Security First Book Club

Posted on Talking Points Memo Café September 22-26, 2008

Security First?
By Lila Shapiro - September 22, 2008, 12:37PM

This week at Cafe, we're talking foreign policy in a Book Club with Amitai Etzioni on his recent book Security First. What should the topmost priority of U.S. foreign policy be? (Hint: it's all in the title!) With a more specific focus on the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the upcoming election, it should be a very interesting discussion. Weighing in are Shuja Nawaz, author of Crossed Swords: Pakistan, its Army, and the Wars Within, Stephen Schwartz, director of the Center for Islamic Pluralism, Piki Ish-Shalom, lecturer at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem , Michael Contarino, associate professor of political science at UNH, and Amir Hussain, associate professor at Loyola Marymount university. Join us!

Afghanistan: The Right War?

By Amitai Etzioni - September 22, 2008, 1:19PM





We are told all too often that the invasion of Iraq was the wrong war but that the war in Afghanistan is the right one. Indeed, both presidential candidates favor a surge of troops in Afghanistan. However, the attempt to impose a regime change on Afghanistan is failing, all the while causing more and more Afghan, American, and other casualties.

The main reason is that a conventional army is no match for guerrilla forces, especially when they can rely on a safe haven right across the border. The Taliban dress like civilians, are supplied by civilians, and are housed in civilian homes. When the U.S. attacks them, it inevitably ends up killing civilians, including women and children. The notion that if the U.S. used more ground forces, and less planes and artillery, there would be fewer casualties is a valid one--as far as the Afghans are concerned. But many more Americans and allied troops are going to be lost this way. Using airpower undermines the support of the war by the Afghans; using ground troops undermines the support of the war by America's allies, and soon--by Americans.

Moreover, given that the Pakistani government cannot control the tribal areas that border Afghanistan and which provide a haven for the Taliban, the U.S. is increasingly embroiled in a third war in Pakistan. This engagement is causing still more civilian causalities. It further antagonizes Pakistan, a nation that has nuclear bombs that can be acquired by terrorists, our greatest security nightmare.

The number one lesson from Iraq is that the U.S. must work with local tribes and their militias. In Iraq, this meant working particularly with the Sunnis and the Kurds, but also with various Shia groups. It involved dealing directly with the tribal chiefs or sheiks, and not some elected official in Bagdad. The relative success also entailed allowing the Iraqi forces to carry more of the burden, whether they were fully prepared or not, and granting them various kinds of American help -- in communications, transportation, intelligence, and even fire power - when asked for.

In Afghanistan, the US has been trying to impose a national government and remove tribal chiefs, who command strong and sizable local militias. The time has come to realize that Afghanistan is, even more than Iraq, a tribal society composed of different ethnic groups, each dominating one part of the country. These groups and their troops were the forces that liberated Afghanistan from the Taliban in the first place (remember the Northern Alliance? ). Such tribes are best now called upon to take responsibility for various parts of the country--with American support when asked for.

The result will not be the picture perfect prosperous democracy that Neocons have been dreaming about. It is not in the cards anyhow. Indeed, as it is, the Afghan government is becoming ever more corrupt, increasingly controlled by opium exporting mafias and turning into a new nacro-terrorism state. However, a coalition of the major tribes would go a long way toward stabilizing the country. Casualties would decline, especially among civilians, as it is much easier for the locals to tell who is who. And these tribes will understand that if their country again provides a haven for terrorists, they will face more rounds of bombings and missile attacks. The rest they will have to duke out with each other, as they have been doing since the beginning of history.

All this may seem like a minimalist agenda, but if one recalls the alternatives--especially in terms of the number of killed children and women, as well as some of our own youngsters--one realizes that this is about as good as it is going to get for now.


Amitai Etzioni is a professor of international relations at The George Washington University. For more discussion, see Security First (Yale 2007). To contact him, write comnet@gwu.edu.www.securityfirstbook.com
What About the Right Peace?

By Piki Ish-Shalom - September 22, 2008, 5:01PM




Amitai Etzioni serves us a succinct reality check. There are limits to what the U.S. can do in Afghanistan and Iraq and there are limits to what we can expect from the war. One troubling question is how the U.S. has found itself trapped in this situation. A second question is what it should do now. All this is even more important now as the American elections are approaching. However, I am sure that some of the other participants will take those questions head on, especially the second one. I wish to raise another issue that seems to me important. It seems that the neoconservative heritage will leave another victim in its wake: that of democracy promotion as an ideal, as a vision to aspire for.

Etzioni's post--as well as his book Security First--is an excellent exposition of the difficulties and prospects of the United States' foreign policies. However, evident in his writings is the major scaling down of our expectations following the neoconservative agenda and its execution. Waiving the flag of democracy promotion, the neoconservatives marched the United States' military into bogged down adventurism: First Kabul, then Baghdad, and then full stop. Rather than prosperous democracies in the Middle East we have two failed states on the verge of civil wars (or over the verge), and a sovereignty vacuum that pulls in terrorist networks. Thousands of people are being killed and millions are being ruled in authoritarian semi-regimes. It is yet another case of a wonderful ideal being discredited and de-legitimized by its execution. There is no way around it and Etzioni's analysis and prescriptions might be a step in the right direction.

My fears, though, are that we abandoned democracy promotion not only as an actual policy but also as an ideal. Facing the disastrous results of the neoconservatives' democracy promotion we are tempted to accept the undemocratic realities of the Middle East (and elsewhere) as an almost natural fait accompli that deserves no further reflection: that the people of the Middle East are destined to live and die by the dictates of their dictators. That needs not be the case. In addition to asking our elected leaders about the Right War we should also ask ourselves about the Right Peace. What visions for the future we should hold.

That does not mean that we need to force democracy at gun point, or that democracy promotion is a task for the United States. For a lack of better concepts let us call it a vision and a mission for the international community. By international community I mean the democratic states around the world, but more so civil societies, transnational social movements, and the people of Middle East themselves. Rather then satisfying ourselves with the very important question of what the next American president can and should do, we should--additionally--ask ourselves how can we help to secure a more democratic world; a world in which people live in security, in peace, but also in dignity, enjoying human and political rights, and free to participate in their own governments.

Etzioni offers us a good road map to navigate in this harsh world, but the destiny should be sought elsewhere: in a democratic ideal reclaimed from neoconservatism.

For Non-Lethal Democratization

By Amitai Etzioni - September 23, 2008, 10:13AM




The critical phrase in Professor Piki Ish-Shalom's valuable posting is "That does not mean that we need to force democracy at gun point." He is surely right that the Neocons gave democracy promotion a bad name. I could not agree more that the ideal of democratization should not be abandoned. The problem, as his key sentence helps us to remember, is that the language traps us, because the phrase "democracy promotion" covers both coerced democratization (which is what regime change means, at least in the Neocon world) and non-lethal support of democratization. 

I, like Professor Piki Ish-Shalom, am all in favor of promoting democracy by educational, persuasive means, and indicated how this may be done in Security First. It is the violent type of promotion that I object to. 

We should not help cause hundreds of thousands of casualties in order to topple a regime--especially when we have no way to determine what will replace it.

Note that now, success in Iraq is on all lips because the level of violence is down. Most agree that the pacification is fragile, but it may hold. However, anyone who expects Iraq to be a democracy should not hold their breath. At best we shall have a Putin-like authoritarian regime, which is very likely to be anti-American, may well ally itself with Iran, and may invite French and Russian oil companies to play a key role in the Iraqi economy. Is this worth dieing for? 


Amitai Etzioni is a professor of international relations at The George Washington University. For more discussion, see Security First (Yale 2007). To contact him, write comnet@gwu.edu.
www.securityfirstbook.com
The Limits of Establishing Democracies
By Piki Ish-Shalom - September 23, 2008, 3:09PM




At the risk of trivializing the wonderful ending of Casablanca I would say that Professor Amitai Etzioni's last post might be the beginning of a beautiful friendship between his stand and mine. No one in his right mind would expect Iraq to be democratic soon, but no one in his right mind should abandon the hope to see Iraq democratic. This is the kind of middle ground between realism and idealism that I would willingly embrace.

I do wish, however, to make two points with regard to this middle ground. The first is that we should be wary of realpolitik in the fashion of FDR's retort: "He may be an SOB, but at least he's our SOB." This realpolitik has lead nowhere good in the past and if practiced again it will once more lead the United States into trouble. (Suffice to mention here the United States' backing of the Taliban in the service of its Cold War calculations.) In his book Security First, Professor Etzioni argues for what he calls the Primacy of Life, those fundamental human rights that must inform our alliances and efforts to promote democracy internationally. I would urge him to explicate here the Primacy of Life and its importance in setting out the democratic limits of realistic foreign policies. We might have a dispute concerning the exact list of those fundamental human rights, but we should all agree to their importance; we should all accept them as essential signposts to our conduct in world politics.

My second point is a return to my first post. As humans we have multiple identities and allegiances. There is nothing wrong with that. It is quite understandable that we pursue the national interests of our state. After all, we are citizens, and most of us wish our state only good. In our capacity as citizens it makes perfect sense to debate the interests of the U.S. with regard to Iraq and Afghanistan. It is even the political obligation of the citizens of the U.S. to participate in this public deliberation. Yet, it is also perfectly sensible not to forget that we are also human beings and as such it might be our moral duty to care for the fortunes and misfortunes of the Iraqis and Afghans (some of which, mind you, is a result of the U.S. misconduct!).

This was my point. There is nothing dubious in bifurcating our analysis of the current political situation: We are both citizen and humans (and some other things as well), and each identity carries with it its own sets of obligations, duties, interests, and expectations. Thus, you should not satisfy yourselves--as citizens--with the very important question of what the next American president can and should do. Rather, you should also ask yourselves how--as humans--can you help to secure a more democratic world; a world in which people live in security, in peace, and also democratically.

A Realistic Approach to Democratization
By Michael Contarino - September 23, 2008, 5:15PM




Amitai Etzioni notes with clear-eyed regret that a stable Afghanistan will not be built by some tens of thousands, or even hundreds of thousands, of occupying foreign troops. Military force cannot resolve the deep political divisions of tribal Afghanistan. Like so many guerrilla fighters in so many lands, including earlier generations of Afghans, those who resist the foreign forces know that they win by not losing. An overstretched United States must reassess its objectives and scale back its goals from what we would like to do to what we actually can do. This is not an abandonment of Afghan democracy in principle, but it is a rather sobering recognition of the limits of American power and what we might realistically expect the future of Afghanistan to be.

Piki Ish-Shalom is equally clear-eyed and regretful when he notes that Bush administration failures may diminish enthusiasm for democracy-promotion in the future. We should remember that democratization was once the patrimony of liberals. Prior to this administration, it typically was presented as a liberal internationalist value, like human rights, not as an excuse for the naked exercise of national power. But by appropriating democratization and stripping it of its internationalism, neoconservatives (and the liberal hawks who supported them) have indeed damaged it. The hubris and remarkable lack of historical perspective that led the United States into its current situation of overstretch, now risks undermining not just the ability of the US to achieve its goals in the world, but indeed the perceived value of those goals themselves.

The neoconservative impulse was not, in my view, just a good idea gone wrong -- it was a bad idea from the beginning. Its very premise, that the US has the right and the power to invade and recast other nations, was fundamentally wrong. Many Americans can now see what was always obvious to most non-Americans (including most of our friends) - that contempt for international legality is not legitimized by moral certitude, and that aggression wrapped in democratic rhetoric is still aggression. Above all, as we have seen, it does not work. The Bush administration's glut of ambition and shortage of realism has undermined our ability to lead other nations, in too many ways to list. Many analysts of international politics have recognized for years the damage done by the Iraq war to our military, to our alliances, and to our credibility and moral authority. As the financial crisis continues in the weeks and months ahead, the dollar costs to America of two unpaid-for wars will also become increasingly apparent. 

In Security First, Etzioni argues that if we want to lead other peoples, we need to rally them to causes that they share -- and that American-style democracy simply does not appeal to many "illiberal moderates" that we need as allies as we confront grave security challenges such as the risk of nuclear terrorism. Leaders must understand that they need followers, and that, ironically, we may be better able to lead others to democracy if we respect that they have other priorities, such as security and development. 

Democracy-promotion need not necessarily be a permanent casualty of the Bush administration's failures. A more realistic and patient approach to democratization could be the basis for a more sustainable democracy agenda than the lurches to disaster that were Iraq and Afghanistan. Those who would build democracy must make it part of a long-term project, to be pursued through international consensus-building and hard and patient work, rather than through war. They also must understand and accept that democratization is a complex social phenomenon that typically takes decades, even centuries to develop. It simply cannot happen until most of the politically articulate groups in a society embrace it. 

Since we were invited to relate this discussion to the upcoming US election, I would conclude by noting that a more realistic and sustainable democracy agenda will require a frank admission of the bankruptcy of neoconservative thinking. The next US President will need to really believe that freedom is not a regime to be imposed by invading armies, but rather a complex process to be patiently nurtured and encouraged. He must return the democracy agenda to its rightful home as an international, rather than a nationalist project. I imagine that many readers will wonder whether John McCain, who surrounds himself with so many unreformed neoconservatives, is capable of understanding this.

Response to Etzioni and Ish-Shalom
By Stephen Schwartz - September 23, 2008, 9:09PM




Mr. Ish-Shalom uses the term "reality check" but it is clear to me that both he and Prof. Etzioni are far out of touch with reality. The latter admits to cognitive dissonance when he indicates that people told him, factitiously in the past, that Iraq was the wrong war, and Afghanistan the right war, but then admits that both wars have ceased to elicit major criticism from the two presidential candidates. 

Iraq is stabilizing; now the debate is over whether the new, positive phase was brought about by "the surge," or by the inevitable alienation of ordinary Sunnis from Wahhabi jihadism, which I had predicted from the beginning. The latter was "the number one lesson from Iraq," and not anything derived from U.S. policy decisions.

Prof. Etzioni has a right to his opinion that the U.S. is trapped in Iraq but this view is by no means unanimously held or even very widespread any more. The claim that "a conventional army is no match for guerrilla forces" is exactly backwards, as history shows. Clausewitz had it right - guerrilla forces only succeed when they have the assistance of a regular army or government. Guerrilla forces were defeated in the Philippines and Malaya after the second world war, and in Peru more recently. The provision of a safe haven for guerrilla operatives is not sufficient to ensure victory: the Greek Communist guerrillas were defeated although they had safe havens in Albania, Yugoslavia, and Bulgaria, at various times. 

A third war has indeed begun in Pakistan. It was prepared and launched by the Taliban and their Pakistani enablers, as every informed and honest Muslim in the world is aware, and began some years ago. That is why an important part of it now involves horrific massacres of Shia Muslims in the frontier area of Parachinar, for which the U.S. or neoconservatives bear no imaginable responsibility. 

Prof. Etzioni either misuses the term "narco-terrorism state" or libels the government of Hamid Karzai. How does Karzai's state support "narco-terrorism"? 

No neoconservative ever predicted that a "picture perfect prosperous democracy" would be established in any former dictatorship, whether rightist or leftist. Democratization is a process, and it may happen quickly or slowly. The closest democracies to picture perfection have emerged in Portugal, Spain, the Philippines, Chile, the Baltic states, the Czech Republic, Slovenia, South Korea, Taiwan, Croatia, and Mexico. Many others have had a much harder road to follow. Prof. Etzioni asks if we remember the Northern Alliance. Remember Salazar, Franco, Marcos, Pinochet, the Soviet politburo, the Czech Communist bureaucrats, Milosevic, Roh Tae Woo, the Kuomintang, Tudjman or the PRI?

Neoconservatives were secondary figures in debates over the definitive outcome in these countries, except for Wolfowitz on the Philippines and the neoconservatives in general when dealing with the ex-Soviet states and ex-Yugoslavia. Nobody ever seriously suggested that the neoconservative aim in Iraq was to establish a "picture perfect prosperous democracy," in the short term. Rather, it was to remove a dangerous dictatorship and begin a process through which the influence of Iraq could promote change in Saudi Arabia and Iran. Discontent with radical Islam is rising in the Saudi kingdom, as is repulsion against the Ahmadinejad regime in Iran, in both cases because of the success of elections and free media in Iraq, as well as Iraqi Sunni repudiation of Wahhabism and Iraqi Shia rejection of the Khomeinist heresy of clerical governance. 

As for Mr. Ish-Shalom's musings, neither Iraq nor Afghanistan can be described as "failed states" or "authoritarian semi-regimes." I wonder if Mr. Ish-Shalom has any idea what a "failed state" looks like. Serbia is a good example. So are Belarus and Uzbekistan. Sudan is close enough. And Russia is a much better example of an "authoritarian semi-regime."

Let's look at the trope about Iraq and Afghanistan "pulling in terrorist networks." When one confronts a disciplined, ideological enemy one often finds that the foe is able to pull in more troops and allies than bystanders expected. War against Nazi Germany at first resulted in the fall of France and integration into the Axis of all of Western Europe except Iberia, Switzerland, and Sweden. War against Japan produced anti-Western puppet governments in the Philippines, Indonesia, Indochina, and Burma, elements of which in some cases survived to participate in governance after the war ended. Of course war against Saddam and Al-Qaida and the Taliban drew more jihadist recruits to the enemy's side. To have expected otherwise would have been absurd. Readers of Saudi media noticed appeals to fight in defense of Saddam in Iraq as soon as the U.S.-led intervention began.

Mr. Ish-Shalom dislikes the idea that "we need to force democracy at gun point, or that democracy promotion is a task for the United States." Well, we forced democracy at gun-point on the Axis, and before that we helped run French imperialism out of Mexico soon after our own civil war. Other examples are at hand. Democracy promotion has been the essential global task of the United States since the foundation of the republic. 

Mr. Ish-Shalom is welcome to have faith in the so-called "international community." I lived under the so-called "international community" in Bosnia-Hercegovina. The outcome was 13 years of stagnation, unemployment, and frustration. How has the "international community" done in Gaza and the West Bank? 

The "right peace" is a peace based on freedom. Americans have always put freedom before peace. That is what distinguishes us from Europeans and numerous others. Freedom first, not security first, which is merely, as I have written elsewhere, Prof. Etzioni's sanitized revision of the isolationist ideal of "America First." What is "in the cards" is the inevitable "vision" of world-historical events for 200 years: successful, global bourgeois revolution. 

On Working With the Tribes
By Amitai Etzioni - September 24, 2008, 1:33PM




I am delighted to learn from one of the great specialists in the field, Shuja Nawaz, who is just back from the tribal areas in Pakistan next to the border with Afghanistan. 

His on-the-spot observations are supported by a report published in the last issue of the Economist. The seven tribes at issue are not all of one kind. Some are much more willing to work against foreign fighters than others. All seek economic support for the development of roads, schools, and clinics. To reiterate, a good part of the turn about in Iraq came after the US started working with the various tribes, especially the Sunnis. The liberation of Afghanistan was achieved by working with an alliance of tribes, called the Northern Alliance. Now those who seek to protect both Pakistan and Afghanistan from Al Qaeda and the Taliban need to find ways to work with at least some of the tribes next to the border. It's all in Sociology 101.


Amitai Etzioni is a professor of international relations at The George Washington University. For more discussion, see Security First (Yale 2007). To contact him, write comnet@gwu.edu.
www.securityfirstbook.com

Democratization: Realistic Idealism
By Amitai Etzioni - September 24, 2008, 3:25PM




Michael Contarino correctly points out that in discussing democracy promotion, two issues can become entangled. One is what means should be employed. As I stated before, I am all in favor of democracy building by non-lethal means, via education, cultural exchanges, leadership training, fostering civil society projects, and much more. I do have an issue with using cruise missiles, bombers, and the Marines to build democracy.


First of all, I agree with Thomas Carothers, author of Aiding Democracy Abroad, who writes, "The idea that there's a small democracy inside every society waiting to be released just isn't true." And F. Gregory Gause III writes in his article, "Can Democracy Stop Terrorism?," that the "confidence that Washington has in its ability to predict, and even direct, the course of politics in other countries" is "unjustified." 

The great difficulties that the United States and its allies are encountering in democratizing Afghanistan and Iraq are but new entries in a long list of failures. In an often cited 2003 policy brief entitled "Lessons from the Past: The American Record on Nation Building," prepared for the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Minxin Pei and Sara Kasper examine U.S. attempts at forced democratization during the twentieth century. Pei and Kasper identify the following sixteen attempts at nation-building: in Cuba (1898-1902); in Panama (1903-36); in Cuba a second time (1906-09); Nicaragua (1909-33); Haiti (1915-34); Cuba a third time (1917-22); the Dominican Republic (1916-24); West Germany (1945-49); Japan (1945-52); the Dominican Republic a second time (1965-66); Cambodia (1970-73); South Vietnam (1964-73); Grenada (1983); Panama a second time (1989); Haiti a second time (1994-96); and Afghanistan (2001-present).

Of these efforts, eleven flatly failed to establish a functioning democracy, while Afghanistan remains inconclusive and problematic. Only four of sixteen succeeded: West Germany, Japan, Grenada, and Panama (in 1989). Grenada, however, is a very small island, and the population of Panama is under 3 million. West Germany and Japan thus constitute the only major examples of successful democratization by the United States in large, complex societies. In the cases of Germany and Japan, important factors were present which made successful democratization there possible, factors not available in the other nations under study--including a very high level of education, a sizeable middle class, a relatively high per capita income, and ethnic homogeneity, among others. 

Second, I have grave doubts about killing large number of people in order to free them. If they want to live up to the call "give me liberty or give me death," that should be their choice. 

Moreover, the precept that only democracies are reliable partners in peace is a misleading one. Russia appears on most of the lists of the budding or new democracies that the Neocons keep brandishing. This did not prevent Russia from attacking Georgia. Nor did the state of democracy in India and Pakistan prevent conflict in 1999. Ditto Israel and Lebanon in 2005. 

Finally, I could not agree more with Michael Contarino on a point he helped Governor Richardson make during his election campaign--that realists need not be anti-moralists. In effect, as I see it, unrealistic pursuit of fine ideals weakens them by undermining the credibility of those who could promote them if they pursued a more realistic campaign. Such unrealistic strategies also squander scarce resources that could be used to do much good--and serve our narrow interests--if they were more realistically applied. In short, that which is right and that which is mighty need to be combined.

Amitai Etzioni is a professor of international relations at The George Washington University. For more discussion, see Security First (Yale 2007). To contact him, write comnet@gwu.edu.
www.securityfirstbook.com

Is Afghanistan becoming a narco-terrorist state?

By Amitai Etzioni - September 25, 2008, 9:32AM




In his response to my original post in this series, Stephen Schwartz objects to my application of the term "narco-terrorism state" to Afghanistan. He claims that I either "misuse the term" or else "libel the government of Hamid Karzai." I let the facts speak for themselves.

Afghanistan now supplies 93% of the world's heroin. The drug trade now amounts to about one half of Afghanistan's GDP--some $4 billion a year. This, after dramatic increases in production in 2006 and 2007. 

A considerable chunk of this drug money is being funneled into the very groups that continue to wage an insurgency against the U.S. and Afghan national forces. In a July 2008 report, former U.S. Drug Czar and Retired Four-Star General Barry McCaffrey finds that drug production and export in Afghanistan has become the main source of funding for Taliban and al Qaeda. McCaffrey refers to Afghanistan as a "narco-state" in the report and calls on the international community to either eradicate the drug crop or risk losing the battle against insurgents. 

Thomas Schewich, who served as the State Department's top counternarcotics official, shows that the lack of an effective drug-eradication policy which has allowed production and profits to soar over the last several years is not a sign of incompetence, but rather the product of a corrupt Afghani government with close ties to the drug trade. In his July 27, 2008 New York Times Magazine article, Schewich shows how the influence of the drug trade has infiltrated all levels of the Afghani government, all the way up to President Hamid Karzai. 

Karzai's "roots and power base" are in wealthier areas of the Pashtun south, Schewich explains, where much of the opium is produced. A September 2007 Kabul Weekly article emphasizes this point: "More than 95 percent of the residents of...the poppy growing provinces--voted for President Karzai." As a result, Karzai is bound to serve the interests of the drug-trade, or else risk getting voted out of power. 

As Schewich shows, Karzai has been "playing us like a fiddle" by preaching anti-drug messages on the one hand, but winking and serving the interests of his drug-dependent constituency. For instance, Schewich explains Karzai's successful opposition to a proposed comprehensive aerial crop-eradication program in a September 2007 speech: 

"[Karzai] made antidrug statements at the beginning of the speech, but then lashed out at the international community for wanting to spray his people's crops...He got a wild ovation. Not surprising since so many in the room were closely tied to the narcotics trade. Sure, Karzai had Taliban enemies who profited from drugs, but he had even more supporters who did."

Karzai's loyalty to the drug-world is also on display in his record of selecting numerous known drug traffickers for government positions. To head his anticorruption commission, for instance, Karzai appointed a convicted heroin dealer, Izzatulla Wasifi.

The drug trade in Afghanistan is both fuelling the insurgency and corrupting the government--both on a very large scale. If that's not a "narco-terrorist state," what is?

(More to come about the other, equally fallacious, arguments Mr. Schwartz casts about. As to other comments I received, I will answer all those who will own up to their statements and stop hiding behind their aliases.)

I am indebted to Alex Platt for helping to prepare this statement.

Amitai Etzioni is Professor of International Relations at The George Washington University and author of Security First (Yale 2007) www.securityfirstbook.com

Democracy at Home and Abroad
By Piki Ish-Shalom - September 25, 2008, 11:02AM




Tonight, in his home in Jerusalem, Professor Zeev Sternhell--renowned scholar, vocal criticizer of Israel policy of settlements, and an admired teacher--was the target for a pipe-bomb set-up, probably by right-wing Jewish terrorists. Thankfully, Sternhell was injured only lightly. This internal terror act demonstrates that violence knows no restrictions, and that there is no insurance for a stable democracy.

In Security First Amitai Etzioni discusses two types of people: Warriors and Preachers, or put differently, Extremists and Moderates. The former are those who embrace violence to pursue their aims. The latter are those who eschew violence and use only peaceful means to achieve their aims. These categories extend across nations (and civilizations). Each nation--including democratic ones--has its own warriors and its own preachers, and the warriors only await to forcefully compel their own methods. Extended unjust war and occupation provides a good opportunity for warriors to implement their modus operandi. For example, during the war in Vietnam the United States suffered political and social violence at home, with events such as the Kent State massacre and Watergate. 

Contemporary Israel is also a victim of internal violence following decades of occupying Palestine. Israeli extremists have free reign in the occupied territories and they also utilize violence internally--in Israel--whenever it serves their aims. Former victims of Israeli extremist groups are peace activist Emile Greenzweig and Prime Minister Yithak Rabin. Tonight, Zeev Sternhell was targeted and, thankfully, spared. We need to be aware that not only newly democratized societies face difficulties. Partaking in unjust wars, and the extremist activities these wars foster at home, pose grave risks for established and consolidated democracies as well.

Now I wish to return to the issue of promoting democracy abroad. Michael Contarino is entirely right in his two, crucial points. First, democratization is an agenda that must not be abandoned. Supporting and promoting democracy is an important constituent of the U.S. moral authority, and also of what Joseph Nye termed "soft power". Hence, promoting democracy is important on both strategic and moral grounds. However, and this is Contarino's second point, democratization is a complex social phenomenon that requires patient work and international consensus-building. It must involve (and must take roots) in most of the politically articulate groups in the target society. It is not, as Etzioni aptly reminds us, a job for cruise missiles, bombers, and the Marines.


Democratization won't be achieved by military force, mainly because democracy is not simply about elections. Democracy is grounded in norms, values and codes of conduct that sanctify discussion and mutual respect. There is no room in democracy for the violent and forceful imposition of one owns opinions. If this is indeed the essence of democracy how can we expect to create it using force? How is it possible to disseminate non-violent norms by violence? It is not only impossible from the point of view of political sociology, it is also internally incoherent; it is logically impossible. Moreover, this internal incoherence would undermine the democratic nature of the democratizing state. Forcing democracy on others ipso facto undermines one's own democracy.

We now have three major points. First, supporting and promoting democracy is strategically and morally important. Second, democratization is no task to be carried out forcefully and militarily, nor is it a task to be implemented unilaterally. Third, if it is attempted militarily, it will not only fail but will also disable the democratic values of the state that attempts to so democratize others. Violence, force and deceit will find their way into the internal culture of this state; non-violent norms, values, and codes of conduct will erode, thereby creating a violent and deceitful society (manipulated by extremists), which knows no other means to solve its internal disagreements then by resorting to force.

The U.S. will do itself and the world a great favor by regaining its sanity and abandoning the neoconservative agenda of forceful democratization carried out by unjust war (though without forsaking the support for long-term democratization processes). This is necessary to the stability of the Middle East, to the wellbeing of international relations, to the Afghan and Iraqi peoples, and to the resilience of its own democratic norms, values, and codes of conduct.

Security First in dealing with Russia
By Amitai Etzioni - September 25, 2008, 12:00PM




Schwartz argues that America "always" puts freedom before peace [here]. Actually, as today's headlines show yet again, the Bush Administration is falling victim to its own propaganda. It is endangering vital U.S. interests in order to continue pretending that it is promoting democratization. 

We are learning today, according to reliable information provided by the European Union, that Iran will soon be ready to arm its missiles with nuclear warheads. We also are learning that North Korea is restarting its nuclear bomb-making program, and that Russia is going to stop cooperating with the United States on both fronts. As the Russian foreign minister put it, the U.S. cannot have it both ways--try to punish Russia for its invasion of Georgia, and then seek its cooperation in dealing with Iran's and North Korea's nuclear ambitions.

One may say, and Schwatz might well agree, that it is worth paying a hefty price for protecting the young democracy of Georgia from the claws of the Russian bear. However, what I am calling for is not some kind of Mephisto like deal, to give up our soul of support for democracy in order to advance our vital security interests. I am merely pointing out that we are undermining our vital interests (and those of our allies) -for propaganda's sake. The U.S. is not protecting Georgia from anything.

On the contrary, when the Bush Administration and Senator McCain declared that the "United States of America stands with the democratically elected government of Georgia" and that "Today, we are all Georgians," these pronouncements merely reinforced the growing realization that the U.S.--mired in the Middle East and in a deep economic crisis--is turning into a paper tiger. It can huff and puff, but short of nuclear war, it cannot bring anybody's house down. It cannot even take off the roof. 

Moreover, the whole mess started when the Bush Administration, the master of the one-move chess play (lets make one move, and then think what to do next), sought to enroll Georgia in NATO. Membership in NATO implies military protection by all members for all members. The U.S., however, was neither willing nor able to make good on such a commitment, short of starting a nuclear war. So, it merely provoked Russia, endangered Georgia, and undermined our vital interests.

A Security First foreign policy does not mean giving up on promoting democratization by nonlethal means. It just means not fooling others and ourselves about what can be done by pronouncements and even sanctions (which nations do not enforce) and attending first to our most vital interests: stopping rouge states, failing states, and terrorists from developing--or keeping-- nuclear arms.


Amitai Etzioni is Professor of International Relations at The George Washington University and author of Security First (Yale, 2007) He can be contacted at comnet@gwu.edu. www.securityfirstbook.com 

Restoring America's Moral Credibility
By Michael Contarino - September 25, 2008, 3:42PM




In a post today, Amitai Etzioni notes the dangerous credibility vacuum behind John McCain's tough rhetoric on Georgia - and the recklessness of expanding a security guarantee to countries which we cannot realistically defend. 

McCain's words raise the question of how he would respond to a Russian grab for Georgia or Ukraine. Would he accept the humiliation of having our impotence exposed? Or would he shoot from the nuclear hip? Sarah Palin, apparently unread on the origins or consequences of World War One, said recently that Article Five would require that we defend our allies even if that meant war with Russia.

Governor Palin, of course, knows less than nothing about foreign policy. But McCain's Senior Foreign Policy Advisor, Randy Scheunemann actually knows a great deal. He may not be able to see Russia from his home state, but he knows the region well, having been a longtime advocate of NATO expansion, and a consultant to Georgia and several East European governments. He also was an early promoter of Ahmed Chalabi, and the head of both the Committee for the Liberation of Iraq, and the neoconservative Project for the New American Century. I spent a week with him in Israel last year, where I became familiar with his thinking on how to deal with what he called the "thugs" running Russia. I very strongly suspect that if you liked the Iraq war, you are going to love a McCain administration.

Which brings me to an issue which Amitai discusses thoughtfully in Security First - the importance of morality not just to "liberal" soft power, but also to "realist" hard power. I believe that the only alternative to Scheunemann-style bellicosity would be a greatly enhanced American capacity to cooperate with and lead other nations. This will require, among other things, that the next President restore our moral authority as a nation that lives up to its democratic values. 

Governor Bill Richardson said it well during his presidential campaign. Speaking of American power, he stressed that it is:

"built upon foundations more solid than narrow self-absorption. We defend ourselves most effectively when we lead others. And it has been our willingness to seek and find common ground, to blend our interests with those of others, which has been the key to our long history of effective leadership. Realists like Truman and Eisenhower understood that defending Europe and ourselves from the Soviets required a strong military. But they also understood that we could not lead our allies if they did not wish to follow. 

"These and subsequent American Presidents knew the importance of moral leadership. Our remarkable military and our prosperous economy gave us the power to lead. But our commitment to human dignity - including our willingness to struggle against our own prejudices -- inspired others to follow. If America is to lead again, we need to remember this history, and to rebuild our overextended military, revive our alliances, and restore our reputation as a nation that respects international law, human rights and civil liberties. ("A New Realism: A Realistic and Principled Foreign Policy" Foreign Affairs, January/February, 2008; http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20080101faessay87111/bill-richardson/a-new-realism.html)

If the next President is to turn the page on one of the most self-destructive and violent chapters in American history, he will need to heed Richardson and Etzioni, not Scheunemann. Restoring America's international efficacy will require more than just rebuilding our broken military and our weakened economy. It will require restoring our moral credibility.

Our Moral Authority and the Muslim World
By Amir Hussain - September 26, 2008, 12:34PM




In yesterday's posts, Professor Ish-Shalom pointed out the dangers of extremists to their own countries. That's invaluable, as we often reduce things to the simple Manichaen dualism of "Us Good, Them Bad." What do we do when "they" become "us"?--or to use Walt Kelly's famous phrase from Pogo, "We have met the enemy and he is us." One of the many reasons that I admire Prof. Etzioni's Security First is the insistence on our own morality. That's the theme that Professor Contarino stressed in his fine post yesterday. I'd like to pick up on that with regard to the Muslim world.

A great resource to understand the perceptions of Muslims is the recent book, Who Speaks for Islam? by John Esposito and Dalia Mogahed. The book is an analysis of the Gallup World Poll done between 2001 and 2007 in some 35 countries with a significant Muslim population. To quote from the book, "When asked what they admire about the West, the politically radicalized and moderates mention these top three spontaneous responses: (1) technology; (2) the West's value system, hard work, self-responsibility, rule of law, cooperation; and (3) fair political systems, democracy, respect of human rights, freedom of speech, gender equality." (p. 80). That belies the simple, and incorrect explanation that "they hate us because of our freedom." It is precisely our morality that is crucial, to the Muslim world, and to us.

At Least Do No Harm
By Amitai Etzioni - September 26, 2008, 1:17PM




The most important issue is coming up now, as our week is winding down, the one Michael Contarino raises in his last posting, namely regarding the role of morality in foreign policy. I could not agree more that the next president must work to restore the "moral credibility" of the United States.

A good place to start is for the US to take the Hippocratic Oath: First Do No Harm.
The US should engage in war only if all other means of resolving a conflict have been exhausted, and if its vital interests are truly threatened. War--I know from personal experience--is neither heroic nor uplifting, but a killer. It undermines people's character, divides nations, and devastates others.

Second, the US should recognize that the less power it has--economic, military, cultural--the more important the morality of setting priorities becomes. It is a sort of lifeboat ethics. If we cannot save everyone and secure everything, we must carefully assess where we shall use up whatever resources--political capital included--we still have.

As I see it, morally speaking, our first duty (beyond attending to our vital interests) is not to force democratization on people but to stop genocides--all other good deeds pale in comparison. Sick people may be nurtured to good health; homeless people may be helped to build huts; hungry people, to be fed. However, dead people cannot be brought back to those who love them, and those who are killed are denied all other rights.


For more discussion see Part I of Security First (Yale 2007). Amitai Etzioni is a professor of international relations at The George Washington University. To contact him, write comnet@gwu.edu. 
www.securityfirstbook.com

The American Vote and Its Reaches
By Piki Ish-Shalom - September 26, 2008, 1:33PM




In the coming November elections I will not vote. Unlike other absentees, this will not be due to protest, lack of attractive alternatives, or (as is, regretfully, so common among Americans) apathy. I won't vote for the simple fact that I'm not an American citizen, and therefore have no voting rights. Why should this simple fact bother any of you? Maybe it should not. I think it should, however, because of another simple fact: just like many people around the world I will be significantly affected by the results of this election. Moreover, as a resident of the Middle East, my future prospects depend to a large extent on the American elections.

These two facts, my lack of voting rights and my position as one who will be gravely and personally affected by this election, manifest a peculiar problem that the contemporary theory of democracy has not yet resolved. Democracy, at least in its normative understanding (an understanding that, I fear, has escaped Stephen Schwartz), is the notion that an individual has the right to be involved in shaping the decisions and policies that influence his or her life. The common (almost natural) assumption is that our lives are most affected in the political unit of the state (or in American terms: the nation), and some sub-state units such as the city. Hence it seems obvious that voting rights belong to the citizens, not to foreigners: that the borders of suffrage lie at the borders of the state. What is more obvious than that?

But this question engenders another: is there anything less problematic than this assumption? Consider for a moment environmental policies or law-enforcement policies. In our increasingly globalizing world the outcomes of these policies cut across borders. Environmental hazards and unchecked crime organizations know no borders, and their affect on people beyond the borders of any given nation often go unchecked. The transnational affects of national policies are even more dramatic in the case of the U.S., the sole remaining super power (at least for the time being). When the U.S. economy falters, the economies of other countries feel it in waves not ripples. The results of a U.S national security policy are felt around the world.

This is the case especially with regard to current U.S. policies in the Middle East, which will affect my life as much--maybe even more--than it will affect your lives. Will you attack Iran? Will you give my country--Israel--the green light to attack Iran? How involved will you decide to be in resolving the Israel-Palestinian conflict? Will you pull out from Iraq and Afghanistan, or will you stay longer? Will you forcefully attempt democratizing the Middle East, or will you suffice yourselves with some minimal regional stability? All those questions, and many more, lie at your doorstep in the coming November elections. As political theory gives no reliable answers to the disparity between the limits of suffrage and the limitless reach of election outcomes, we are left with the default: universal suffrage is the suffrage of a nation citizenry. (There are plenty who embrace cosmopolitan schemes, but cosmopolitanism contains its own unresolvable problems.) That means that I will not (and should not) be there in November to cast my vote. In the absence of any other reasonable solution we are left with one (far from perfect) answer, which is that your civic responsibility is heavier than some of you wish; it is not only your interests that you should take into account, but also my interests and the interests of all those Middle Easterners whose lives will be affected by this forthcoming collective decision. There is extra tonnage in the burden of American accountability. 

To bear this burden appropriately American citizens should be more knowledgeable of the world and of available foreign policies. I believe Amitai Etzioni's Security First is a valuable contribution in the attempt to broaden and deepen American Citizens' understanding of world affairs. I hope this TPMCafe Book Club discussion on the merits and drawbacks of Etzioni's recommendations will also be of some help.

Good luck to all of us.

