regime change-makes virtually anything seem possible. McFaul turned to his favorite 
analogy, the Soviet Union. "If you had an argument about what the role of Solzhenitsyn would be if he were 
to come back to Moscow, what that would mean for politics in Russia, you would have literally hundreds of 
people who would have an informed opinion about that. But when we talk about Pahlavi-what the 
implications of bolstering him would be-we're relying on about three people to answer that. I'm not an expert 
on Iran-I'm a very interested student. But I have a good feeling for the community of those who claim to be 
experts. I say, what's the map of civil society in Iran? How are you going to support civil society if you don't 
even know what it is there? And that I think is the real dilemma of Iran. So I think the possibility of error-
not unlike the Chalabi story-is extremely high." 

McFaul has given up arguing that the U.S. should establish diplomatic relations with Iran, now that 
Ahmadinejad is in charge; but he, like many Iran analysts, believes that the political situation in Iran is in 
flux. "There is a misperception here in Washington that there is a monolithic position vis-à-vis the West 
inside Iran, represented by Ahmadinejad. In fact, he is seen by a lot of the Old Guard as very dangerous, and 
the regime is very divided." McFaul remains convinced that, ultimately, the only way to make serious 
headway on both the nuclear and the regime-change tracks is through engagement. 

When I asked Under-Secretary Burns whether, if the Iranians were to signal some readiness to compromise, 
he could envision the U.S. holding talks with Iran, he replied, "The Iranians have given no indication of a 
willingness to be receptive-none-since Ahmadinejad was elected. And, you know, Secretary Rice has been 
saying consistently that we are on a diplomatic track, and we are. But diplomacy has to be hard-edged. I 
don't mean warlike. I mean hard-edged. And so we think it's far more likely that Iran is going to respond to 
isolation, to sanctions, and to tough measures like that from the international community, rather than just 
jaw-jaw. So we believe we've entered a new phase of the diplomacy, where we have to take the Iranians to 
the Security Council, where we have to illuminate their transgressions, and countries have to begin to 
penalize them with sanctions, and other punitive measures, in order to tighten the pressure around them."
 ***

Unholy Alliance
Daily Standard
By Thomas Joscelyn
3/8

Iran secretly agreed to assist the Taliban in its war against U.S. forces in October 2001, according to the 
transcript of a high-level Taliban official's tribunal session at Guatanamo Bay, Cuba. The seven-page 
transcript, as well as thousands of pages of similar documents, was released by the Pentagon on March 3 in 
response to litigation brought by the Associated Press.

The detainee is not named in the transcript released by the Pentagon, but, according to allegations brought 
by the U.S. government, the detainee was "the governor of Herat Province in Afghanistan from 1999 to 
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2001." As governor of Herat, which is the westernmost province in Afghanistan and is situated on the 
Iranian border, he "worked for Mullah Omar" and "had control over police and military functions in Herat to 
include the administration of the Taliban's two largest divisions." (According to a list of former Taliban 
officials prepared by the United Nations, the governor of Herat was a man named Maulavi Khair 
Mohammad Khairkhwah.) 

The detainee admitted that he was the governor of Herat, but denied that he worked solely for Mullah Omar 
or that he oversaw any aspect of the Taliban's military.

The government also alleges that he at one time served as "the Taliban spokesperson for the BBC and Voice 
of America;" a charge the detainee did not deny. Nor did he deny a third, more astonishing allegation:
Detainee was present at a clandestine meeting in October 2001 between Taliban and Iranian officials in 
which Iran pledged to assist the Taliban in their war with the United States.

In response to this allegation, the former governor of Herat admitted:
Yes, I participated in that meeting with the Iranians. There was a committee that came from Kandahar and I 
joined them and was just sitting there. They were conducting the meeting. My job was for the security of 
this committee. I was not the sole representative of this committee to talk with the Iranians. They were 
responsible; my job was to provide security and safety for the committee. If I were [sic] responsible for the 
meeting, conducting the meeting, and I was the representative then why would the committee come from 
Kandahar. The security was needed because they were not in a safe building. It was not a highway where 
everything would be safe. The meeting took place in an area off the main road where safety and security was 
necessary. That's the reason I went to the meeting.

Upon further questioning the detainee explained his role in setting up security for the meeting:
Q: When you provided security at this meeting with the Iranians, was the security police officers or military? 
What type of security was it?
A: There were armed [sic] post, they were doing the security. I knew the area and the crossing points, I new 
how to get to that area safely, so I was like a guide for them. There were post [sic] and they would not let 
people across the border, this was like a restricted area. I went with them and told the post this was an 
official meeting and told them to let us cross the area. I didn't have a gun.

Later, the detainee reiterated that the Taliban sent representatives from the central government:
The meeting with the Iranians, it was designed and conducted by the committee that came from Kandahar, 
which was the central government at the time. I was just a security member.

There is no information in the transcript identifying the Iranian representatives at the meeting. Nor is there 
any information on what actual support the Iranians provided, if any.

Importantly, the government's allegations and the detainee's corroborating testimony are at odds with the 
intelligence community's conventional wisdom regarding Iran's relationship with the Taliban. After years of 
mutual animosity, it was assumed prior to the war in Afghanistan that the Iranian regime would celebrate the 
fall of the Taliban. Each government had supported the other's opposition and diplomatic tensions flared 
repeatedly throughout the last several years of the Taliban's reign.

But the recently released transcript corroborates earlier reporting on Iran's cooperation with the Taliban, as 
well as al Qaeda. Afghani opposition sources reported in early 2002 that the Iranians helped Taliban and al 
Qaeda members escape approaching U.S. forces through the Herat province. For example, Time Magazine 
reported:

An adviser to [Herat] warlord Ismail Khan told TIME that shortly before the U.S. bombing campaign began 
in October, a high-ranking Iranian official connected to the hard-line supreme leader Ayatollah Khameini 
had been dispatched to Kabul to offer secret sanctuary to Taliban and al Qaeda fugitives. The Iranian official 
was apparently trapped in Kabul during the bombing, and remained there until the Northern Alliance took 
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control of the city. Although the Iranians despised the Taliban for their persecution of Shiite Muslims in 
Afghanistan, their hatred for the U.S. may have run deeper.
And, according to sources in Herat, the Taliban and al Qaeda took the Iranians up on their offer.
Shortly before Herat's Taliban garrison fled in November, a convoy of 50 off-road vehicles carrying some 
250 senior Taliban and al Qaeda members allegedly crossed over into Iran, using a smugglers' route through 
the hills about 20 miles north of the city. A Western diplomat in Afghanistan claims that groups of Taliban 
and al Qaeda are still threading their way through the mountains of central Afghanistan and heading for the 
Iranian border. "The Iranian Revolutionary Guard has an eye on everything that happens along the border," 
says the diplomat. "Of course they know that Taliban and al Qaeda fighters are getting across."

There is no evidence in the newly released transcript that al Qaeda representatives attended the meeting in 
October 2001 in Herat. And the deposed governor pleads with the tribunal to "not accuse any of the Taliban 
as being al Qaeda." He also denies that there was any significant al Qaeda presence in Herat adding, "we 
would not do anything for al Qaeda."

But the detainee's denials ring hallow. Given what we know about al Qaeda's intimate relationship with the 
Taliban, Abu Musab al Zarqawi's training camps in Herat, and al Qaeda's history with Iran, it would 
behoove U.S. officials to press for additional information on the meeting, if they haven't already.

The importance of this allegation goes beyond understanding Iran's past behavior. Currently, some analysts 
assume that fear of U.S. retribution limits Iranian interference in Iraq and support for al Qaeda. But if Iran's 
leadership agreed to set aside its differences with the Taliban in order to stymie American operations against 
al Qaeda, then such assumptions are clearly no longer valid.

Thomas Joscelyn is an economist and writer living in New York.
 ***

HAMAS

‘Not Lovers of Blood’
Newsweek
By Lally Weymouth
3/6

The surprise victory of the radical Hamas party in recent Palestinian elections presents the United States and 
Israel with a dilemma: how to pressure the militant Islamists without causing a humanitarian crisis. Hamas is 
on the U.S. terrorist list, and the American government currently has no contacts with it. Israel won't deal 
with Hamas, either. Yet if the international community cuts off millions of dollars in aid to the Hamas-led 
government, ordinary Palestinians will suffer. Last week NEWSWEEK's Lally Weymouth spoke by phone 
to the newly designated Hamas prime minister, Ismail Haniyeh. He was speaking from Shati refugee camp 
in Gaza, where he lives with his wife and 12 children. Excerpts:

Weymouth: Were you surprised by the size of the Hamas victory? 

Haniyeh: Hamas entered the elections planning to be victorious.

Palestinian President Abu Mazen and the international community have put forward conditions for dealing 
with Hamas: (1) recognize Israel, (2) recognize existing agreements with Israel made by the PLO, (3) 
renounce violence. Will you agree to these conditions?

We are surprised that such conditions are imposed on us. Why don't they direct such conditions and 
questions to Israel? We say let Israel recognize the legitimate rights of the Palestinians first, and then we 
will have a position regarding this.
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Israel has agreed to a two-state solution, and Israel has signed agreements with the PLO, and it withdrew 
from Gaza. So, will Hamas accept any of the agreements that the PLO made with Israel?

The withdrawal from Gaza was based on a unilateral decision and a unilateral plan. It was not [done] out of 
the generosity of Israel. We ask, is Israel committed to all these agreements? We are not war seekers nor are 
we war initiators. We are not lovers of blood. We are oppressed people with rights. If peace brings us our 
rights, then this is good.

Do you accept the Oslo agreement, which was signed by Yasir Arafat?

Israel has stopped completely committing itself to Oslo.

I am not asking about Israel. Are you, as the new Palestinian prime minister, committed to Oslo?

How do you want me not to pay attention or care about what Israel says? Israel is the other side of the 
conflict.

So you will not abide by past agreements made by the Palestinians and Israel?

I have not said that. I have said that Israel...

But you are not the prime minister of Israel. Will you abide by past agreements made by the Palestinian 
governments?

We will review all agreements and abide by those that are in the interest of the Palestinian people.

Do you recognize Israel's right to exist?

The answer is, let Israel say they will recognize a Palestinian state along the 1967 borders, release the 
prisoners and recognize the rights of the refugees to return to Israel. Hamas will have a position if this 
occurs.

So, would Hamas recognize Israel if it were to withdraw to the '67 borders?

If Israel withdraws to the '67 borders, then we will establish a peace in stages.

Does a peace in stages mean the ultimate obliteration of the Jewish [state]?

We do not have any feelings of animosity toward Jews. We do not wish to throw them into the sea. All we 
seek is to be given our land back, not to harm anybody.

So will you extend the present ceasefire?

I will not say yes or no. If Israel gives us a quiet period and stops its incursions and the assassinations, then 
we will be able to convince our people to continue with a state of quiet.

How is Hamas going to run its government with the U.S. cutting funds and the Palestinian government 
having a deficit of $700 million. Will Iran make up the difference?

We have an economic plan for self-sufficiency based on rationing and protection of public money. Number 
two, our relationship with the Islamic and Arab world has shown indications that these people will not let us 
down and will support us. Number three, the liberals and free people of the world will not like to see the 
Palestinian people living under siege.
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Prime Minister Sharon accepted a two-state solution, as did President Bush. What do you say about the two-
state solution?

It all starts with Israel.
 ***

Hamas and Us
New Republic
Editorial
3/6 

It is almost comic how often the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has been called tragic, but this time a tragedy has 
really come to pass, and it is all the more stinging for having taken place without bloodshed, in the realm of 
politics--even of democratic politics. The tragedy is that Kadima and Hamas are in the ascendant at the same 
time. At the very moment that the Israelis have achieved a new consensus about withdrawing from 
territories and abandoning settlements and establishing borders and acquiescing in

the creation of Palestine, the Palestinians have achieved a new consensus of the antithetical sort and have 
elected, by a significant majority, a movement that stands brazenly for theocracy and terrorism and the 
destruction of Israel. The contradiction could not be sharper or more disheartening. 

The democratic legitimacy of the Hamas victory says nothing about the moral and historical legitimacy of 
the Hamas program. It is important to be clear about this: The results of free and fair elections can also be 
opposed. Hamas does not represent a radical nationalism. It represents a religious nationalism. The 
Palestinians now have an Islamist leadership. Worse, a jihadist leadership: Hamas has been in the forefront 
of the suicide bombings of recent years, and of the sanctification of suicide bombings. These are not 
extremists; these are killers, and the ideological instructors of killers. Yes, yes, Hamas also presides over 
institutions of social welfare and despises corruption. So what? This is the oldest of fascist alibis. The 
probity of Hamas is an authoritarian probity. Are they to be admired because they will murder but will not 
steal?

For many decades, Israel refused to recognize the PLO. It had its reasons for this, the PLO's terrorism 
foremost among them. But, insofar as the refusal to recognize the PLO was also a refusal to recognize the 
reality of the Palestinians, it was bound to crumble; and, in 1993, it did, in a handshake between a brave 
Israeli leader and a low Palestinian leader. But Hamas, by contrast, has no claim whatever on the recognition 
of any Israeli, or American, or Westerner, or citizen of modernity. It must not be allowed to hide its 
reactionary sectarian crusade behind its people's aspirations. It does not want justice; it wants its preferred 
version of injustice--for Israelis and Palestinians. The burden of proof now rests not partially but entirely on 
the Hamas leadership. So far, it deserves to be met only with hostility and skepticism.

But that is not all that they have met with. "The Russian Foreign Ministry has never regarded Hamas as a 
terrorist organization." Vladimir Putin uttered those stupefying words on January 31, days before inviting 
Hamas to send a diplomatic delegation to Moscow. With that stunning sentence, Putin vitiated his own 
much-vaunted antiterrorism--"The State Department has never regarded Shamil Basayev as a terrorist": How 
does that sound?--and served notice that Russia has chosen to remain faithful to the Soviet Union's 
meretricious foreign policy in the Middle East. Pour epater les americains, Putin has agreed to meet with a 
group whose charter endorses the anti-Semitic worldview behind The Protocols of the Elders of Zion--a 
Russian export, come to think of it. Then a French Foreign Ministry spokesman expressed sympathy with 
Putin's plan: "We share with Russia the goal to bring Hamas to the positions which allow us to reach the 
goal of two states living in peace and security." Never mind that the goal of one state only is Hamas's reason 
for being. And then Jimmy Carter--surprise!--put another nail in the coffin of decency and sense by warning, 
in The Washington Post, that Israeli and U.S. attempts to make life difficult for Hamas would "alienate the 
already oppressed and innocent Palestinians." Innocent? Not of freely bringing this hateful party to power. 
So now, too, the Palestinians are to be exempted from the consequences of their actions.
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All of these hemi-demi-semi-friends of Hamas would like to believe that their friendship will have a 
moderating influence. More generally, one hears over and over that the rise of Hamas is a perverse kind of 
good news, because power breeds responsibility. But the history of the Middle East, and of many other 
regions of the world, has demonstrated the opposite. Again and again, power has bred irresponsibility. 
Consider Mahmoud Ahmadinejad in Iran. And consider, too, Khaled Mashal, the exiled leader of Hamas, 
who was in Tehran this week arranging for Iranian assistance. What drove Mashal into Ahmadinejad's arms 
was not Israeli or U.S. policy. It was a deep political and philosophical affinity. They are made of the same 
stuff; and it is not the stuff of which we are made.
 ***

The Strip Club
National Review
By James S. Robbins
3/6

An interesting war of words has broken out in the Palestinian Authority. In an interview published March 2, 
Palestinian Authority President Mahmud Abbas stated that he has intelligence information that al Qaeda has 
set up shop on the Gaza Strip and the West Bank. He calls the information very serious and troubling, and 
the implication is that al Qaeda was allowed to enter the PA by the local security forces, particularly in 
Gaza, which the Islamic Resistance Movement (Hamas) controls. Hamas quickly denied that al Qaeda is 
present in Gaza, but added that if in fact they are there, it is Israel's fault. Also, they stated that if their group 
is not treated favorably by the U.S., al Qaeda may just as well be there, to teach us a lesson. Not exactly an 
unequivocal rejection. 

To complicate matters further, as this exchange was taking place al Jazeera ran excerpts from a new 
videotape from al Qaeda number-two Ayman al Zawahiri, urging Hamas to stick to the radical program. The 
group should hold firm against U.S. threats of withholding aid until they recognize Israel's right to exist. 
Zawahiri counseled instead taking a hard line, rejecting calls for a coalition government and renouncing the 
"Madrid and Oslo accords, the road map, and other agreements of surrender that violate, and even clash with 
the Shar'iah [Muslim law]." Zawahiri chastised those in Hamas who might seek compromise for political 
gain, even if the compromise is only temporary. His alternative? "Well," he said, "it is the path of the 
prophets and messengers, the path of da'wah [Islamic call] and jihad; da'wah for the pure faith and jihad in 
its name until the land is liberated and the Muslim caliphate emerges, God willing." Meanwhile leaflets were 
scattered across southern Gaza by "The Army of Jihad and Preventing Corruption" that praised Osama bin 
Laden and Abu Musab al Zarqawi.

Reports of an al Qaeda presence in Gaza began circulating shortly after the Israeli pullout last August. A 
group styling itself the Al Qaeda Organization Jihad in Palestine announced its formation on a radical 
Islamist website in October 2005. The official Hamas Palestinian Forum website also carried the 
announcement. During Ramadan, the new group published and distributed religious booklets in various Strip 
mosques. Other reports have al Qaeda recruiting rigorously from disheartened members of the Gaza branch 
of the Fatah-affiliated al Aqsa Martyr's Brigade, as well as among Hamas members stewing in Israeli 
prisons.

Making for Gaza is a natural move for al Qaeda, which has been seeking an Afghanistan-style base of 
operations since the fall of the Taliban. A sub-sovereign zone like the Strip, run by aggressive radicals, 
tolerant of criminality, and protected by international agreements, is the perfect outpost to pursue the violent 
task of erecting God's Kingdom on Earth. In addition, it will place al Qaeda on the frontlines of the struggle 
with Israel, the last cause that can generate any significant unity among the Muslim (and especially Arab) 
world.

In the past, al Qaeda was decidedly unwelcome on that particular front. There were ideological differences; 
the mainstream Palestinian terror outfits were more nationalist than sectarian. Al Qaeda's Palestinian co-
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founder Abdulla Azzam split from the PLO in the early 1970s for that very reason, and his influential work 
"Defense of Muslim Lands" lays out a no-negotiation, no-compromise program with Israel, the U.S., or 
anyone else. (Azzam also helped found Hamas before his death from complications of a car bombing in 
1989.) But beyond the ideological divide there was also an ego conflict, the clash of the terror divas. Yasser 
Arafat was synonymous with terrorism for decades. Palestine was his show; no room for a kid from Saudi 
on that stage.

Bin Laden's scorn for Arafat was evident in his January 1999 interview with Time magazine, in which he 
denounced "those who sympathize with the infidels--such as the PLO in Palestine, or the so-called 
Palestinian Authority--have been trying for tens of years to get back some of their rights. They laid down 
arms and abandoned what is called 'violence' and tried peaceful bargaining." To no avail, in bin Laden's 
opinion. After that, al Qaeda sent annual messages of support to the Palestinians, for example in 2003 
stating, "We will continue in the path of jihad; we are still with you; your blood is our blood, your honor is 
our honor, and your sons are our sons. Your blood will not be wasted; I swear that we will support you until 
Palestine is Islamic again." With Arafat gone, Israel withdrawn from Gaza and Hamas in control, means, 
motive, and opportunity are in perfect alignment.

Some analysts observe that it is in Fatah's interest, as well as Israel's, to associate Hamas with al Qaeda, in 
order to discredit them; they thus seek to discount the potential links, or even al Qaeda presence, as 
propaganda. But the evidence is slowly mounting that al Qaeda is active in the Palestinian Authority, doing 
what they have been promising to do for years. It is odd indeed to be arguing which of three terrorist 
organizations is the most extreme, and how that reflects on the others. Would we somehow think less of 
Hamas if they were consorting with al Qaeda? The two groups have virtually identical worldviews, 
programs, and propensities to kill the innocent. We should not think much of Hamas in any case. However, 
the possibility that the Islamic Resistance Movement is aligning with our principle enemy in the global war 
on terrorism should give pause to those who, in this country and elsewhere, seek to secure millions of dollars 
in aid money for the PA. The U.S. and its Coalition partners have spent years developing the tools necessary 
to disrupt terrorist financing; we should not indirectly become the terrorists' new state sponsors.

--James S. Robbins is senior fellow in national-security affairs at the American Foreign Policy Council, a 
trustee for the Leaders for Liberty Foundation, and author of the forthcoming Last in Their Class: Custer, 
Picket and the Goats of West Point. Robbins is also an NRO contributor.
 ***

UNITED NATIONS

A Continuing Shame
National Review
By Rich Lowry
3/7 

Wherever she is right now, the late Eleanor Roosevelt is probably having a kind thought about U.S. 
Ambassador to the United Nations John Bolton. The ambassador is the liberal bugaboo who was filibustered 
by Senate Democrats before heading to Turtle Bay. Now he is fighting a valiant, probably losing fight to 
reform the U.N. Human Rights Commission.

Roosevelt was the commission's first chairman back in 1947, and thought the commission would play an 
important international role by shaming human-rights abusers. Over time, the commission's mandate 
evolved into passing over human-rights abuses in silence and, instead, shaming itself. Bolton had hoped to 
change the commission and infuse it with some of its old idealism. Nothing doing. He's finding that at the 
U.N. Augean Stables, the cattle always prevail. 

The 53-country human-rights commission's abiding flaw is that it has no standards for membership. So, 
bloodthirsty tyrannies sit on it together with liberal democracies. Given the let's-all-get-along bonhomie of 
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the United Nations, they all operate based on a vaporous consensus that strips the commission of any 
purpose. China, Cuba, Eritrea, Saudi Arabia, Sudan and Zimbabwe are all current members, ensuring ample 
representation of governments interested only in preserving their ability to jail their dissidents, repress their 
women and despoil their countrysides.

Human-rights abusers are particularly drawn to the commission so they can eliminate any diplomatic or 
moral threat it might pose to their misrule. They can vote as a bloc to oppose any strenuous language 
directed at themselves or fellow abusers. On the inside, they subtly influence the process in their favor. Nina 
Shea, director of the Center for Religious Freedom at the human-rights group Freedom House, recounts how 
a few years ago the European sponsors of a resolution condemning Sudan reached out to Khartoum to help 
draft the language. It was duly massaged to remove any reference to "slavery," even though the 
commission's own officials had confirmed Sudan's involvement in it.

The decorous treatment afforded murderous governments does not extend to democratic Israel, which is the 
target of numerous resolutions during every yearly session of the commission. It's as if the global human-
rights picture would be paradisiacal if it weren't for a country of six million that is forced to defend itself 
from the savage terror attacks of people who don't want it to exist. Israel consumes much of the 
commission's time and energy, while it has never bothered to pass a resolution condemning the practices of 
the Chinese government.

John Bolton and the U.S. proposed reducing the commission's membership from 53 countries to 30, thus 
making it harder to get on, and requiring a two-thirds vote of the General Assembly to approve members in 
an attempt to keep the worst abusers off. These reforms have been effectively trashed. A counterproposal 
that is likely to pass pegs the membership at 47, approved by a mere majority of the General Assembly. The 
biggest change is literally nominal: No longer will it be the United Nations Human Rights Commission, but 
the Human Rights Council. The moral stink will remain, whatever they call it.

Debates over the U.N. feature an odd dynamic. It is skeptics like Bolton who favor making it a more 
effective and worthy institution. It is the U.N. worshippers who have standards for the world body so low 
that it will always remain mired in disrepute. So it is that Jimmy Carter is in favor of the current evisceration 
of the reforms. For such U.N. supporters, it appears that genuinely high-minded multilateralism is not as 
important as maintaining the United Nations and other international bodies as an irritant to American power. 
Carter made a personal promise to the ambassadors of Egypt, Pakistan, and Cuba--not a democracy among 
them--that he would side with them on commission reform.

Eleanor Roosevelt would no doubt be surprised at how low her treasured world body has sunk, and who is 
working to make it better.

--Rich Lowry is author of Legacy: Paying the Price for the Clinton Years.
 ***

IRAQ

The Wild Card
Time
By Aparisim Ghosh
3/6

Muqtada al-Sadr, the radical Shi'ite leader, doesn't like to miss out on the action. As Iraq convulsed in 
sectarian violence last week, al-Sadr was stuck in Beirut, on the final leg of a grand tour of Middle Eastern 
capitals. He was being feted by heads of state across the region, a remarkable achievement for a politician-
cleric who has neither been elected to any office nor completed his religious education. After hearing news 
of the destruction of the Shi'ite shrine in Samarra, al-Sadr cut his trip short to return to Iraq to marshal his 
Mahdi Army, a militia of bristling young Shi'ites who had swarmed the streets, torching Sunni mosques and 
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girding for war. But a government-imposed curfew had closed airports and sealed borders, leaving al-Sadr 
locked out. His mood was surly. An aide told TIME that when he tried to brief al-Sadr on talks over the 
formation of Iraq's new government, he snapped, "The government can go to hell." 

Damning Iraq's political process comes easy to a man who more than once has pushed it to the edge of the 
precipice. But these days al-Sadr is part of the process: in December's general elections, his candidates won 
32 seats, giving him a decisive voting bloc in the 128-member Shi'ite alliance that dominates the new 
parliament. But unlike most other Iraqi leaders, al-Sadr commands a genuine popular following, which is 
why the surge of violence is likely to give him even more influence over the country's future.

To a substantial extent, the prospects of averting a full-blown civil war will depend on how al-Sadr chooses 
to deploy his militia--as a revenge-seeking lynch mob or as enforcers of Shi'ite restraint. Because of his 
popularity with the Shi'ite masses, any effort to broker a cease-fire between the sects and form a durable 
Iraqi government that can contain the violence will require his active cooperation. It's an indication of how 
badly things are going for the Bush Administration that its hopes are pinned to a man implacably hostile 
toward the U.S.--and whose supporters were, barely two years ago, fighting U.S. troops on his orders. 
"We're going to have to hold our noses when we do business with this guy," says a Western adviser to the 
Iraqi government. "And he's going to enjoy watching us squirm."

That's fine with everyone, as long as al-Sadr keeps his shock troops in check. In the immediate aftermath of 
the Samarra bombing, he was hearteningly subdued, ordering his followers to refrain from attacking Sunnis. 
After having participated in the orgy of anti-Sunni violence in the 24 hours following the attack, al-Sadr's 
fighters gradually responded to their leader's call. In a few places, his supporters were even credited with 
protecting Sunni mosques. For the more optimistic observers, those events seemed to confirm the notion that 
it is better to have al-Sadr inside the Iraqi political tent, trying to hold it up, than to leave him outside, 
threatening to put it to the torch. "This shows that Muqtada is a constructive force in politics," says Salah al-
Obeidi, a senior al-Sadr aide. "This is the act of a responsible Iraqi leader."

For U.S. officials, that remains a tough line to swallow. Since the fall of Saddam Hussein in 2003, al-Sadr's 
behavior has ranged from irritating to intolerable. Details of al-Sadr's personal life are a closely guarded 
secret: he is thought to be in his mid-30s. He is married and has children, although his aides won't disclose 
how many. He bears a name revered by Shi'ites all over the world: al-Sadr's father and uncle were influential 
and popular ayatullahs murdered by Saddam's regime. Muqtada was a virtual unknown in Iraq until the U.S. 
invasion, after which he began building his power base through often ruthless means: his supporters were 
blamed for the April 2003 assassination in Najaf of an influential pro-Western ayatullah. (The U.S. initially 
fingered al-Sadr for the murder, then quietly let the matter drop. Al-Sadr has denied any involvement in the 
murder.)

In the first half of 2004, he became a nationalist hero to many Iraqis after leading two armed uprisings 
against U.S. forces. His Mahdi Army is made up of thousands of poor Shi'ites, the majority of whom live in 
a densely populated Baghdad suburb that bears al-Sadr's family name. Little more than rabble, the Mahdi 
Army was no match for U.S. troops, but at least 29 American service members were killed in battles with al-
Sadr's forces.

Al-Sadr has moderated his image by embracing elections and joining the political process. But in the two 
months since Iraq's general election, he has shown he will be a disruptive figure in the heart of any new 
government. He scuttled a plan that would have replaced Prime Minister Ibrahim al-Jaafari--who is widely 
distrusted by Sunnis--with the more acceptable Adil Abdul Mahdi, and his refusal to deal with secular 
politicians like former Prime Minister Iyad Allawi has confounded U.S. attempts to nudge the Shi'ites to 
form a national unity government. "We did our best to bring [al-Sadr] into the political process," says Redha 
Jawad Taqi, a senior leader of SCIRI, the largest Shi'ite party. "But [the Sadrists] believe wrong things about 
democracy."

The biggest concern for many Iraqis is al-Sadr's unwillingness to disarm the Mahdi Army militia, which has 
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a long record of inflammatory and often criminal behavior. In areas where al-Sadr's fighters hold sway, they 
use brute force to impose a strict Islamic code. They are frequently accused of kidnapping and assassinating 
those who resist them. Many Mahdi Army fighters have been absorbed into the Iraqi security forces and 
police, and in the aftermath of the Samarra bombing, many police vehicles in Baghdad were openly flying 
Mahdi Army colors--black and green. Sunni groups say policemen did nothing to stop the violence last 
week. In some places, they claim, policemen joined the mobs to kill Sunnis and defile their mosques.

But al-Sadr does have one potential trump card: his strident anti-Americanism has helped him broaden his 
support base, so that many Iraqi Sunnis regard him as the only Shi'ite leader they can trust. Sunni groups 
contributed men and material to support the Mahdi Army's uprisings against U.S. forces, and elements of the 
Mahdi Army fought alongside Sunni insurgents in the battle of Fallujah in fall 2004. "He is somebody who 
has fought against the occupying forces," says Abdul Salam al-Kubaisi, spokesman for the Association of 
Muslim Scholars, the leading Sunni clerical body. "All other Shi'ite leaders are seen as collaborators because 
they cooperate with the Americans." Al-Sadr stayed true to form after the Samarra bombing, lacing his 
statement with an angry condemnation of the "Crusaders" and demands for their withdrawal from Iraq. If al-
Sadr can prevent the chaos in Iraq from turning into civil war, there's good reason the U.S. might even 
oblige.

Because he is popular with the Shi'ite masses, any effort to broker a cease-fire between the sects and contain 
the violence will need his aid.
 ***

An Eye for an Eye
Time
By Aparisim Ghosh
3/6

Civil wars, as a general rule, don't announce themselves when they arrive. But how else to label what Iraqis 
witnessed in their streets last week? What other term could describe the sight of armed and angry Shi'ite 
mobs rampaging through Baghdad and other cities, dragging Sunnis into the streets and executing them, 
looting their homes and burning down their mosques? The proximate cause of the violence was the bombing
of al-Askari, the sacred Shi'ite shrine in Samarra, but that attack could only partially account for the hatreds 
unleashed. A government-imposed curfew briefly interrupted the slaughter; after dark the fighting resumed. 
Ordinary citizens guided assassins to the homes of their neighbors. Iraqis like Isam al-Rawi, a Baghdad 
University geology professor and Sunni politician, kept their guns close and loaded. "I have to be ready for 
anything," he says. For him, the decapitation of the mosque in Samarra was an omen of doom. "I said to 
myself, 'This is it. The Shi'ites are going to go mad. This is the start of the civil war.'" 

Such dire predictions have been made before and proved wrong. But this time Iraq got a very real, very 
frightening glimpse of what war with itself might look like. After three days of violence, more than 200 
people were killed, and Sunni groups claimed at least 100 mosques were damaged. The extent of the carnage 
left many with the uneasy sense that the long-simmering hostility between the country's two main sects has 
at last boiled over--and that the fragile, feckless institutions of authority in Iraq have no means of holding 
the anger back. "This was the worst-case scenario we all hoped would never happen," said a Western adviser 
to the Iraqi government. "We've always known that when the Shi'ites ran out of patience, Iraq would run out 
of political options."

The outbreak of communal conflict has raised the nightmarish prospect of an even wider and more 
destabilizing war that would tempt the country's neighbors to intervene on behalf of the partisans. And the 
violence threatens to spoil the overriding U.S. objective in Iraq: brokering the formation of a broadly 
representative government, which the Bush Administration has hoped would defuse the Sunni-led 
insurgency and facilitate a substantial withdrawal of U.S. troops. To protest the other side's excesses, Sunni 
and Shi'ite leaders have both walked away from U.S.-led negotiations on the new government.
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Caught off guard by the mayhem and powerless to stop it, U.S. officials could only offer general expressions 
of optimism. "Obviously it's a blow," Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice told journalists as her plane 
crossed Iraqi airspace after a five-day swing through the Middle East, "but whenever someone tries to tear 
them apart, [Iraqis] find a way to get back together." Over the weekend, President George W. Bush spent an 
hour on seven phone calls to Iraqi leaders, expressing condolences, thanking them for their appeals for calm 
and urging them to continue working to form a new government. In private, U.S. officials sounded guarded. 
"This is plainly a test for the Iraqi government," says a well-placed national-security official. "What the 
outcome will be is not entirely clear." A U.S. anti-insurgency official in Baghdad was even more blunt: "It 
looks like all hell is about to break loose here."

Some leaders of Iraq's warring sects are urging their followers to step back from the brink, but not 
everybody is listening. The violence that racked the country in the hours after the Samarra explosion 
subsided briefly after the imposition of a daytime curfew last Friday but soon flared up again. The radical 
Shi'ite leader Muqtada al-Sadr publicly called on his Mahdi Army militia, which perpetrated much of the 
anti-Sunni violence in Baghdad, to halt their attacks. But having endured so much pain at the hands of Sunni 
militants, many moderate Shi'ite leaders are reluctant to entrust security to government forces. A statement 
released by Grand Ayatullah Ali Husaini Sistani, Iraq's most revered cleric, called for nationwide 
demonstrations and seven days of mourning. It added that if the government was unable to protect religious 
sites, "then the believers will do it, with the help of God." Bush described Sistani's statement as 
"constructive and very important," but to Sunni ears, it sounded like a call for the Shi'ites to take the law into 
their own hands. A source close to Sistani told TIME that "he feels that the situation has become unbearable 
and says it has become too hard to control the streets."

The U.S. may have little choice but to try to take them back. The seeming inability of the U.S.-trained Iraqi 
security forces to quell the violence was especially worrying to U.S. commanders, since any U.S. 
withdrawal is predicated on Iraq's taking charge of its own security. Just as disturbing was the reappearance 
of Shi'ite militias on the streets, flaunting their weapons and often riding along with police and military 
patrols. A former high-level Bush Administration official told TIME that the violence may scuttle White 
House hopes of reducing troop levels this year. "It's unrealistic to think 2006 is a year of transition," he says. 
"What's holding things together and preventing this spark from turning into civil war is the presence of our 
troops in large numbers." But he doubts the White House is ready to concede publicly that it may not be able 
to bring substantial numbers of troops home. "I don't think they've come to terms with that yet. They need to 
see more of what they've seen over the last few days to come to terms with that."

However shocking in scale and ferocity, the eruption of sectarian violence last week was not totally 
unexpected. For months, hundreds of dead bodies have been turning up in streets, ditches and sewers in and 
around Baghdad--most of them bearing unmistakable signs of military-style execution. Almost all the dead 
are Sunni males, many of whom had been arrested by men wearing police uniforms. Sunni politicians have 
long blamed those deaths on Shi'ite death squads operating within Iraqi police and security forces. U.S. 
officials now privately concede that the death squads may indeed exist. In response to mounting allegations 
that Shi'ite militants were carrying out atrocities against Sunnis with the knowledge, if not the support, of the 
Shi'ite-run Interior Ministry, U.S. Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad last week threatened to block U.S. funding 
to Iraq if the new government didn't turn away from sectarianism. "We are not going to invest the resources 
of the American people to build forces run by people who are sectarian."

But if Khalilzad intended to soothe the anxieties of the Sunnis the U.S. has tried to coax into the 
government, his comments only further outraged Shi'ites. For their part, Shi'ite politicians point out that 
thousands in their community have been killed in Sunni terrorist attacks since the fall of Saddam Hussein. 
"After every tragedy, every time that the terrorists pour [gasoline] over our emotions, we tell our people to 
be patient, to remain calm," said Jassim al-Mutairi, a political aide to al-Sadr. "But each time, we worry that 
the next [terrorist] attack will be the one to light the match."

The Samarra explosion was surely designed to set sectarian hostilities aflame. No group has yet claimed 
responsibility for the bombing of al-Askari, but suspicion fell on al-Qaeda in Iraq. Its leader there, Abu 
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Mousab al-Zarqawi, subscribes to an extremist Sunni view that regards Shi'ism as an apostasy and all 
shrines as idolatrous abominations. Al-Zarqawi, whose group comprises mainly foreign jihadis, has 
encouraged his followers to attack Iraqi Shi'ite targets.

They could hardly have picked a more provocative one than al-Askari. It is associated with three venerated 
Shi'ite imams, including the Mahdi, or Hidden Imam, who is believed to have disappeared in 878 into a 
tunnel directly under al-Askari. The two imams buried in the shrine were the Mahdi's father and grandfather. 
Most Shi'ites believe that the Mahdi will one day reappear as a messiah to bring justice to the world. That 
makes al-Askari one of Shi'ite Islam's holiest sites, exceeded in veneration only by the shrines of Najaf and 
Karbala. Even Samarra's Sunnis hold al-Askari in high esteem. The expression "to swear by the shrine" is 
routinely used by both communities. Insurgent groups that have occasionally operated out of Samarra since 
the fall of Saddam's regime made sure to give al-Askari a wide berth. And when U.S. and Iraqi forces 
stormed Samarra in October 2004, they took special care not to damage the shrine. Struggling to explain 
their emotions at the sight of the shattered dome, many Shi'ites cited the U.S. response to the collapsing 
towers of the World Trade Center. "This is our 9/11," became a common refrain for Shi'ite commentators.

The grief hardened quickly into fury. Within 12 hours, Shi'ites across the country torched mosques, gunned 
down clerics and kidnapped Sunni families at gunpoint. As the violence escalated, it became less 
discriminating: among the victims were three journalists working for al-Arabiya television who were 
abducted and executed while reporting in Samarra. Gunmen then attacked the funeral cortege of one of the 
journalists, killing one person. On its way back from the cemetery outside Baghdad, the convoy was hit by a 
bomb, killing two others. On both sides, not all the stories of slaughter and desecration were immediately 
verifiable, since the violence and curfews--extended through last weekend--restricted the movements of 
journalists. But the authenticity of the allegations mattered less than their effect on a scared and sullen 
population. Omar Saad, 73, saw his Sunni mosque in the northern Baghdad district of al-Shaab being 
attacked twice on the same day by armed Shi'ite militias dressed in black--the uniform of the Mahdi Army. 
The mosque's guards fought off the attack until they ran out of ammunition. The militias then entered the 
premises and trashed it, torching everything inside. They returned in the evening with explosives and leveled 
the building. "Now there isn't a mosque anywhere near us, so we haven't heard the call for prayer for two 
whole days," said Saad. "It feels like something fundamental is missing from our lives."

The feeling of loss was shared by all Iraqis, who struggled to make sense of what their countrymen had 
wrought. Although the violence of last week may have been sparked by a single act of provocation, it came 
in the context of a history of Shi'ite-Sunni enmity. The roots of the sectarian divide lie in a schism that arose 
shortly after the death of the Prophet Muhammad in the 7th century. Under Saddam, communal hostilities in 
Iraq were suppressed, their very existence denied. Beneath the surface, though, relations between the two 
sects have always been tainted by prejudice and discrimination. Although Shi'ites make up the majority in 
Iraq, the country was long ruled by a Sunni יlite, often under the patronage of a foreign power, like the 
Ottoman and British empires. Sunnis historically had a monopoly on the best education and jobs, especially 
in government and the military. As a result, many Sunnis see themselves as Iraq's natural ruling class, and 
the Shi'ites as poor, superstitious rabble.

The U.S. invasion upended the "natural" order: in the past two elections, the Shi'ites have finally made their 
numerical superiority translate into political power, leaving many Sunnis bitter and resentful over their 
diminished status. It didn't help that many of the new Shi'ite ruling parties have ties to Iran, feeding Sunni 
suspicions about Shi'ite loyalties. In private, some Sunnis refer to Shi'ites as Iranians or Persians--in other 
words, traitors.

In turn, fanatical Shi'ites regard Sunnis as descendants and followers of the murderers of their most revered 
heroes. That resentment culminated in the rule of Saddam, who outlawed important Shi'ite observances, had 
many top Shi'ite clerics murdered and finally, after the first Gulf War, ordered a massive campaign of 
murder and repression of Shi'ites. Now politically ascendant, some Shi'ites want reckoning for those and 
other historical wrongs. They regard the assassination of Sunnis by death squads as eye-for-an-eye justice. 
Even some moderate Shi'ites, who condemn extrajudicial killings, view Sunnis as deluded losers who are 
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supporting terrorist groups in a futile bid to regain their monopoly on power.

Yet the two sides have more in common than they openly admit. Iraq's Arab Shi'ites and Sunnis come from 
the same ethnic stock (the Kurds, a different ethnic group, tend to be Sunni) and share the same language 
and diet. They even dress alike, although Shi'ites have a special fondness for black, a color associated with 
one of their historic heroes. From appearance alone, a Shi'ite would not be able to identify a Sunni on the 
streets of Baghdad any more than a Catholic would be able to point out a Protestant in the U.S.

Indeed, what makes the rise of sectarian violence so chilling is precisely the difficulty involved in carrying it 
out. Some Shi'ite mobs last week stopped people in the street and demanded to see their ID cards, looking 
for Sunni names. Each sect regards some names as taboo, usually because they are associated with hated 
figures from history. But that too is imprecise: the vast majority of Muslim names are used by both sects. In 
the end, as is often the case in sectarian wars, many of the victims of last week's violence were simply 
fingered by their neighbors.

Can a country in which neighbors are ratting one another out to bloodthirsty mobs drag itself back from the 
brink of civil war? Iraq has done so before. In the summer of 2004, when al-Sadr's fighters battled U.S. 
forces in several cities, Iraqi leaders warned of a potential Shi'ite insurgency. In the end, the Mahdi Army 
was cornered, and Sistani ordered the fighters to go home. But taking a beating from an overwhelmingly 
superior force of foreigners is one thing. It is hard to see either Shi'ites or Sunnis backing down from a more 
evenly balanced sectarian fight, if only because the burden of history makes it impossible for either side to 
admit defeat.

Given the failure to head off last week's conflagration, U.S. hopes of averting an ignominious defeat in Iraq 
now hinge on whether it can bring the fighting to an end. The biggest fear is that the breakdown of order 
could draw neighboring countries into the conflict, with Iran intervening on behalf of the Shi'ites and Arab 
states supporting the Sunnis. Some U.S. military officers say privately that the turmoil has vindicated their 
insistence that it's premature to turn over security duties to the Iraqis. "This week's events support our 
caution and unwillingness to pull out troops too quickly," says a senior military officer. "The civilian 
leadership wants us to move faster, faster, but it's a little bit of 'We told you so.'"

But the U.S. has few good options left. Public patience with the mission in Iraq is likely to keep eroding as 
long as it appears that U.S. troops are standing in the middle of a religious shooting war. Civil wars are 
notoriously difficult to mediate without taking one side, and it doesn't help that in Iraq, battling Shi'ites and 
Sunnis seem to agree on only one thing: that the U.S. is ultimately to blame for the mess. Khalilzad is 
pleading with Shi'ites and Sunnis to return to talks on forming a new government. Still, it could be weeks, 
even months, before a workable new government is in place in Baghdad. That would be bad news for 
Washington, which desperately wants a quick political solution in Iraq. But most Iraqis would gladly trade 
last week's carnage for a few more months of political uncertainty.
 ***

Power Struggle, Tribal Conflict Or Religious War?
Time
By Noah Feldman; Vali Nasr; James Fearon; Juan Cole
3/6 

NOAH FELDMAN Professor of law at New York University and an adjunct senior fellow at the Council on 
Foreign Relations

In looking at the brewing civil war between the two groups in Iraq, it's easy to assume that the cause is 
ancient hatred. Nothing could be further from the truth. For the overwhelming majority of Iraqi history, 
Sunnis and Shi'ites have lived peacefully side by side, and numerous Iraqis are the children of mixed 
marriages. Instead we are witnessing in Iraq what occurs when government collapses and there is no state 
around capable of guaranteeing personal security.
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What do you do when your family is in peril and you cannot turn to the government for protection? The 
answer is that you will take security wherever you can get it. You need to find some group that will be 
capable of keeping you safe, and that group had better be one that can count on your loyalty just as you can 
count on its protection. If you are a member of my ethnic, racial or religious group, then we share at least 
some basic bond, which may be enough to ensure our loyalty to one another. I need some assurance that you 
will have my back, and identity is better than nothing. 

Sunnis and Shi'ites may find themselves joining militias or supporting denomination-based political parties 
even if they are not particularly pious and would much prefer not to. Something similar happened in the 
former Yugoslavia when its government collapsed with the fall of communism and nothing replaced it. 
Ethnic activists--call them identity entrepreneurs--will always form the core of the new militia. These 
radicals will emphasize symbols, like al-Askari mosque that was blown up last week in Iraq, and hope that 
followers will react by strengthening their commitments to the group itself.

Is it possible to break the cycle of violence that gets under way when identity groups move toward civil war? 
One answer is for an outside force to impose a solution. The killing did not stop in Bosnia or Kosovo until
Western powers showed they were willing to bomb. But this approach is not viable in Iraq, where U.S. 
bombs came first and civil strife has followed. Instead the only way out of the violence is for Iraqis to 
realize that they have more to gain by negotiating a settlement between their groups than they do by 
allowing a full-blown brothers' war to break out.

VALI NASR Author of the forthcoming book The Shia Revival and an adjunct senior fellow at the Council 
on Foreign Relations

What lies at the heart of the sectarian violence in Iraq is not so much religious dispute as it is a very secular 
competition for power and prominence in the new Iraq. Iraq is not all that different from Northern Ireland or 
Bosnia, where religion paraded as ethnicity and became a vehicle for communal rivalries. In the vacuum of 
power left by the fall of Saddam Hussein, the game of numbers has favored Shi'as, who are 60% of the 
population. It is for this reason that they wholeheartedly embraced democracy. Disgruntled Sunnis, on the 
other hand, vested their fortunes in boycott and violence, hoping that as spoilers, they would gain leverage in 
negotiating over the future.

Few in the West recognized the depth of either the Shi'a anger at the Saddam regime or the Sunni rage born 
of loss of power. There is a strong sense of Iraqi identity among both Shi'as and Sunnis, but as strong 
allegiance to sect and ethnicity in every election has shown, a shared notion of what Iraqi identity means and 
how each community sees the future of Iraq is fast disappearing. As happened in Bosnia, in Iraq mixed 
marriages and shared memory of coexistence will not be enough to stop internecine violence.

Shi'as embraced the political process that the U.S. set in place in 2003 in the hope that it would guarantee 
their security and serve their interests. There is indication now that many Shi'as are having second thoughts. 
Already overstretched in facing the Sunni insurgency, the U.S. can hardly afford losing the Shi'a as well. If 
tensions escalate to a full-blown civil war, Iran, Saudi Arabia, Jordan and Syria may all join the war to 
protect their co-sectarians and to scramble for pieces of a failed Iraq.

Pulling Iraq back from the brink will be difficult. Building a strong central government and an effective 
security force will help. The challenge is to get them up and running before events on the ground pass a 
point of no return.

JAMES FEARON Professor of political science at Stanford University

By any reasonable definition, there has been a civil war in progress in Iraq at least since the Coalition 
Provisional Authority formally handed over authority to the Iraqis in 2004. A civil war is a violent conflict 
within a country fought between organized groups seeking to compel a major change in government policies 
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or to take control of the center or a region. The insurgents in Iraq target the U.S. military, but they are also 
fighting against the Shi'ite-dominated Iraqi government and killing large numbers of Iraqis. There is little 
reason to think that if the U.S. suddenly withdrew, the insurgents would not continue to fight to control or 
shape the government.

When we hear talk about incipient civil war in Iraq, the fear is of an escalation of the current insurgency into 
a much bigger war. Analysts may have in mind something like the U.S. Civil War, with Sunni and Shi'ite 
armies fighting each other across well-defined fronts. Or they may imagine a sudden spasm of massive 
communal conflict and ethnic cleansing along the lines of Bosnia or Rwanda. Neither scenario is all that 
likely, although bouts of violent ethnic cleansing are certainly possible in a few parts of the country, 
especially Kirkuk.

My guess would be that as the insurgency continues to create insecurity, sectarian militias will continue to 
grow in power and influence. They will increasingly supply local security, but in the form of protection 
rackets that extort as they protect. They will clash with each other over territory and control of revenue 
sources. Since the Sunnis remain highly disorganized, some of these local fights may initially be intra-
Shi'ite. But in the absence of effective political incorporation and protection from national police and army 
units--which are heavily infiltrated by Shi'ite militias--Sunnis will gradually form a patchwork of militias. 
Neighborhood-by-neighborhood conflict and violence will increase. Think Lebanon.

JUAN COLE Professor of history at the University of Michigan

If you look at the ethnic conflicts and street demonstrations during Iraq's modern history, it is remarkable 
how few have involved Shi'ites fighting Sunnis. During the colonial era, Iraqis were united by their 
opposition to the British occupation. Sunni and Shi'ite tribes cooperated in rebelling against British rule, and 
were only put down with a bombing campaign in 1920 that killed 9,000. In 1941 mobs targeted Iraq's small 
Jewish population; Jews had been a valued part of the Iraqi national fabric but were accused, unfairly, of 
being pro-colonial. After World War II, much of the violence in Iraq was fueled by issues of class. In 1948 
slum dwellers and railway and oil workers revolted against a government treaty with Britain. In 1959, Arab 
nationalists assassinated Communist Party members, while mobs in Mosul and Kirkuk attacked and killed 
rich businessmen and landowners.

Iraqi Muslims have not all along been severely divided by religious sect. There have been many instances of 
strong cooperation between Sunnis and Shi'ites. Other social divides have led to mob violence in the past, 
but Iraqis have overcome them to re-establish national unity. It remains to be seen whether they can 
accomplish this feat again.
 ***

War of the Mosques
Newsweek
By Babak Dehghanpisheh, Michael Hastings and Michael Hirsh
3/6

When is the moment you realize your country is on the brink of disintegration? Perhaps it is when you are 
too scared to remain in your own home. That's the way it felt to Muhammad Ali, a 27-year-old Sunni in 
Baghdad's mixed Shia-Sunni neighborhood of Doura. In the hours after a terrorist bomb in nearby Samarra 
last week destroyed the sacred Askariya mosque--where revered Shia imams are entombed--angry Shiites, 
their faces wrapped in kaffiyehs, roared down Ali's street in Opel and Kia passenger cars bristling with AK-
47s and rocket-propelled grenades. Minutes later, Ali heard three loud blasts: a nearby Sunni mosque had 
been hit with RPGs. "We were terrified," says Ali, his voice cracking. "We never had something like this in 
my neighborhood." 

Early the next morning a friend came by Ali's house with a blunt warning: "Get out." A half kilometer away, 
the friend said, he'd come up on a large field bordering railroad tracks, a place where kids normally kick 
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around a soccer ball. Now it was littered with the victims of Shiite reprisal attacks. "Sometimes people 
throw their heavy garbage in this place," says Ali (not his real name, which he fears would make him a 
target if published). "Now they are leaving bodies. It's unbelievable." Braving a harrowing dash through 
militia checkpoints in a taxi, when AK-47s were waved in his face, Ali brought his mother, two sisters and 
brother to safety at an uncle's house in a Sunni-dominated area. There they remain, frightened and waiting 
for what comes next--fearing both the known and the unknowable.

Iraq could be on the verge of degenerating from a barely managed quagmire into... something worse. U.S. 
Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad says the nation seemed as close to civil war as it had ever been. "We're not 
completely out of danger yet," he said on Saturday. Rising to the crisis, President Bush on that same day 
telephoned seven key Iraqi leaders, including interim Prime Minister Ibrahim Jaafari and Shiite alliance 
leader Abdul Aziz al-Hakim, as well as two influential Sunni politicians. The president urged them all to 
continue trying to form a government of national unity. But even Bush, who tends to put the best gloss on 
things, declared that "the coming days will be intense."

Iraq's brief reign of terror was further proof that the nation's 200,000-odd security forces--which witnesses 
said did little or nothing to stop the violence--are simply not ready to maintain stability. Over the weekend 
U.S. forces were sent out to patrol Baghdad neighborhoods, helping the Iraqis to loosely enforce what one 
soldier called an "inshallah" (God willing) curfew that prevented large crowds from gathering until 
afternoon prayers. In the Baghdad neighborhood of Shula, a NEWSWEEK reporter accompanied three 
Humvees from the 10th Mountain Division as they rolled up and down narrow streets, their antennas hitting 
low-hanging power lines. Overhead, an unmanned aerial drone scouted for crowd gatherings, and when one 
was spotted, the U.S. troops drove to the area, blasting a message in Arabic over a loudspeaker: "Attention, 
attention, the Iraqi government has a curfew for your safety until 4 p.m.... From 4 to 8, you may go to 
prayer... The president of Iraq urges calm. Thank you for your attention." But even with the extra protection, 
killing was underway. An Iraqi soldier who was standing guard in the neighborhood, Thaer Kadar Abbas, 
said that two people were murdered overnight, and four young men were kidnapped and executed "just 30 
minutes ago." "In this neighborhood, that's a normal day," Captain Greg Stone told NEWSWEEK.

The worst spasm of violence came immediately after the Askariya bombing on Feb. 22. Shiite militias 
attacked more than 20 Sunni mosques, destroying one and inflicting damage on six more, according to U.S. 
Army Maj. Gen. Rick Lynch, and they murdered several imams. Other accounts put the totals higher. Bands 
of gunmen killed at least 120 people across the country--including 46 demonstrators, both Shia and Sunni, 
who had protested against the Askariya bombing and were pulled out of cars and shot. Even Grand 
Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani, the pre-eminent Iraqi Shiite leader who is usually a calming presence, issued an 
angry statement saying that "if government security services can't provide protection, then believers can with 
God's help." Talks over the formation of a new government, which had lagged since mid-December 
parliamentary elections, had broken down.

Still, after a day of reprisals, everyone seemed to pull back from the brink. Jaafari imposed a shaky daytime 
curfew that held during Friday prayers, providing some evidence that the interim central government was 
not entirely helpless. The prime minister and Hakim also called for unity, as did the powerful radical cleric 
Moqtada al-Sadr (although his Mahdi Army militia was believed to be responsible for the worst of the 
reprisal attacks). Jaafari said all damaged mosques, Shiite and Sunni, would be rebuilt with government 
money. Hakim, probably the most powerful politician in Iraq, pointed a finger at the likely culprit in the 
Askariya bombing, the Jordanian Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, head of Al Qaeda in Iraq. "This is what al-
Zarqawi is working for, that is, to ignite sectarian strife in the country," Hakim said in a statement broadcast 
by Iraqi television stations. "We call for self-restraint and not to be dragged down by the plots of the 
enemy."

Why the change in tone? In part because Iraqi party leaders who had been cavalierly indulging in sectarian 
politics suddenly found themselves "staring into the abyss, and they were recoiling," says a U.S. official in 
Baghdad who would speak only if he were not identified. "You looked into the eyes of these officials, and it 
looked like they had been scared straight." Those feelings were summed up at a meeting that Khalilzad 
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attended a day after the attack with some 60 of Iraq's leaders. The meeting was boycotted by the dominant 
Sunni alliance, the Iraqi Accordance Front. But one Sunni leader who did show up, cleric Ahmed al 
Samarrai, was almost moved to tears, says the U.S. official, who was there. "His voice was cracking, and he 
was half crying when he said as a person from Samarra, the shrine was an Iraqi shrine, not a Sunni or Shia 
shrine."

What U.S. authorities hope is that existential fear will act as a bonding agent, making clear to Iraqis just how 
dangerous foreign jihadists like Zarqawi are--and how awful civil war would be. After Jaafari tried to extend 
the daytime curfew into the weekend, imposing a 24-hour vehicle ban in Baghdad and its suburbs, security 
began to break down again. On Friday night and Saturday, Sunni insurgents seemed to be getting their licks 
in. Two rockets were fired at a Shiite mosque in Tuz Khurmatu, north of the capital; a car bomb exploded in 
the Shiite holy city of Karbala, and 13 members of a Shiite family were gunned down.

Even so, weekend violence was not as severe as what occurred in the first hours after the Askariya attack. 
"Iraqi security forces have control over all parts of the country," said a senior Bush administration official, 
who did not want to be named because of the sensitivity of the subject. She added that, after Bush's phone 
call, representatives of the Sunni bloc agreed to show up at a meeting of political leaders at Jaafari's 
residence Saturday and recommit itself to forming a new government.

Some U.S. officials insist that as bad as things are, the nation is still on a more positive path than it was in 
some previous periods of turmoil, like the siege of Fallujah in April 2004. Secretary of State Condoleezza 
Rice complained to reporters last week that "every time there is a patch of turbulence, someone writes, 'It's 
all over, they've had it, they'll never get this done,' and what happens is the Iraqis go through a period in 
which they come back together."

But each round of sectarian violence tears a wider hole in the community fabric, as seen in the breakup of
Shia and Sunni neighborhoods like Muhammad Ali's. That in turn makes all-out civil or sectarian war 
likelier the next time. And ordinary Iraqis seem to have less and less faith in the interim government of 
Jaafari, already reeling from accusations of running or permitting Shiite death squads. In Baghdad, there 
were no reports that government security forces ever confronted members of Sadr's Mahdi Army, which is 
beginning to resemble Hizbullah in fractured Lebanon. This inability or unwillingness to stop the militias 
(Iraq's security forces are dominated by Shiites) was one reason cited by the Sunni bloc for withdrawing 
from political negotiations.

Yet Khalilzad is fighting to maintain his influence on the country's political direction: both Jaafari and 
Hakim blamed him for inciting the violence by threatening to cut off U.S. aid for "sectarian" groups two 
days before the Askariya mosque bombing. And U.S. officials admit they don't have any good ideas as yet 
for dismantling the militias or integrating them into the national forces. During Friday prayers, a cleric loyal 
to Sadr, Aws al Khafaji, announced that his boss had ordered the formation of a security committee to 
coordinate activities of the Mahdi Army. "Our enemies are not only those who hate Shiites," Khafaji said. 
"But also the occupation that allowed takfiris [extremists] to enter the holy shrine and demolish it. We want 
the occupation troops to leave our country. This is our main demand."

Ironically, the Shiite militia menace has led Sunni communities once sympathetic to the insurgency to ask 
for more U.S. military patrols, said one senior U.S. official in Washington who spoke on condition of 
anonymity. And that could imperil U.S. withdrawal plans, which call for a reduction of U.S. troop levels to 
below 100,000 by the year-end. "Yes, it is worrisome," the U.S. official said with a sigh. "But almost every 
issue you could raise is worrisome."
 ***

Centripetal Force
New Republic
By Lawrence F. Kaplan
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For a return visitor, Baghdad International Airport offers a fitting portal into the new Iraq. Unlike the 
military side of the airport, where U.S. transport planes and helicopters operate in an industrious roar, the 
civilian side, which usaid renovated in 2003, now languishes in disrepair. Iraqi Airways flights, on which it 
was possible to light up a cigarette until recently, still come and go. But, in the terminal itself, the rest room 
floors are smeared with excrement, wires hang from the ceiling, and pay phones have been ripped from the 
walls. An emblem of war and poverty? Not really. The transportation minister, an ally of Moqtada Al Sadr 
and his rebellious Mahdi Army, has delegated responsibility for the airport's maintenance to the children of 
Sadr City, the Shia slum and the Mahdi Army's Baghdad base of support. The 14-year-olds in blue jumpsuits 
smoke, huddle, and even play tag. What they do not--and cannot--do is maintain an airport. 

Not everything the U.S. enterprise touches here turns to gold. But everything it lets go of does seem to turn 
into dirt. With U.S. reconstruction aid running out, Iraq's infrastructure, never fully restored to begin with, 
decays by the hour. Iraq's political arena, from which the Americans had no choice but to withdraw, has 
dissolved into something unrecognizable, carved up for sectarian advantage and without a center to keep its 
parts from spinning away. In both cases, the United States may have given all it reasonably could be 
expected to give. But, when it comes to America's withdrawal from Iraq's security arena, a process that 
accelerates with each passing week, the only explanation can be that the White House, for all of its high-
minded rhetoric about standing with Iraq, has decided not to. The insurgency continues to rage. Iraq's 
security forces still cannot operate on their own. And, as what was once a largely one-sided Sunni campaign 
of terrorism rapidly approaches something like parity (with the Shia taking up arms in their own defense), 
the likelihood of a civil war has surged. So, too, contrary to the delusions of war supporters and critics alike, 
has the importance of the Americans.

As the war takes a sectarian turn, the United States begins to look, even to many Iraqis, like an honest 
broker, more peacekeeper than belligerent. Sheik Humam Hamoudi, one of Iraq's most powerful Shia and a 
leader of the Supreme Council for Islamic Revolution in Iraq (sciri), knows this better than most. He sits, 
literally, atop the Iraqi government--in a sprawling office suite above Baghdad's convention center, where 
Iraqi politicians wheel and deal. As with many Shia politicians, Hamoudi, donning a clerical robe and 
turban, becomes animated when the subject turns to the U.S. military's campaign against Sunni insurgents. If 
anything, he believes it has been prosecuted with insufficient vigor. And, although he complains that the 
Americans have placed undue restraints on the Shia-dominated security forces, he likens the effect of a U.S. 
withdrawal from Iraq to "a child when he wants to walk and you ask him to play football." Absent the 
Americans, he says, Baghdad would be transformed into another Beirut.

Hundreds of miles to the west, in an Arabesque villa that rises out of the desert near the Syrian border, Sheik 
Abdullah Al Yawar--Hamoudi's mirror image in the Sunni community--echoes his concern. Al Yawar 
wields so much power in this insurgent hotbed that U.S. Army officers say he can turn the violence on and 
off like a faucet. For the moment, at least, he has turned it off, responding to pleas and aid from his 
American interlocutors. But he worries that the same Iraqi security forces that Hamoudi claims the United 
States has muzzled operate with too little American oversight. He claims they have been running amok 
through his province, beating and arresting his constituents and chanting Shia slogans. "If the Americans 
leave," he warns, "there will be rivers of blood." In their own way, then, both sheiks see the U.S. military 
presence for exactly what it has become: a buffer--between Iraq's sects and between relative order and 
complete mayhem.

Whether you measure Iraq's well-being through its infrastructure, politics, security, or even geography, one 
thing is clear: Where the Americans do not operate, very little else does. The level of corruption that 
pervades Iraq's ministerial orbit, for instance, would have made South Vietnam's kleptocrats blush. The 
problem extends beyond a simple lack of good governance. In a case that has been highly publicized in the 
Iraqi press, Sunni lawmaker Mishaan Al Juburi was recently charged with embezzling funds meant to pay 
for the protection of an oil pipeline in Iraq's north. Not all that unusual, but prosecutors suspect he then 
funneled the money to insurgents who blew up the pipeline.
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According to a U.S. Government Accountability Office report published earlier this month, an interagency 
group of State Department, military, and contracting officials concluded that "critical infrastructure facilities 
constructed or rehabilitated under U.S. funding have failed, will fail, or will operate in suboptimized 
conditions following handover to the Iraqis." Absent U.S. oversight, politicians from competing sects have 
transformed the ministries into personal fiefdoms, where expertise counts for nothing and connections for 
everything. And, just as the ministries have proved impervious to direction from above, local factories and 
refineries ignore the ministries.

One of the reasons Baghdad has only a few hours of electrical power each day is that electricity plants in the 
provinces refuse to provide it--reasoning, as the head of a plant in Iraq's south put it, that Baghdad had 
enough power under Saddam Hussein. Although partly a consequence of the security situation, corruption 
has helped drive every public service measure--electricity, potable water, heating oil--down below its prewar 
norm.

The dysfunction works its way down to the street, too, which becomes apparent on a visit to the home of 
Bakr (he asked that his last name not be used), an engineering student who lives in the middle-class 
Waziriya neighborhood. One morning, as he was studying, Bakr explains, he looked out his window and 
noticed men setting up a mortar in the middle of the street. As the government encourages all Iraqis to do, he 
called the Interior Ministry's emergency line, 130, to report the insurgents. "They didn't answer," Bakr 
recounts.

"The next day, my friends warned me not to call, because your telephone number appears and they sell it to 
the insurgents." He insists we drive his Opel--the Humvee of the Sunni, as Iraqis call it--to an adjacent 
neighborhood so he can prove the point. There, faded on a wall, hangs the picture of a young man and the 
announcement of his death. The dead man, Bakr explains, got through to the emergency line.

Another casualty has been the authority of Prime Minister Ibrahim Jafari, whom the ministries routinely 
ignore. On the day the preliminary results of December's elections were announced, Jafari invites the 
election commissioners for dinner. The liberal activist Mustafa Al Kadhimiy wrangles two invitations, and, 
as we wait at the gate, Jafari's guards radio back and forth on their walkie-talkies--signing off with what, 
even in Iraq, stands out as religious phrasing: "Yes, believer." A concrete path leads to a footbridge and then 
across a moat, winding around Jafari's villa until it ends in a heated tent, which, Mustafa notes 
disapprovingly, is of Iranian vintage. But it is Jafari's relations with Iraq, not Iran, that most concern 
American officials here. Unlike his predecessor, Iyad Allawi, Jafari has a reputation for being cerebral, 
detached, and, most of all, weak.

His dinner guests look utterly exhausted. "The Sunni parties attack us," explains chief electoral officer Adil 
Al Lami. "We receive violence, assassination attempts." One commissioner seems to be on the brink of a 
nervous collapse. But not Jafari. As the commissioners pick at their kebobs, the prime minister announces 
that he has completed one of Thomas L. Friedman's books. Have I read The Lexus and the Olive Tree? As a 
television in the corner of the room conveys images of the carnage outside, Jafari admits to being partial to 
the works of Noam Chomsky. Why won't Chomsky come to Iraq? he asks. The commissioners don't know 
what to say. And, apart from expressing doubts about a Chomsky visit, neither do I. Later, asked if the prime 
minister offered this line of conversation for the benefit of a visiting American, a source close to Jafari 
responds, "No, this is how he talks in public. No one understands what he is talking about. But Iraqis--they 
like this. If they can't understand him, they think he knows something." Indeed, Jafari has become well-
known for delivering inscrutable speeches that wander from Western philosophy to Arab literature and back 
again, leaving even seasoned translators perplexed. The confusion extends to his deliberations with the 
Americans. "Today, with our current government," Jafari tells me, "we tell the MNF [multinational forces] 
when to go.... The MNF wait for our orders." Yet, when pressed on his relationship with coalition forces, 
Jafari sounds a more humble--and increasingly familiar--note. "If they leave today," he says, "we would be 
defeated."
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Jafari's weakness notwithstanding, the imperial taint that colored the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) 
and its handpicked successor, Allawi, made it impossible for either to govern effectively. While Iraqis 
subsequently voted along sectarian lines, in this hollowed-out state, where tribe and religion remain the 
basic affiliations, this hardly came as a surprise. Even Mithal Al Alusi, one of a dwindling band of liberals 
still committed to the dream of a secular Iraq, has come to terms with the pathologies of Iraqi political life. 
Alusi made the mistake of traveling to Israel in 2004, and, for his sins, insurgents murdered his two sons. 
Bodyguards ring his house; a gun lies beside him on the couch. "The mistakes here are by the Iraqi side, not 
the American side," he says. "The Iraqi politicians only believe it is in their interest to push sectarian 
divisions." Kadhimiy echoes the sentiment. "Iraqi politics, it has moved beyond the Americans, except, you 
know, on security issues," he says. "There, the Americans, they still control everything."

With security having been the exclusive property of the Americans for so long, Iraqis still ask when full 
ownership of their country will be returned to them. The million-dollar trophy that National Security 
Adviser Mowaffaq Al Rubaie keeps in his home study suggests the restoration has begun. For many 
Americans, the memory of Iraqis (supported by U.S. forces off-screen) pulling down Saddam's statue in Al 
Firdos Square still provides an inspirational bookend to the U.S. invasion. For Iraqis today, the statue--or at 
least its head--just provides a bookend. As the national security adviser tells it, in the aftermath of the 
invasion, a senior American officer tried to abscond with Saddam's head. But he only made it as far as 
Kuwait, where the authorities alerted Rubaie, who subsequently reclaimed the head for Iraq. So here it sits, 
in the national security adviser's study, where Iraqi elites express their hatred for Saddam by hitting him on 
the head with the soles of their shoes. "I put it here to remember Saddam is always here," he explains.

Iraqi forces, Rubaie concedes, have not reached the point where they can operate independently of the 
Americans. As if to prove the point, an American military officer in civilian clothes hovers in the 
background, answers the national security adviser's phone when a reporter calls, lives and travels with 
Rubaie, and, his fellow government ministers say, probably does much of the national security adviser's job 
for him. At the same time, Iraq's security forces have started to emerge from the shadow of their American 
instructors. Their training has been accelerated, and, in the near future, Rubaie sees "Iraqi security forces 
taking over, Iraqi forces taking the front line, [and] MNF doing logistical and support [functions]. By the 
end of 2007," he predicts, "we're very likely to see the last U.S. soldier."

According to the U.S. military, the Iraqi police force currently fields about 121,000 men, close to the 
number planned for, while the Iraqi armed forces number about 106,000 soldiers, nearly two-thirds of the 
force estimated for the end of this year. The Iraqi army no longer melts away in combat, nor does it suffer 
from mass desertions, as it did during its first battles in 2004. Army recruits now undergo a basic training 
course similar in length to their American counterparts, officers attend service schools, and Iraqis provide 
much of the instruction. As the security forces grow more competent, they have rapidly expanded the 
amount of territory under their control, which now includes several neighborhoods in Baghdad and large 
swaths of western Iraq.

But the professionalism of Iraq's security forces can be overstated, which becomes apparent to me a week 
later in western Iraq. As a U.S. Army convoy approaches within a few hundred yards of a U.S. outpost at a 
castle in Tall Afar, gunfire erupts on all sides. The Humvees speed toward the castle gate, where an Abrams 
tank links up with them, providing the convoy with extra firepower as it winds it way toward a forward 
operating base outside the city. The shooting, officers back at the base say at first, came from insurgents. 
Neither I nor the soldiers caught in the middle of it had that impression, and an officer later confirms what 
we know to be true: The Iraqi police, overwhelmingly Sunni in this area, and the Iraqi army, 
overwhelmingly Shia and Kurd, were firing on one another.

Sectarian clashes present one problem. The fact that the Army still cannot operate without access to U.S. 
firepower, logistics, communication, and intelligence presents another. Even conceding the Bush team's 
fanciful premise that Iraq will have 110 combat battalions operating by the end of the year (compared with 
three fully effective battalions a year ago and 40 today), American officers dismiss as wishful thinking the 
official line that Iraqi troops can replace U.S. troops on a one-to-one basis and then operate just as 
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effectively as their American mentors.

As for the Iraqi police, if civil war comes to Iraq, it may be ignited as much by them as by the insurgents. 
For Iraq's police are, to an extent not fully grasped in Washington, not police at all. As one of his parting 
acts in June 2004, CPA chief L. Paul Bremer signed Order 91, outlawing militias in Iraq. In response, 
thousands of Shia militiamen exchanged their street clothes for police uniforms. As they have gotten better 
at combating Iraq's Sunni guerrillas, the insurgency, at least in Baghdad and its southern outskirts, has 
weakened, with attacks declining since last fall. The only problem is that brutality is one of the tactics that 
achieved these results.

The Interior Ministry's extrajudicial antics first came to light last November, when U.S. troops stumbled 
across a torture chamber in Baghdad operated by Interior police. Every week brings more handcuffed and 
decomposed bodies discovered in garbage dumps, rivers, and hastily dug pits. "Scores of individuals are 
regularly detained in the middle of the night and without judicial warrant," a recent report by the U.N 
Assistance Mission for Iraq says. "The rule of law continues to be challenged by the existence of militias 
and other groups who continue to act with impunity, confirming an urgent need for the State to assert control 
over its security forces." But these forces were never the state's to begin with. Unlike the Iraqi army, which 
operates in tandem with U.S. forces, the police recruit and operate locally, and, until recently, they did so 
largely free of U.S. supervision.

To rein in the brutality, American commanders have dispatched 4,000 military advisers to work and live 
alongside police and commando units. Sciri's Hamoudi, for one, chafes at the interference, claiming the 
Americans--by condemning abuses at the Interior Ministry and thereby creating a "general feeling that the 
U.S. and British are biased toward Sunnis"--have strayed too far from the embassy compound. Pointing to 
comments by American Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad, Hamoudi says, "When the U.S. or British 
ambassador intervenes to press against Shia, it is illogical." But there is a logic at work here. Just as the 
Americans create a buffer for Iraq's Shia by training and equipping their security forces to combat the 
insurgency, they're also building a buffer for Iraq's Sunnis, who increasingly rely on the U.S. military to 
keep those same forces in check. In areas like Salman Pak and Tall Afar, the once viscerally anti-American 
Sunni population has even turned to the Americans for protection.

For a glimpse of what Iraq would look like in the event of a precipitous U.S. withdrawal, one need look no 
further than Tall Afar, where there was a precipitous U.S. withdrawal. Before the Third Armored Cavalry 
Regiment (3rd ACR) launched its offensive to clear Tall Afar last September, the city, like Falluja before it, 
had become a horror show. With only 400 soldiers from the 25th Infantry Division patrolling the roughly 
10,000-square-mile sector around it, officers say, there simply weren't enough troops to pacify the city. 
During the Falluja offensive in November 2004, police stations across the province fell to insurgent attacks, 
and Tall Afar itself fell under guerrilla control. On the western side of the city, tension between Sunni and 
Shia tribes escalated into open warfare; the remnant of the Shia-dominated police force launched brutal 
reprisals against the population; and forces loyal to Abu Musab Al Zarqawi moved into the city, mounting 
their own campaign of atrocities--killing patients in the local hospital, kidnapping and beheading hostages, 
and forcing children to act as human shields. "I know people at home will roll their eyes," says one 
American officer, "but Restore Rights [the September 2005 operation to clear Tall Afar] cleansed this place 
of something genuinely evil."

Police headquarters in Tall Afar is located on the grounds of a centuries-old Ottoman castle, which sits on a 
large hill in the center of the city. From its parapets, one can usually see the entire city, but it is pouring rain, 
and even tanks slide in the mud. The castle also houses the mayor of Tall Afar, Najim Abdullah Jabouri, 
who, until recently, was the city's police chief as well. The mayor still operates as the city's de facto sheriff--
a bullet-riddled police vest hangs on the wall of his office. The power has gone out, and it is freezing and 
nearly pitch-black, but the mayor seems relieved just to be here. Only a few months ago, he says, "Zarqawi
was ejecting Shia from the city; and the sky--it was raining mortars. Now, we target the insurgents, not each 
other." Even today, 3rd ACR has Tall Afar locked down, with tanks on street corners and patrols 
crisscrossing the city. "The American Army is mediator and judge," the mayor says. "It is a higher authority 
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than any institution in Iraq." So desperate, in fact, is the mayor to block 3rd ACR from leaving that he has 
penned a letter to President Bush, pleading for the unit to stay. "Our security forces are not well-equipped," 
he explains. "We are undertrained, nowhere near the situation where we can take care of our own 
responsibilities."

Still, the violence in Tall Afar has declined sharply. Following Operation Restore Rights, attacks on U.S. 
forces in Tall Afar dropped from about seven per day to one. At first, the city's Sunni leaders refused to 
cooperate with U.S. forces, citing the brutality of a Shia commando brigade operating in the area. But 3rd 
ACR had the brigade pulled back, and it released detainees whom the Sunni sheiks would vouch for. In 
addition, explains Lieutenant Colonel Christopher Hickey, whose Sabre Squadron operates out of the castle 
that houses police headquarters, "I knew I needed Sunni police to get information from the population. The 
Shia police were just inflaming sectarian violence." After pressing local leaders to encourage police recruits, 
Sunnis began to sign up, eventually swelling an exclusively Shia force of 200 into a majority Sunni force of 
1,700. And, as Hickey predicted, intelligence tips began flowing in. The regiment also poured millions of 
dollars into the city, funding 150 water, electricity, school, and cleanup projects. At the same time, it 
embedded advisers with Iraqi army and police units. Today, 3rd ACR personnel live among Iraqi platoons 
and among the population itself, having fanned out across the city and established 29 patrol bases--including 
directly between the warring Sunni and Shia tribes.

Having melted into a once-hostile population center, the Americans have become an essential part of the 
landscape here--their own tribe, in effect. Seen from a helicopter roaring above Nineveh province, telephone 
wires provide the only evidence of modernity among the ancient forts, castles, and clay huts that dot the
plain below. In this primitive universe, it's easy to confuse the door gunners, their aviation helmets 
emblazoned with Superman logos (the "S" actually stands for their unit, Stetson Troop), with actual 
supermen. Which many Iraqis do: Wedged between tribes of Sunnis Arabs, Turkomen, Shia, and Kurds, a 
regal and persecuted people--the Yazidis--call Nineveh province home. The Yazidis, who, among other 
things, don't wear blue, don't eat lettuce, and take a somewhat nuanced view of Satan (their Muslim 
neighbors have accused them, falsely, of being devil worshippers), initially confused the arrival of the 
Americans with the Second Coming. An officer at the forward operating base in Sinjar elaborates: "They 
think that, um, we're Jesus."

The Yazidis aren't the only ones. At a base in central Iraq a few days earlier, two U.S. helicopters taxi to a 
halt near a C-130. The crew chiefs jump out and guide two rows of detainees, handcuffed and blindfolded, 
away from the prop blast. A detainee's fate, as I learned last year on stumbling across a similar scene in 
Baghdad, depends largely on his destination. The idea of prisoners begging to get into Abu Ghraib may 
seem like a stretch, but, more than anything else, they fear being turned over to the Iraqi security forces. 
They know the Americans probably won't kill them, and that, in all likelihood, they will be released in a few 
days.

As for the Americans themselves, the soldiers value their roles here just as much as the local population 
does. Back at regimental headquarters, framed pictures of the fallen line the wall--3rd ACR has lost 42 men 
during its yearlong tour, and many more have been terribly wounded, including the regiment's command 
sergeant major. And, yet, contrary to the faux moral posturing of those who claim to speak for the troops 
back home, when the troops do speak, what they say is invariably some variation of "leave us alone to do 
our job." The soldiers' confidence in their mission derives in part from a sense of ownership that the Army 
has about Iraq. While Colin Powell's reported warning on the eve of the invasion--"If you break it, you own 
it"--applies even as the war grinds toward the end of its third year, for the Army at least, it is equally true 
that, when you break it, it owns you. Having bled so much here, the officer corps cannot entertain the 
possibility that they did so in vain. Its members truly believe that victory, even at this late date, may be 
within reach.

In Tall Afar, it genuinely is. To be sure, 3rd ACR, which a Pentagon review of dozens of units in Iraq rated 
as the most adept at counterinsurgency, hardly counts as a typical unit. There are, to begin with, the officers 
gathered around the commander, among them a Harvard graduate student wounded here and a Middle East 
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historian who can recite every detail about British operations around Tall Afar in the 1920s. There is the 
Iraqi-American interpreter who has established himself as a power broker among Nineveh's clans. There is 
the regiment's self-contained aviation squadron, its gunships baring snarling shark's teeth and its scout 
choppers having shut down infiltration across the Syrian border. Then there are the soldiers themselves, who 
benefited from unusual training (devoted largely to counterinsurgency as well as to Iraq's customs and 
language) and whose professionalism in dealing with Iraqis arguably has yielded more diplomatic triumphs 
than the combined exertions of every Foreign Service officer in Iraq.

There is, finally, the commander himself. With his raspy voice and shaved head, Colonel H.R. McMaster 
bears a closer likeness to the brusque officers that Robert Duvall brought to life in Apocalypse Now and The 
Great Santini than to the tweedy scholar on the book jacket that made him famous. McMaster's Ph.D. 
dissertation, which scolded the joint chiefs of staff for not protesting more forcefully Lyndon Johnson's 
march to war in Vietnam, appeared in 1997 as a book--Dereliction of Duty--that became required reading at 
the Pentagon. A parade of retired generals has wielded Dereliction of Duty as a club against today's military 
leaders, charging them with the same sins that the book accuses their Vietnam-era predecessors of 
committing. But, if McMaster sees parallels to the civil-military relations of the Vietnam era, he's not 
saying. When it comes to the operational realm, however, he freely concedes to drawing from the Army's 
experience in Vietnam. "The important thing that emerges from Vietnam is that the political, economic, and 
military have to go together," he says. "You have to isolate insurgents from external support. You have to 
develop security forces. You have to provide security for the population." Which is exactly what he did in 
Tall Afar, having enshrined the principles of counterinsurgency in his unit's tactics well before the term 
returned to favor in Washington last year. The press, in turn, has anointed McMaster a latter-day John Paul 
Vann, and an army of journalists has descended on this remote corner of western Iraq. (A sergeant 
complains that his soldiers still distract themselves with tantalizing images of Lara Logan, the swimsuit 
model-cum-"60 Minutes" correspondent, who dropped in from the sky recently.)

In an Army that has spent three years launching big-unit sweeps, relying heavily on firepower and otherwise 
heeding ground commander Lieutenant General Thomas Metz's admonition not to "put much energy into 
trying the old saying `win hearts and minds,'" 3rd ACR has done exactly the reverse. Yet, rather than 
duplicate the Tall Afar operation in towns and cities across Iraq, the White House's "National Strategy for 
Victory in Iraq" declares, "Our forces will increasingly move out of the cities ... and conduct fewer patrols 
and convoy missions." The administration intends to draw down troop levels to 100,000 by the end of the 
year, with the pullback already well underway as U.S. forces surrender large swaths of the countryside and 
hunker down in their bases. The plan infuriates many officers, who can only say privately what 
noncommissioned officers say openly. "In order to fix the situation here," Sabre Squadron's Sergeant Jose 
Chavez says, "we need at least 180,000 troops." Iraq, however, will soon have about half that. An effective 
counterinsurgency strategy may require time and patience. But the war's architects have run out of both.

Al Yawar, the most powerful Sunni sheik in 3rd ACR's area of operations, cannot grasp this essential truth. 
So he has invited Colonel Joel Armstrong, the regiment's one-man State Department, to lunch. En route, 
Armstrong's helicopter and another Black Hawk flying escort wind along creek beds, hugging the desert 
floor. Eventually, the bleached landscape below yields a surprise: a miniature Versailles. A few hundred 
yards from the sheik's compound, the choppers set down next to a horse corral. An army of security guards--
tribesmen with New York Yankees caps--usher the colonel and his fellow officers inside, where the 
combination of marble floors, ornate chandeliers, gilded wall trim, and a roaring fireplace casts them all in 
an orange glow. As for the sheik, despite the robe, headdress, and gold sash tied across his waist, he bears an 
uncanny resemblance to John Gotti.

He wields a similar power, having, as the colonel points out, "convinced his people not to fight us and be 
peaceful." The sheik presents Armstrong with a list of detainees he wants released and asks about a paving 
project the Americans have promised. The local mayor, it seems, has embezzled the funds, and Al Yawar 
would like the Americans to supervise the project more closely. More than that, he would like assurances the 
Americans will stay. "The government is not listening to the Sunnis," he explains. The Iraqi army, in 
particular, incenses him. "They hit and kick people. They are not from this region." By contrast, "The 
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Americans--they are in the middle. They are on neither side. This is why we trust them. But, if the 
Americans leave, who will I talk to?"

Back at the base after lunch, Armstrong mulls over the meeting. Along with the rest of the regiment, he will 
head home soon. During his year here, he developed a close relationship with the sheik, and he will clearly 
miss his Iraqi counterpart. Armstrong shares some of the sheik's concerns, and he shares what could well be 
the epitaph for the U.S. enterprise in Iraq. "We're only an honest broker," he says, "so long as we're here."
 ***

Extra! Extra!
National Review
By Bill Crawford
3/7

Coverage of the Iraq war continues to be overwhelmingly negative. If anything, the pessimism of the 
mainstream media has increased since the attack on the Golden Mosque in Samarra. This isn't because of 
any dearth of good news, though. For whatever reason, the abundant good work and progress accomplished 
each day in Iraq are either not reported or underplayed here at home.

Talk of civil war continues in the media even now, in spite of reports that life in Samarra is returning to 
normal, and in spite of the fact that last week General Casey said that the worst had passed, and that talk of 
civil war was overblown: While Gen. George Casey said anything can happen, he downplayed suggestions 
the country is headed for civil war. 

"Now, it appears that the crisis has passed," Casey said in a briefing from Baghdad with reporters at the 
Pentagon. Also being downplayed is the resolve that the Iraqi people and their leaders have shown in not 
falling in to the trap the terrorists set for them when they bombed the Golden Mosque: The Iraqi people as a 
whole saw this for what it is; a blatant effort to foment sectarian violence and promote the perception of civil 
war in Iraq. In all three counts the terrorists failed miserably and the people of Iraq won. Iraqi leaders such 
as Prime Minister Ibrahim Al-Jaafari and President Jalal Talabani immediately denounced the crime and 
demanded the Iraqi people not take the bait of sectarian violence, but instead use this moment to join against 
terrorism and for Islamic unity. Provincial councils in Basrah, Baghdad and elsewhere called for calm. The 
people of Iraq listened. General Pace made the rounds on the Sunday talk shows and reiterated that Iraq was 
not on the verge of civil war. ABC News reported on this with the headline "General's Assessment of Iraq 
Questioned." The story questions if Pace is "glossing" over the situation: The comments drew criticism that 
Gen. Peter Pace is glossing over problems in the three-year-old U.S. campaign. It should come as no 
surprise that the person questioning General Pace's honesty is Democrat John Murtha.

During the same interview General Pace also noted the progress being made by Iraq's security forces: "I 
would say they're going very, very well from everything you look at, whether it be on the political side 
where they've had three elections, they've written their own constitution, they're forming their government. 
You look at the military side where this time last year there were just a handful of battalions in the field, 
Iraqi battalions in the field. Now there are over 100 battalions in the field. They had no brigades. That's 
about 3,000 men each. Now they've got about 31 brigades. No matter where you look at their military, their 
police, their society, things are much better this year than they were last," he said on Meet the Press. As the 
polls show, Americans are getting pessimistic about our mission in Iraq, and the mainstream media bear 
most of the blame for this. Responsibility for reporting the other side of the story in Iraq has fallen to the 
blogosphere. The following stories highlight the progress we have made in Iraq over the last two months, 
and the incredible work being done by the men and women of our armed forces, in concert with their 
coalition allies and the Iraqi Security Forces. 

USAID now has a webpage listing some of our successes in Iraq. The entire list is here, but to give just a 
few examples: USAID worked with a Kirkuk community to revitalize a local market. The market had 
degenerated and grown unsanitary. Now the market serves as an economic and cultural exchange with 
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freshly paved roads and drainage system.

In December 2005, the Government of Iraq (GOI) passed legislation to establish a social safety net targeting 
Iraq's most poor and vulnerable. The social safety net initiative is an essential step in reforming national 
subsidies fuel, food, and electricity as required by the standby agreement signed with the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF). Currently, these subsidy programs cost Iraq over $12 billion a year.

USAID's Iraq Civil Society and Media Support Program (ICSP) helped develop the National Iraqi News 
Agency, Iraq's first independent news agency. USAID equipped their Baghdad headquarters with cutting 
edge technology and trained their journalists in editing and international reporting standards. Amid a sea of 
noise and deception, NINA strives to be a voice of fair, honest, reliable reporting for Iraq.

The first Iraqi National Media Pool celebrated its successful instillation on September 29, 2005. The pool 
represents over twenty five Iraqi press bureaus and grants Iraqi reporters access to high profile stories and 
instills higher standards of objectivity and professionalism in reporting. "This is a real development for 
media in Iraq it enables us to get first hand information, which before was inaccessible." The Department of 
Defense recently sent a report to Congress detailing our progress in Iraq. The report contained several 
important items not reported to the American people by the mainstream media. The talking points on Iraq 
continue to include the assertion that the Sunni insurgency is growing, but commanders on the ground in 
Iraq see it differently: More Sunni Arabs are turning to the government, leaving hard-core insurrectionists 
more and more isolated, [assistant defense secretary for international security affairs Peter Rodman] said. 
"Obviously, they are participating vigorously in the political process." The report also states that the Iraqi 
economy grew by 2.6 percent in 2005, and that Iraqi Security Forces continue to make substantial progress. 
"We have no indications anywhere where an Iraqi unit has either surrendered--even down to platoon level --
or where they have run," [Air Force Lt. Gen. Victor E.] Renuart said. He said the Iraqi army has a coherent 
capability to take control of situations and interface with police forces. The U.S. Embassy in Iraq also issued 
a report citing the "remarkable" progress of the Iraqi Security Forces: "In the first Fallujah operation, we 
tried to bring in one of the first Iraqi battalions into the fight. The troops never made it to the fight," 
[Brigadier General Mark Kimmitt] said.

In contrast, the Iraqi army currently numbers 80 battalions, half of which are engaged actively in daily 
combat operations, the U.S. general said. "They are learning the cold lessons in combat, the harsh lessons in 
combat that is accelerating their development." During February, Iraqi Security Forces acted independently 
in 31 percent of security operations: Of the 435 company-level or higher operations conducted in Iraq last 
week, 31 percent were independent Iraqi operations, Army Maj. Gen. Rick Lynch, Multinational Force Iraq 
spokesman, said at a news briefing. And as Iraqi Security Forces continue to improve, coalition and 
American troops continue to hand over real estate to them. In the town of Bayji, Iraqi Security Forces took 
control of Forward Operating Base Summerall. On the second of March, a ceremony marked the transfer of 
Forward Operating Base Constitution to the Iraqi army. The Iraqi general now in command thanked 
Americans for what we are doing for his country: "The American forces are giving freedom back to the 
people of Iraq, just as they did in Japan, Germany and Korea," said Brig. Gen. Aziz, 3-6 Iraqi Army. "We 
are receiving this area of responsibility and the job to protect it. God willing, we will be able to do so." In 
Mosul a dramatic drop in attacks has occurred since Iraqis took over security of the town: The Iraqi public in 
Mosul is becoming less tolerant of the insurgency and are helping the Iraqi Security Forces locate the 
insurgents with tips, said [Col. Mike] Shields.

This rejection of the insurgency, along with increased pressure from Iraqi Army and Coalition forces, has 
led to a 57 percent reduction in total attacks since last January, said Shields.

The Iraqi police presence in Mosul has also significantly increased from a year ago. Today the Ninevah 
province has 14,000 policemen on duty, most who are trained locally at the Mosul Public Safety Academy. 
Despite the ever increasing number of transfers to Iraqi Security Forces, members of the mainstream media 
continue to ignore the progress: Continued a skeptical Katie [Couric]: "Having said that, will [the ability of 
Iraq to defend itself] ever happen, given the slow pace of this transfer of military authority to Iraqi forces?" 



47

The Iraqi people not in uniform are also stepping up, and the number of tips about terrorist activity continues 
to grow. The mainstream media reports on every terrorist attack in Iraq daily, no matter how insignificant, 
but what they don't report are the stories of every day Iraqis who are putting their lives on the line to help 
secure their country.

During a recent operation, two shepherds located twelve munitions sites for Iraqi and American forces: Two 
local sheepherders did just that, directing one search team of Iraqis and Americans to more than 12 sites, 
where munitions were discovered within a two-mile radius. High-explosive, phosphate and mortar rounds 
were among those discovered, which have all been used as weapons against Soldiers and Iraqis alike. 
Examples of Iraqis tipping off security forces are numerous:

* A tip from an Iraqi led to the arrest of a suspected terrorist south of Baghdad.

* Two terrorists were detained after a tip from a local citizen. The two are implicated in numerous roadside 
attacks.

* A large cache of mortar shells was discovered in Baghdad after a tip from a local.

* U.S. soldiers in An Najaf were stopped by an Iraqi man who was standing by the side of the road with a 
sign that read "Stop." The man led the soldiers to a weapons cache.

* A tip led to the death of al Qaeda's leader in northern Baghdad.

I could go on, but you get the point. If a mortar that lands in an empty parking lot inside the Green Zone, 
doing no damage, is newsworthy, then surely tips from Iraqis are newsworthy.

Even our troops serving in Iraq have noticed the problem with the information being reported by the media: 
Sgt. First Class Mike Porter has a lot of stories like this. A bench jeweler at Occasions, Porter just came off a 
yearlong stint in southern Iraq with the National Guard. He's tired of the negative stories coming out of the 
national media and he insists there is much good being done in Iraq by Americans. His words back him up. 
The media also can't be bothered to report on operations that prevent attacks, such as this one in Baghdad 
that led to the discovery of eleven roadside bombs before they could be used: Baghdad Soldiers found and 
destroyed 11 roadside bombs and three weapons caches in the last 24 hours as well as conducted two major 
offensive operations resulting in the detention of 29 suspected terrorists. In early February, a National Guard 
unit from Illinois discovered eleven weapons caches in less than two weeks, including one very significant 
cache: The cache consisted of 470 60 mm mortar rounds, 360 82 mm mortar rounds, 43 57 mm rockets, 75 
tubes of C3 explosives, 125 hand grenades, 7 50-kilogram bags of TNT, eight land mines, 250 mortar fuses, 
500 artillery primers, 15 82 mm illumination rounds, 5 60 mm mortar systems, 1 82 mm mortar system, 11 
rocket propelled grenade rounds, eight RPG, 50 anti-aircraft rounds, 20 sticks of TNT, four 12.7 mm 
machine guns, 1,000 7.62 mm rounds and additional items in the cache. Every day our soldiers, with the 
help of Iraqi Security Forces, are capturing or killing terrorists, uncovering and destroying weapons caches, 
and perhaps most important, winning the trust of local Iraqis. For example, Al Anbar province, once a 
terrorist stronghold, is exhibiting signs of normalcy, and the Sunni tribes that live there are starting to 
cooperate with Iraqi and coalition forces. Terrorist attacks in the region are down significantly: Insurgent 
attacks last week in the province dropped by more than a quarter, U.S. Maj. Gen. Rick Lynch said in a 
briefing here this week. Every weapons cache we destroy is a victory for a safe and free Iraq.

The Arab League announced this week that it will be opening an office in Iraq: The Arab League is to open 
its offices in Iraq for the first time since the US invasion three years ago. The League is seeking to play a 
bigger role in Iraq trying to bring about unity in the ranks of warring Sunni, Shia and Kurd communities. 
Although al Qaeda in Iraq scored a propaganda coup with its attack on the Golden Mosque, conditions on 
the ground have been less than ideal for them. Al Qaeda's leader in northern Baghdad, Abu Asma, was killed 
in an operation conducted by coalition and Iraqi forces. Asma was connected to a cell that carried out 
suicide car-bomb attacks, and was in possession of explosive vests when he was killed.
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In a town north of Baghdad, Sunni tribes placed a death warrant on Abu Musab al-Zarqawi and his followers 
after recent violence was attributed to them: Faced with attacks against their sheikhs and clan members, a 
number of Sunni tribes from Hawija - an insurgent bastion in northern Iraq - have declared war on Al-
Qaeda's frontman in Iraq, Abu Musab al-Zarqawi.

"We shall fight all those who commit such attacks, notably Al-Qaeda," the tribal leaders said in a statement 
that has been circulating around Hawija. In Anbar province and in Fallujah security operations netted 62 
suspected members of al Qaeda, including a member of a cell responsible for a car bombing that killed a 
U.S. soldier: Coalition and Iraqi forces operations in Iraq northeast of Fallujah and in Anbar province 
recently resulted in the detention of 62 suspects, military officials reported. The suspects were captured after 
a raid on several al Qaeda safe houses.

A Saudi member of al Qaeda who participated in the attack on an oil facility last week in Saudi Arabia was 
recently captured in Iraq.

Our troops are handing al Qaeda defeats on a daily basis, and these self-declared "Lions of Islam" have 
resorted to attacking the softest of targets, children: According to Muhammad, the report states that 64 
children were killed and 57 injured in a total of 417 attacks on educational institutions since November 
2005.

Additionally, more than 47 youngsters were kidnapped on their way to or from school for the same period. 
The report also noted that 311 teachers and government employees had been killed and another 158 
wounded in attacks. The Iraqi people will never rally around these murderers who indiscriminately kill 
women and children, and that is why the foreign terrorists will never achieve their goals in Iraq.

Another positive sign was the drop in the number U.S. casualties. January 2006 saw the lowest number of 
casualties in two years.

Iraq's economy is another bright spot for the country. According to the latest figures available, Iraq's GDP 
grew to $89.8 billion in 2004, more than double the 2003 figure of $37.92 billion. The real growth rate for 
Iraq's GDP in 2004 was 52.3 percent, the first increase since 2000's 15 percent. That means Iraq's economy 
was the fastest growing, in terms of real growth, in the entire world. Iraq's exports grew by more than $3 
billion in 2004. And the inflation rate in Iraq fell to 25.4 percent in 2004, down from 70 percent in 2002.

USAID is working with the Iraqi government to install a financial system that will allow the government to 
operate within generally accepted accounting standards. The system should be online in time for the FY 
2007 budget.

Reconstruction continues in Iraq, and Iraqi women are not being left out of the contracting process: The Gulf 
Region Division (GRD) Water Sector Women's Initiative hosted its quarterly roundtable discussion recently. 
Eighteen female Iraqi business owners participated in the four-hour discussion on contracting procedures.

The workshops provide female Iraqi business owners with an understanding of the contracting process, 
including how to locate contracts up for bid and how to respond to debriefings. The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers is also working with the Iraqi State Ministry for Women's Affairs to help include women in the 
reconstruction: Due to targeted efforts over the past year, over 250 Iraqi women-owned businesses have 
vetted contracts with GRD for reconstruction work, representing approximately $200 million of construction 
and non-construction contracts. The contracts range from full-scale engineering design and construction of 
buildings to digging of wells, to supply of construction and office materials, to custodial services. Each 
month, women-owned businesses compete for and earn approximately 15 new contracts in Iraq - revealing a 
pattern of slow-but-steady progress. Here are some examples of the latest reconstruction projects (homepage 
here) in Iraq:
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* In Diwaniyah province, the last of 32 new police stations was completed: The station has offices and 
sleeping rooms for the officers, visitation rooms, jails, bathrooms, parking area, perimeter wall, guard tower 
and emergency generators. Renovations to the general hospital in Baqubah, Iraq are complete. Repairs 
included upgrades to the facility's water and sewage systems, a new incinerator, new backup generators, and 
repairs to the elevators. A clinic at the hospital treats up to 500 Iraqis a day.

* In Diyala province, a hotel underwent $700,000 worth of renovations to turn it into a maternity hospital to 
serve the province's 350,000 residents. An Iraqi construction company performed all work on the project.

* Iraq's electrical system continues to undergo a major upgrade: 1,500,000 residents of Basrah and 
potentially all Iraqi Citizens have more reliable power with the installation of Units #5 and #6 at the Khor 
Az Zubayr Power Plant together producing 250 MW to the national electrical grid.

The completion of underground feeder lines in Baghdad, Erbil, and Mosul cities will mean more reliable 
power to approximately 1,000,000 people.

The 150,000 people of Mashru, Al-Noor, and Al-Askary, Babil Province now have power to distribution 
kiosks (on-ground transformers) that the Ministry of Electricity will use to complete the connection of the 
surrounding homes and businesses to the grid.

More than 50,000 residents of Al-Hindiya, Karbala Province, and Mahawil, Babil Province now have more 
reliable power to their homes with the installation of 3km of distribution line, repairs to the lines, and three 
new 630kVA transformers.

Another 30,000 people living in Erbil, Erbil Province, now have reliable power to the local distribution 
network with the installation of 5km of electrical feeder lines providing power to a newly constructed 
33/11kV substation.

20,000 residents of Mahalla 701 in 9 Nisan, Baghdad Province, now have electricity to their homes with 
completed upgrades to the existing system. * In health news, child mortality has dropped significantly since 
Saddam was deposed: During Saddam Hussein's rule, estimates of child mortality rates hovered at 125 
deaths per 1,000 births for children under the age of five. Diarrhea and acute respiratory infections 
accounted for 70 percent of the deaths. While the health situation for Iraqi children remains a concern, 
reports from the Ministry of Health and Environment indicate that the last year has witnessed an important 
drop in rates of disease among children under five, particularly for cholera and diarrhea. Current child 
mortality estimates by USAID and the Ministry of Health place the figure at 50 deaths per 1,000 births, 
which comports with data provided by the Central Intelligence Agency. * The U.S. Army Corp of Engineers 
now has a site dedicated to reconstruction. On the fifteenth and the last day of each month a comprehensive 
report on reconstruction is released. You can view the latest, dated January 30, here.

Reconstruction and security are all well and good, but the U.S. also needs to continue to work to form 
partnerships with the Iraqi people. When they aren't taking the fight to the enemy, our soldiers are taking the 
lead in winning the hearts and minds of the Iraqi people.

U.S. troops from Camp Adder provided new shoes for children at the Abu Tubar school, which was built by 
American forces. The shoes were purchased by the soldiers from Nike: This mission, nothing really difficult 
for these soldiers and airmen, just another day to try and make a difference in the lives of young people. 
Young people who will one day become the future of Iraq and its desire to live in a democratic state. Maj. 
Kassebaum summed up the day.

"I put some shoes on some kid's feet and that's worth all the time I have spent over here." In Hamrin, U.S. 
troops delivered soccer jerseys to young players in the town. The mayor was sure to express his gratitude: 
"This makes me very happy," el-Jarbary said. "It is a good feeling knowing you military guys take care of 
the civilians." U.S. soldiers recently delivered supplies to an orphanage in central Baghdad: "Giving gifts to 
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people is probably one of the best things we do here in Iraq," said Capt. Scott Ginsburg, civil affairs officer, 
Company A, 425th CA.

According to Ginsburg, every civil affairs mission is gratifying, and establishing good relationships is 
essential to help perpetuate peace for the Iraqi people.

"There are two sides to war," he said. "There is a lethal side and a non-lethal side, and obviously our job is 
to form great relationships with the people." After a winter storm destroyed their homes, U.S. soldiers 
delivered large tents to five very happy Bedouin families: The recipients of the tents indicated they 
appreciated the effort.

"You [Coalition forces] saved me from death to life," said Kadhem Utob, a retired farmer who watched as 
his shelters were loaded into the bed of a small pick up truck. "You are providing good support for the 
people of Iraq. I give thanks to you." The Sunni community of Taji benefited from a health clinic put on by 
U.S. and Iraqi forces: "We consider this a victory against the insurgency," added Saad. "We coexist with the 
people. (Our mission) is to secure the people. This time we're doing it medically." I could go on and on, but I 
think I have made my point. The only way to combat the MSM's constant barrage of bad news is to stay 
informed about Iraq through alternative media sources, because for every negative event in Iraq, there are 
many more positive events that they ignore.

--Bill Crawford blogs at All things Conservative.
 ***

U.S. MEDIA

CBS Does Denmark
Weekly Standard
By Henrik Bering
3/6

When 60 Minutes shows up on your doorstep, you have reason to fear for your good name and reputation. 
The Danes learned this last week, when reporter Bob Simon and his team of cameramen descended on the 
country to pass judgment in the controversy over the Muhammad cartoons. The result of their labors was a 
12-minute segment that displayed all the customary 60 Minutes arrogance and superficiality. In the report, 
the respected Danish daily Jyllands-Posten, which originally printed the cartoons, came across as a 
publication hellbent on gratuitously offending millions of Muslims around the world, while the Danes 
themselves were portrayed as naive, full of themselves, xenophobic, and way too blonde for their own good. 
Did we forget provincial? Add that to the list of Danish foibles, too.

The 12 cartoons were commissioned last fall when the editors of the Jyllands-Posten, feeling that a note of 
fear and self-censorship had crept into the Danish public discussion of matters Islamic, decided to test 
whether this was true. (Specifically, a writer of children's books had reported difficulty in finding an 
illustrator for a life-of-Muhammad volume.) 

After an initial flap when the cartoons came out in the paper's September 30, 2005, edition, nothing much 
happened for months. Then a delegation of fundamentalist imams from Denmark decided to tour the Middle 
East, stirring up hatred. Unsure that the original, rather lame cartoons would be sufficiently incendiary, the 
imams added three crude images to the portfolio, including one purportedly of the prophet Muhammad 
disguised as a pig. (It turned out to be a photocopied picture of a man in a pig mask from a rural French hog-
calling contest.) That certainly did the trick. The Danes were suddenly the most hated people on Earth, with 
their embassies under attack, their flag being burned, and their consciousness being raised by lectures on 
religious tolerance from Iran, Saudi Arabia, and other beacons of enlightenment.

Among the participants in the 60 Minutes trashing of Denmark was Ahmed Abu-Laban, a Palestinian 
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refugee and self-appointed spokesman of Danish Muslims, who instigated the tour of the Middle East and 
whose name has been linked to some very unpleasant groups and individuals in the Middle East. But rather 
than explore Laban's background and grill him in depth on the question of the added cartoons, CBS treated 
him with kid gloves as an aggrieved individual. Not a word about his contacts, nor of the fact that he has 
been speaking with a forked tongue, urging dialogue in his Friday prayers in Denmark, while inciting 
confrontation and boycott when talking to Middle Eastern audiences. All this is easily obtainable 
information, which CBS chose to ignore.

Unfortunately, the editors of the Jyllands-Posten, having received a forewarning about the likely drift of the 
program and reportedly in a state of shellshock after weeks of criticism, chose not to appear on the show. 
With death-threats and fatwas issued against the cartoonists, the paper had thrown in the towel and issued 
public regrets for having offended Muslims.

With the main players not being on hand to defend the rights of a free press, this task was left to T&#248;ger 
Seidenfaden, editor in chief of a rival paper, the liberal Politiken, which has been in the forefront of 
condemning the publication of the cartoons and whose endorsement of the principle of freedom of speech 
was accordingly less than ringing. Some suggest that the problem with Jyllands-Posten is that, not being left-
wing, it is not perceived to merit the kind of unqualified support from Seidenfaden and his colleagues in the 
Danish press that Salman Rushdie received when the fatwa was issued against him by the mullahs in Tehran 
back in 1989 over his novel The Satanic Verses.

Having condemned the editors of Jyllands-Posten as irresponsible and cowardly to boot for not showing up 
for public chastisement, it was now time for 60 Minutes to turn to the rest of the country. As evidence of its 
general xenophobia, Simon pointed to Denmark's strict policies on immigration, which he called the 
toughest in Europe and which have earned criticism from all the same organizations that habitually find fault 
with America: the U.N., the European Commission on Human Rights, Human Rights Watch, etc.

To understand Denmark's current stance on immigration, you need to know how these policies came about. 
Through the 1980s and 1990s, Denmark had an open door policy towards asylum-seekers from the Third 
World and the Middle East, Palestinians in particular, often without sufficient background checks being 
made. It was naively believed that if you gave people a nice home, public benefits, access to free hospital 
care and free schools, and freedom from persecution, they would turn into nice Social Democrats.

After two decades of this policy, whose costs in terms of taxes have been colossal, the Danes, like the 
Dutch, the British, and the French, realized to their horror that integration was not working. Instead, 
multiculturalist dogma had led to the development of parallel societies, in which people chose to carry on 
the fights of their countries of origin, while turning their backs on the country that had let them in. Thus 
fundamentalist hate groups like Hizb ut-Tahrir, which has called openly for its members to kill Jews, have 
been increasingly vocal in Denmark. The organization is banned in Germany and in Sweden, but so far there 
has been no attempt to shut it down in Denmark.

Trying belatedly to get a handle on the situation, the center-right government of Anders Fogh Rasmussen, 
which came into office in 2001, imposed strict limits on immigration, urged on by its parliamentary 
supporters, the Danish People's party, which was the first party in Denmark to insist that there was an 
immigration problem. On 60 Minutes, this party was labeled "ultra right-wing," suggesting strapping fascist 
youths roaming the streets in search of defenseless Muslims. For anybody even vaguely familiar with 
Danish politics, this is a ludicrous caricature. The party consists mainly of middle-aged former Social 
Democrats who were disenchanted with that party's refusal to tackle the issue.

In its handling of immigration issues, it is instructive to compare Denmark with neighboring Sweden, which 
faces exactly the same kind of problems. The difference between the Swedes and the Danes is that the 
Swedes have suppressed all debate on immigration, while the Danes insist on carrying on an open and frank 
discussion. The result is that Sweden has had some really nasty episodes of racist violence, in which people 
have gotten killed; Denmark so far has had none.
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There are two roads the Danes can take. One is to cave in to international pressure, loosen up on 
immigration, and try in general not to give offense. This is bound to fail, as it is not within the power of the 
Danes to decide who chooses to be offended. It is the Islamists who pick these fights. If it had not been the 
caricatures, it would have been something else.

The other is to continue to pursue the course Prime Minister Rasmussen is currently on, seeking to establish 
bonds with moderate Muslims, while trying to integrate those who are already here rather than adding new 
ones. Here it might be a good idea for the Danes to quit worrying overly how they are viewed abroad. And 
indeed, to some Danes, there are worse things than seeing their flag burned together with the American Stars 
and Stripes. At least they are in excellent company.

To describe a small nation under international pressure would have been an excellent journalistic 
undertaking. To do so, though, you have to know something of the country you describe. Too bad the 60 
Minutes reporters--whose quaint liberal fables of ethnic victimization haven't been updated since the 1960s--
couldn't be bothered.

Henrik Bering is a journalist and critic.
 ***

UAE & DUBAI PORTS WORLD

Port Split
National Review
By Larry Kudlow
3/4

As the review period intensifies over plans for Dubai Ports World to take over some operations at six U.S. 
ports, President Bush is facing an uphill battle to get the deal through. Congressional opposition is 
widespread and a number of polls say the American public is largely against it. Unfortunately, conservatives 
are badly split on the issue. Commentators like Charles Krauthammer, David Brooks, Jack Kemp, and 
myself are in favor of the deal, while others like Bill Bennett, Michelle Malkin, and Pat Buchanan are very 
much opposed.

From my standpoint, taking into account all the editorializing, talk-show tempests, and political sound bites 
of recent weeks, I have yet to see any real evidence that the deal will compromise U.S. national security. 
Objections raised by the Coast Guard have been resolved, and the fact stubbornly remains that along with 
U.S. Customs and Homeland Security, it is the Coast Guard, not DP World, that will ultimately run the show 
when it comes to protecting port operations. If additional screening and surveillance safeguards need to be 
built into the deal, including radiation tests, so be it. 

U.S. Coast Guard (Ret.) Captain John Holmes, who headed ports in Los Angeles and Long Beach, 
California, on 9/11, made the point to me that the same longshoreman and stevedores now employed at U.S. 
ports will continue to unload cargoes, although a thoroughgoing check of all personnel credentials is 
essential. He also reminded that U.S. companies have been out of the port management business for some 
time; this is a foreign-run function and will remain so.

Meanwhile, some conservative critics have latched on to the sixty-year-old Arab League boycott of Israel. 
But this is more rhetoric than reality. State-owned DP World operates out of the United Arab Emirates, but 
the UAE is a member of the World Trade Organization and is negotiating a free-trade deal with the United 
States. More, DP World does huge business with Israel's largest shipping line, Zim Integrated Shipping. 
Zim's chairman, Idan Ofer, defended DP World in a Wall Street Journal story, expressing his "complete 
dismay at the way [DP] is being pilloried in the United States."
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In fact, the Bush administration's plan to create a U.S. free-trade zone across the Middle East is one of the 
most positive initiatives in the effort to defeat fundamentalist Islamic terrorism. Let's not forget that the 
UAE in the post-9/11 world has become a strong American ally. They were one of the first nations to join 
the U.S. initiative to inspect cargo in foreign ports and have greatly strengthened their anti-money-
laundering and terror-financing clause. They also accept U.S. aircraft carriers and subs at their deep-water 
ports and dry-dock facilities. Among these facilities is the DP World administered Jebel Ali port in Dubai. 
More, they allow U.S. military planes to land and refuel at their air bases. If the UAE ever retaliated and cut 
off U.S. military access, we would never be able to conduct operations anywhere in the region.

Yes, DP World is a state-owned enterprise, but if that criteria were used to oppose an economic relationship, 
we'd have to terminate all activity with communist China and state-owned oil companies in Saudi Arabia, 
Russia, Venezuela, and Mexico. Instead, I would argue that increased economic connectivity, supported by 
the free flow of trade, investment, and labor, makes for better political relations between nations. 
Connectivity liberalizes authoritarian regimes in the direction of democratization.

When you scratch this debate among conservatives deep enough, what you are left with is a clear 
demarcation between free-traders and protectionists. Those conservatives who oppose the deal are lining up 
with xenophobic protectionists like my old friend Patrick Buchanan. On the other hand, conservatives in 
favor of the deal align themselves with the pro-growth, free-trade tradition embodied by Jack Kemp. The 
Kemp adherents believe in breaking down global barriers in order to enhance prospects for prosperity and 
freedom everywhere. That's in large part what the UAE/DP World episode is all about.

Whether it's anti-Arab Islamophobia or anti-Mexican Hispanophobia, the fear-mongers in the conservative 
ranks do not truly believe in economic opportunity. Nor do they believe in Ronald Reagan's "City on a Hill" 
vision of America, where it is our charge to lead the world toward free-market prosperity, political 
democratization, and true freedom for all peoples.

Yes, there is a rift in the conservative ranks. Opposing President Bush are those with a vision of pessimism, 
defeatism, and fear. Supporting the president are those with a Reaganite vision that brims with opportunity, 
victory, and success in the spread of freedom and democratization. Can there be any serious question that 
the resounding conservative Republican ascendancy and success of the past 25 years launched by Ronald 
Reagan and advanced by George W. Bush is built on optimism -- and positive results? I think not.

-- Larry Kudlow, NRO's Economics Editor, is host of CNBC's Kudlow & Company and author of the daily 
web blog, Kudlow's Money Politic$.
 ***

Misconceptions & Mysteries
National Review
By Barbara Lerner
3/7

Right now, the quaintly named Peninsular and Oriental Steam Navigation Company (P&O), an old, 
privately owned British shipping firm, manages six of our busiest east-coast ports. Dubai Ports World 
(DPW), a shipping company owned by the government of the United Arab Emirates (UAE), wants to take 
over from the Brits. Not to worry, proponents of the deal tell us: the UAE is a friendly country, and besides, 
in today's global economy, this is a perfectly ordinary commercial transaction--a business deal, not a 
political one. As Daniel Henninger put it: "Presumably they are in the port management business for the 
money."

It would be comforting if either of these claims were true. Alas, available evidence raises serious doubts 
about both. Let's start with the friendliness claim. Proponents of the deal insist that, whatever hostilities may 
have existed in the past, the UAE rallied to our side after September 11, 2001. If so, the people living there 
didn't seem to get the message. Zogby International pollsters asked a representative sampling of citizens of 
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the UAE if their overall impression of the U.S. was favorable or unfavorable in 2002, after 9/11 had 
demonstrated our vulnerability to the world. Only 11 percent responded that their impression was favorable; 
87 percent responded that it was unfavorable. 

Things did improve a bit when he asked them again in 2005, after we had demonstrated our military might, 
and our willingness to use it, in Afghanistan and Iraq. Only 73 percent hate us now. Compare that with a 
2005 poll in Afghanistan, where World Public Opinion.Org found that 81 percent of the people view us 
favorably, or India, where the Pew Global Attitudes Survey found that 71 percent do, and it's clear that it's a 
misperception to see the UAE as a friendly country.

Even if we make special allowances for the fact that the UAE is an Arab state, and compare it only to other 
Arab states, it's a stretch to call it friendly. In Morocco, for example, in that same 2002 Zogby poll, 38 
percent of the people viewed us favorably--hardly a ringing endorsement, but more than three times as many 
"friendlies" as in the UAE.

But Morocco doesn't sit on the strategic Persian Gulf. The UAE does; it has the best deep-water port and the 
most modern airfields and air training facilities in the Gulf region, and it lets our military make extensive 
use of them. This is very useful for us, but it's even more useful for the UAE for geostrategic reasons that 
have nothing to do with friendliness, and will not change if we reject the Dubai Ports deal (especially if we 
do it as Bill Bennett and Seth Leibsohn suggest, by sending a back-channel message to the UAE to withdraw 
its offer, as China withdrew its UNOCAL offer last year).

Americans who worry that this is somehow "unfair" should realize that, with the limited exception of the 
Jebal Ali manufacturing complex in Dubai, the UAE requires at least 51 percent Emirati ownership of all 
businesses operating in their country. Still, some Americans will doubtless object that, after all, DPW is not 
owned by the people of the UAE but by its government, and it is unfair to blame a government for the 
hostility of its people. There may be some truth to that in countries with multiple parties and a free press, but 
the UAE is not one of those countries. There has never been an election there, all political parties are illegal, 
and the press is not free. If the UAE government objected to the anti-American propaganda that fills the 
Emirati press, that would be the end of that. A journalist who flouted the government's well-known 
unwritten rules wouldn't last five minutes.

We should reject the Dubai Ports deal, not just because it is risky to have a hostile country managing critical 
parts of our infrastructure, but because the claim that the UAE's desire to do so is "just business" presents us 
with a mystery. At the very least, those who make this claim need to explain why the UAE agreed to pay 
P&O a 70-percent premium over existing share prices to buy the company. If P&O is really worth $6.8 
billion, why didn't any other international shipping company offer anything remotely like that (see also)? 
Apologists for the deal say the problem is that few privately-owned companies have pockets deep enough to 
pay that much. Maybe, but DPW is hardly the only deep-pocketed, government-owned international 
shipping giant, and none of the others made any attempt to outbid DPW either. Apparently, no one else 
thought they could pay that kind of money to manage our ports and still make a profit. Perhaps DPW knows 
something no other shipping company does. Then again, it may be that DPW has some other motives for 
wanting to take over the management of key American ports.

--Barbara Lerner is a frequent NRO contributor.
 ***

WAR ON TERROR

Rocks and Ripples
National Review
By Victor Davis Hanson
3/3
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Fear in the U.S. of Russian nukes made strange bedfellows during the Cold War, like our relationship with 
the shah of Iran, Franco, Somoza, and Pinochet. The logic was that such strongmen, unlike Communist 
thugs, would evolve eventually into constitutional governments, or, unlike elected socialists, they could at 
least be trusted not to turn their countries into satellites of the Soviet Union.

We paid a price for such realpolitik when the Berlin Wall fell. Few gave us the deserved thanks for 
bankrupting the Soviet empire, but we did get plenty of the blame for the mess left behind by third-world 
dictatorships.

Now Middle East autocracies use the same "it's either us or them" blackmail. They hope to survive the tide 
of democratization by showing off their antiterrorist plumage. The problem is that the defeat of terrorism--
like that of global Communism--ultimately rests with promoting freedom, not authoritarianism. 

Decades of supporting right-wing authoritarians did nothing to ameliorate a dysfunctional Middle East. 
Perhaps support for democratic reform will usher in Hamas in Palestine, the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt, 
something worse than Gen. Musharraf in Pakistan, and a shaky post-Saddam Hussein government in 
violence-torn Iraq, but what else is the United States to do?

About what we are doing now: We should keep supporting the process, but not necessarily the result; much 
less should we subsidize elected anti-Americans. The key is to keep a low profile and promote consensual 
government, but without bullying or grand moral pronouncements when the odious are elected.

We should praise the relatively free voting that ushered in Hamas, insist that they institutionalize the process 
that brought them to power, but under no circumstances give such terrorists any American money as long as 
they pledge to destroy Israel.

Allowing the autocratic Mr. Mubarak to go his own way without any more American largess may well 
empower the Muslim Brotherhood. Fine. Let the zealots talk all they want about bringing corruption-free 
government to Egypt at last, and hatred of the United States too. In response, America need only quietly 
explain that we no longer subsidize dictators--or terrorists who are elected to power through principled 
American support for democratic elections. I'm sure that after all the invective subsides, the Egyptians can 
sort out both our logic and idealism.

The key is consistency--and subtlety in expression. That way we avoid the unsustainable paradox that 
Americans are dying for democracy in the Sunni Triangle while subsidizing its antithesis in Cairo. And by 
the same token, we need not tour the Middle East demonizing Hamas; that will certainly not result in 
ostracism of that terrorist organization by "moderates," but it will give rise to the opinion that we behave 
hypocritically when the Arab street votes in someone we don't like.

After Afghanistan and Iraq, how silly to keep giving aid to the dictatorship in Egypt, either from the ossified 
idea that our bribe money stops it from starting a war with Israel (a war it would promptly lose), or that the 
alternative is the terrifying, all-powerful Muslim Brotherhood.

All we are doing instead is fueling all sorts of pathetic mythologies: that the United States opposes the will 
of the Arab people, or that our pressure alone stops the heroic Egyptian legions from marching into Tel 
Aviv, or that our support ipso facto stops incompetent Islamic radicals from bringing efficient, modern, and 
honest government to Egypt.

In a larger sense, the United States, after the necessary and much caricatured task of removing the Taliban 
and Saddam Hussein, may find its power enhanced by allowing others to suffer the consequences of their 
own stupid decisions. Already Hamas is asking the hated West for money--and sputtering that its charter of 
eternal war against the Jews, well, kinda, sorta means a truce for a while rather than a collision with the IDF.

The United States is finding the same results with the Iranian nuclear negotiations. Europe wanted 
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multilateralism--they got it, and they won humiliation from the Iranians, with the possibility of nuclear 
weapons apparently now resting in the hands of the Russians, who sold the mullahs much of their nuclear 
hardware in the first place. Ever so slowly, after the French riots, the bombings in London and Madrid, and 
the Danish cartoons, the Europeans are learning that for all their anti-American triangulating, nice talk to the 
Iranians, and money given to Palestinian terrorists, they have won only contempt from the Middle East.

The result? They are coming back around to the United States, in a way that would be impossible had we 
sent dozens of envoys to London and Paris begging to restore the old Atlantic partnership. Gerhard 
Schroeder, after all, not George Bush, is now a paid lackey for a post-Soviet state-owned oil company, and 
Jacques Chirac is blathering in his dotage about using French nukes. The legacy of that sad pair of 
bystanders is only appeasement, cheap anti-Americanism, and oil deals with Saddam, while the United 
States has altered the very dynamic of the Middle East.

Iraq, of course, presents an entirely different sort of challenge. But even here, for all the recent furor, 
Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad's statements that the United States will not in perpetuity subsidize sectarian 
bickering in lieu of the formation of a coalition government will have a positive effect. We are putting the 
Iraqi security forces at the forefront, apprising the new government that $300-400 billion in military and 
civilian outlay may be winding down, and emphasizing force protection of our own troops.

In effect, we are saying that, in a perfect world, we would give Iraq ten years of unlimited American military 
and civilian aid, but in the messy real landscape of an expensive war against terrorism, four or five since 
2003 might just have to do. The reality will be that the new government may soon be more forceful in 
setting its house in order--a far better scenario than if the Americans lecturing that we must stay until the 
Iraqis grow up, meet our standards, and can take care of themselves.

These opportunities are not a reaction against the purported unilateralism and preemption that took us to the 
Middle East in 2001-3, but rather a logical result of just such determination. We have such options precisely 
because an Assad no longer thinks an American statesman will wait obsequiously on his tarmac. Saudi 
financiers don't think any more that they can finance killers with impunity. And after the fate of Saddam 
Hussein, it is no longer possible for Pakistan's Dr. Khan, Libya's Khadafi, or Iran's Ahmadinejihad to count 
on the benign neglect of their nuclear trafficking.

Long-overdue rocks have been thrown into the stagnant lake of the Middle East, and now we must, with 
patience, carefully let the ripples of aeration do their work.

--Victor Davis Hanson is a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution. He is the author, most recently, of A War 
Like No Other. How the Athenians and Spartans Fought the Peloponnesian War.
 ***

Putin's Pander
Daily Standard
By Igor Khrestin
3/7

Last Sunday, while returning home from Pakistan aboard Air Force One, President Bush received a 
telephone call from his Russian counterpart, Vladimir Putin. The two men discussed several issues that 
threaten to disrupt U.S.-Russian solidarity in the war on terror--foremost, Russia's diplomatic support for 
Iran in the dispute over its nuclear program at the IAEA, and its decision to welcome Hamas, which recently 
won control of the Palestinian parliament, to Moscow. Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov is set to 
continue this dialogue in Washington this week in a series of direct talks with President Bush and Secretary 
of State Condoleezza Rice.

Unfortunately, absent from the agenda will be any discussion of the domestic factors that lie at the root of 
Russia's recent foreign policy maneuvers: namely, Putin's growing accommodation of terror at the expense 
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of Russian democracy and the safety of its own citizens. 

A week before the Hamas delegation's visit to the Russian capital, the Russian authorities closed two 
regional newspapers--Gorodskie Vesti in Volgograd and Nash Region in Vologda--for printing the Danish 
Mohammad cartoons. The local prosecutor's office consequently charged Anna Smirnova, the editor of the 
Nash Region, with "inciting ethnic tensions"--an offense punishable by up to five years in prison under 
Article 282 of the Russian Criminal Code. The Danish Refugee Council, a non-governmental charity that 
provides food, health care, education, and reconstruction in Chechnya, was likewise instructed by the 
authorities to suspend its work. The stated reason: "concerns of reprisals" from the predominantly Muslim 
population in the region.

Responding to this potential PR disaster that threatened to undermine Russia's aspiration to serve as the new 
global mediator between the West and the Islamic world, President Putin stated: "There are more than 15 
million Muslims in Russia and I want to say on behalf of the Russian leadership that we denounce any 
manifestations leading to the fanning of interethnic strife." Putin found some harsh words for the 
beleaguered Danish government as well: "One should reflect 100 times before publishing or drawing 
something," he said. "If a state cannot prevent such publications, it should at least ask for forgiveness."

Putin's groveling in the face of Muslim riots is part of a broader push on the part of his government over the 
past several years to reaffirm Russia's "unyielding commitment" to Muslim causes. This strategy has 
included gaining observer status to controversial organizations such as the Organization of Islamic 
Conference and cooperating with authoritarian Middle Eastern regimes that promote terror, such as Iran.

Putin's strategy is also intended to provide cover for his government's actions in Chechnya where, just a few 
days before Hamas was feted in the Kremlin, Prime Minister Sergei Abramov resigned from his post. 
Moscow hastily promoted the 29-year-old first deputy prime minister Ramzan Kadyrov, son of the late 
President Akhmad Kadyrov, to lead the region that is Russia's chief source of Islamic terrorism.

Since the assassination of his father in 2004, Ramzan Kadyrov has de facto ruled Chechnya as his personal, 
semi-criminal fiefdom. On January 25, the Parliamentary Assembly of Council of Europe issued a scathing 
report on the situation in Chechnya, citing continued instances of kidnapping, hostage-taking, and arbitrary 
detention by Kadyrov's personal militia (known as "kadyrovtsy") as well as the customary "excessively 
harsh behavior" of Russian security forces.

Kadyrov likewise flaunted his disregard for rule of law in closing the Danish Refugee Council, stating that, 
"Denmark has always supported terrorists . . . In any case, these [NGOs] have never cooperated with the 
authorities. They collected information. They were like spies. We had very little use for them." As Alexei 
Malashenko, one of Russia's leading Caucasus and terrorism experts, observed: "Ramzan Kadyrov has long 
played the 'Islamic card'--jihad against jihad."

Yet for Putin's grand strategy of restoring Russia's waning influence abroad, Kadyrov is the man of the hour. 
Putin's constant praise of the young prodigy and Kadyrov's take-no-prisoners style have already earned him 
Russia's prestigious "Order of Hero" in 2004.

Putin's strategy, evidently, is to repress ordinary Muslims at home while pandering to Islamist extremists 
abroad.

Igor Khrestin is a researcher in the Russian Studies program at the American Enterprise Institute.
 ***

Students Are Terrorized. But It’s Not “Terrorism”?
National Review
By Shannon Blosser
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Chapel Hill, North Carolina--On Friday afternoon, an act of terrorism at the University of North Carolina-
Chapel Hill left students and faculty in disbelief, wondering why a former student would ram an SUV into a 
crowded group of students. Many of them extended their disbelief to include a willful denial that the attack 
was an act of terrorism at all.

Mohammad Reza Taheri-azar, a 22-year-old Iranian native who graduated from UNC-Chapel Hill in 
December, rented a Jeep Cherokee Laredo from a local rent-a-car dealership and launched his attack at a 
popular gathering place for students known as "the Pit," located near the student union and campus libraries. 
Nine people were injured--none seriously--in Taheri-azar's rampage. On Monday, he made his first 
appearance in Orange County District Court, where prosecutors read out the 18 charges levied against him,
including nine counts of attempted murder. 

Coverage of the offense has focused on two themes: the reasons for the attack and the reaction of the 
campus community. The two story lines would presumably be closely related: The motives are revealed, and 
the campus proceeds to denounce them. But it hasn't been that simple, and the second story line has become 
oddly disconnected from the first.

Taheri-azar has not exactly been ambiguous about his motives. "I'm thankful you're here to give me this trial 
and to learn more about the will of Allah," Taheri-azar said to District Court Judge Pat DeVine. More 
information will likely come to light in coming weeks, but this much is clear: Taheria-azar intended his 
attack as a response to U.S. foreign policy, and by doing so he thought that he would be viewed as a martyr 
by radical Islamists who promote terror worldwide.

UNC-Chapel Hill officials released an audio of Taheri-azar's 911 call to dispatchers turning himself in, just 
moments after he ran over the students. In the four-minute call, Taheri-azar sounded as though he couldn't 
wait to be arrested. When the dispatcher asked why he ran over the students, Taheri-azar responded, "The 
reason is to punish the government of the United States for their actions around the world." He went on to 
tell the dispatcher of a letter in his apartment that explained his reasoning in more detail. Not sure what to 
expect, local police approached the building with extreme caution, as if to defuse a bomb. None was found.

Perhaps Taheri-azar's decision to attack UNC-Chapel Hill had something to do with a cartoon published 
recently in The Daily Tar Heel, the student newspaper of UNC-Chapel Hill, depicting the Prophet 
Muhammed. The cartoon caused a controversy on campus instigated by members of the Muslim Student 
Association, who claimed the cartoon was offensive. Members of the group denounced Taheri-azar's actions 
on Friday.

There is more to Taheri-azar than just his words to police. His actions in court, and the images of him in the 
media, suggest that he views himself as a hero in the Muslim world. A smug smile as he walked out of the 
courthouse and an exuberant wave to the TV cameras indicated that he thinks someone in the Middle East, 
or maybe in the United States, will look upon him as a leader and follow his example. He reportedly told 
detectives that "people all over the world are being killed in war and now it is the people in the United 
States['] turn to be killed." If this comment doesn't lead people to conclude that this was an act of terrorism, 
it is difficult to see what could.

While Taheri-azar's actions and intentions seem pretty straightforward, the reaction by the Chapel Hill 
community has reflected political ideology more than reality. Though school officials and students have 
denounced the incident, they have not called it an act of terrorism. UNC-CH Chancellor James Moeser 
didn't use the word "terrorism" once when he gave his first public comments on the incident. In fact, no one 
from the school administration has uttered the term. "In times like this, it is so important for our community 
to pull together, remain calm and offer comfort and assistance to one another," Moeser said in a statement. 
He added that the school would host an event on the incident once students return from spring break.
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On Monday, some students took the initiative to denounce the attack and stage a rally to label it as an act of 
terrorism. Jillian Bandes, a columnist who was fired from The Daily Tar Heel in September for comments 
she made about Muslims and terrorism, told The News & Observer, "Why not label terrorism? Not doing so 
suggests a certain leniency toward that kind of thing."

But many of the attendees at the rally were there to denounce the use of the term. Muslim students told the 
media they were offended by those who believe it was an act of terrorism. By Monday afternoon, signs were 
seen in the Pit that called the rally organizers racists and asking about 100,000 people killed in Iraq.

A UNC sophomore, Johnathan Pourzal, told the Durham Herald-Sun that the mission of the event organizers 
offended him. "By calling it religious violence, you are telling people that Muslims are violent," he said.

Far from it. When we described incidents for what they are, we do not paint broad strokes of judgment on an 
entire group of people. Do we refer to all pro-life advocates as bomb-wielding terrorists because of the likes 
of North Carolina's Eric Rudolph? No. Mohammad Reza Taheri-azar tried to kill students in Chapel Hill last 
week in the service of a wicked ideology. In the process, he has exposed not only the continuing danger of 
domestic terrorism but also the inability of some leaders and communities to recognize that danger and take 
it seriously.

--Shannon Blosser is a reporter for Carolina Journal, the newspaper of the Raleigh-based John Locke 
Foundation.
 ***

ENERGY INDEPENDENCE

Driving Bin Laden?
National Review
By Jerry Taylor and Peter Van Doren
3/8

When you drive alone, do you drive with bin Laden? A growing number of foreign policy analysts seem to 
think so, and the president himself said as much in an interview with CBS News anchor Bob Schieffer a few 
days before his much-ballyhooed "State of the Addiction" speech to a joint session of Congress. 
Unfortunately, the widespread belief that conservation and alternative fuels will cripple Islamic terrorism is 
wishful thinking.

The fundamental problem with the argument is that terrorists don't need oil revenues. The fact that 
catastrophic terrorism can be undertaken on the proverbial dime (a few hundred thousand dollars paid for the 
9/11 attacks) suggests that choking off financial resources to al Qaeda effectively is a hopeless task. 

Further evidence of the unimportance of money to terrorism is the absence of a correlation between Persian 
Gulf oil revenues and terrorist activity. Oil prices and profits during the 1990s were among the lowest ever 
seen in history. But the 1990s also witnessed the worldwide spread of Wahabbi fundamentalism and the 
coming of age of al Qaeda. Note too that Islamic terrorists in the 1990s relied upon help from state sponsors 
such as Sudan, Afghanistan, and Pakistan--nations that aren't exactly known for their oil wealth or robust 
economies.

So terrorists don't rely on oil revenues. What terrorists need most is a recruiting pool from which to draw. 
Question: how do you suppose the Muslim world would react to a U.S. policy that had the stated intention of 
impoverishing Muslims in suspect parts of the world? Lower oil profits, after all, mean smaller state 
payments to young, underemployed Muslims and a less robust economy.

To the extent that deteriorating economic conditions breed social discontent and political resentment (which 
could easily be blamed on the United States), "starving the oil beast" might well increase the recruitment 
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pool for al Qaeda and invite producer states to reconsider their allegiances in the war on terror. Even though 
our purchase of oil from some countries does prop-up some truly pathological regimes, cutting back on oil 
consumption might produce even more pathological regimes.

Reducing oil revenue to noxious regimes This might be a risk worth taking if billions were finding their way 
from such regimes into al Qaeda coffers, but that seems unlikely. Everything we know suggests that al 
Qaeda terrorist cells are "pay as you go" operations that primarily engage in garden-variety crime to fund 
their activities. Given that the governments of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and others in the region are slated for 
extinction should bin Laden have his way, those governments have no interest in facilitating the transfer of 
oil revenues to some post office box in Pakistan.

Producer states do use oil revenues to fund ideological extremism, and Saudi financing of madrassas is the 
primary case in point. But given the importance of that undertaking to the Saudi government (it was 
instituted, after all, to defend the House of Saud's position of leadership in the Islamic world in response to 
criticism from radical Shiites from Iran), it's unlikely that the Saudis would cease and desist simply because 
profits were down. They certainly weren't deterred by meager oil profits in the 1990s.

So cutting back on oil consumption would most likely not cut back on terrorism. But wouldn't a cutback 
reduce the need for a military presence in the Persian Gulf? No, because there is no need for a U.S. military 
presence in the Gulf regardless of the amount of oil we import.

It's certainly true that a disruption of the oil supply from the Middle East would increase the price of crude 
oil everywhere in the world. But just because the security of Middle Eastern oil has the characteristics of a 
public good for all consumers in the world does not imply that the United States has to provide that security. 
Oil producers will provide for their own security needs as long as the cost of doing so is less than the profit 
they gain from the oil trade. Given that their economies are so heavily dependent upon oil revenues, they 
have even more incentive than we do to worry about the security of production facilities, ports, and sea 
lanes. And if producing countries provide inadequate security in the eyes of consuming countries, 
consuming countries can pay producers to augment it.

In short, whatever security our presence provides (and many analysts think that our presence actually 
reduces security) could be provided by other parties were the U.S. to withdraw. The fact that Saudi Arabia 
and Kuwait paid for 55 percent of the cost of Operation Dessert Storm suggests that keeping the Straights of 
Hormuz free of trouble is certainly within their means. The same argument applies to al Qaeda threats to oil 
production facilities.

It's no surprise that the political class has convinced itself that bigger handouts to farmers and more 
automobile regulation constitute a "secret weapon" in the war against bin Laden. It is a surprise, however, 
that so many otherwise serious people are willing to believe them.

--Jerry Taylor and Peter Van Doren are senior fellows at the Cato Institute. Peter Van Doren is also editor 
of Cato's Regulation magazine.
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