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MR. FLY: So on that note, we decided to
dedicate our first panel to a discussion of
Afghanistan: The War in Washington, focusing on the
politics of Afghanistan policy. Given that
Afghanistan is perhaps one of the greatest political
challenges facing the Administra tion right now as well
as one of the greatest foreign policy challenges, |
think we have an esteemed group of panelists here to
discuss this issue.

| will note that on your agenda, it shows
that Bill Kristol was going to moderate this panel.

Bill is unfortunately unable to be with us today
because of the death of his father, Irving Kristol, on
Friday, and | want to say that we at FPI were all
saddene d Irving Kristol's passing, and our thoughts
and prayers are with the Kristol family this week as
they mourn.

To replace B ill, we were very lucky to get
an excellent moderator, Jonathan Karl of ABC News, to
fill in on short notice. Jonathan is ABC News Senior
Congressional Correspondent, and prior to his work

covering Congress, he also served as Senior Foreign



Affairs Correspondent and Senior National Security
Correspondent for ABC. And before joining ABC, he was
a correspondent for CNN, covering Capito | Hill, the
White House and the Pentagon. So | think he's a great
moderator to discuss this issue.

With that, I'll turn it over to you,
Jonathan, to introduce the panelists and to get us
underway.

MR. KARL: All right, great. Thank you.
It's a true honor to be here, and my thoughts are
certainly with Bill Kristol. Irving Kristol is one of
the first people | met when | moved to Washington many
years ago, and was a great influence on me as he has
been on so many people.

But we come together for this panel, | mean,
| don't think the timing could have been any better
for a discussion of Afghanistan and the war here in
Washington. It's really a time of maximum peril for
Afghanistan when you consider all that is coming
together right now. One, you have what appears to be
declining public support for the war. The most recent

Washington Post - ABC News poll had 51 percent saying



that the war in Afghanistan is not worth fighting, the
first time we've ever seen anything like that in our
poll.
There's also what appears to be declining
support in Congress, Nancy Pelosi just within the last

week saying that she doesn't see the support in

Congress or the country for more -- sending more
troops to Afghanistan -- Senator Karl Levin, Chairman
of the Armed Services Committee, saying very much the

same thing, and others actually calling for a
timetable for withdrawal from Afghanistan.
And then of course the situation on the
ground: U.S. casualties at an all time high. The
Taliban appearing better organized and mor e lethal
than they have ever been, all this coming together as
the President is reviewing the new strategy document,

which thanks to Bob Woodward, is in the paper today,

from Stanley McChrystal . McChrystal warning that if
the war is not properly resourced that the risk is
failure -- stark words from Stanley McChrystal, and

finally real questions about how the White House wiill

respond to that request.



So with that, I'll introduce our panelists.
They'll each o ffer some brief opening remarks; then
we'llha  ve a discussion, including questions from the
audience. First on my left, Congressman Kirk is not
only a candidate for Senate in the g reat state of
lllinois and representative of the 10th District in
lllinois, candidate for the Senate seat once occupied
by a fellow by the name of Barack Obama, and once --
CONGRESSMAN KIRK: We prefer to say Roland
Burris.
(Laughter.)
MR. KARL: And once | think on eBay for
something. But Congressman Kirk not only of course
brings the congressional perspective here, but he is a
Navy Reserve Intelligence Officer at the rank of
Commander, and Congressman Kirk has served in
Afghanistan, in Iraq, in Haiti, in Kosovo, in Bosnia,
and who knows where else, but that's a good start. So
we're very honored to have Congressman K irk here.
And next a man who needs no introduction at
all, so I'll make it very brief, Dr. Zalmay Khalilzad,

who is the former ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, the



United Nations, a whole variety of positions in the
National Security Council, former prof essor at
University of California Davis, former professor at
Columbia University, and Dr. Khalilzad, the only
professor in America that has given George
Stephanopoulos a B, something that --

(Laughter and applause.)

MR. KARL: Something George is still
little bitter about. And then finally, Gen. Mark
Kimmitt, who has served in senior positions at the
State Department and at the Pentagon, was involved in
the strategy review that led to the surge in Iraq,
involved in negotiating the Status of Forces
Agreement, that process with Iraq as well, and a
retired military officer to the rank of Brigadier
General and served as of course the spokesman for
coalition forces in Irag, and is a senior strategist
at CENTCOM. So | don't think we could have asked for
a better panel to look at the political, diplomatic
and military implications of the war in Afghanistan.

So why don't we start here to my left with

the Hon. Mark Kirk.



CONGRESSMAN KIRK: Well, thank you. Thank
you, for having me. | read General McChrys tal's
report when it came out last night and agree with much
of its proposals especially that we cannot fail in
Afghanistan. It takes me back to earlier days when |
was a staffer and worked with Charlie Wilson on
another conflict that was essential for th e security
of the United States.

In the Congress | serve on the Foreign
Operations Subcommittee of the House Appropriations
Committee, and it in many ways occupies the other
half, critical missing part of the mission in
Afghanistan, which is what | hope will be a doubling
and tripling of the Afghan army and police, and then
the associated PRT and other development assistance
efforts that are critical in winning a
counterinsurgency operation.

Much of my service on this issue was
informed when in December | became the first member of
Congress to serve in combat since 1942 when | was in
Kandahar. And as part of NATO RC South, my particular

focus was on the narcotics situation in what could be



described as the heroin heartland, the Helman d River
Valley, rou ghly 350 miles into Helman d Province where
half of all heroin on the planet Earth is made. Itis

much of the focus of current Obama surge, which

resourced a Marine Corps offensive down the Helman d
River Valley to conquer this area. We have generated

ala rge number of casualties, not because of Taliban

attacks, but because of an attack by NATO on this

area, taking control of a region that largely had been

absent any NATO or Afghan government forces since 2000

at all.

We have seen roughly 80 to 100 millio n
dollars in heroin profits resourcing the Taliban,
especially the Quetta Shura, that General McChrystal

identifies as the principal antagonist of the three
identified in his report. | am concerned now that

U.S. Marines for the first time in U.S. history

control a major narcotics producing area, and we will
need to develop a strategy about whether Marines drive
by poppy fields, opium stockpiles, labs and heroin
stashes, destroy them, empower Afghan police to them,

or leave it undisturbed because of politic al



implications regarding the future of our relations
with the people in that key area.

| was informed by my military service when |
came home, so I've initiated a number of things, small
and large. Two small things I did is in the House
Armed Services bill that passed the House, we switched
a key thing for U.S. troops. The old idea of getting
back to the base inside the wire and going to mail
call is completely out of date. The first thing
soldiers do when they return to their hooch, for
example, at K andahar Airfield, where we have 25,000
soldiers, is immediately log onto the Internet and
skype your girlfriend or your wife. About half of
soldiers' combat pay goes to Internet fees at the
base. And so | worked with Chairman Skelton to make
sure DOD pay s those costs, because Internet mail call
is now essential to troop morale. That's a small
thing.

A larger thing is working with General
Flynn, who was my boss as a reservist when he was the
top intelligence officer at the Pentagon, is to create

acorps of Afghan hands, people who sign up for the
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duration to ensure the success of the United States
and our Afghan allies in this conflict. The original
concept was a bonus of $250,000 per soldier who signed
up for the duration, or six years, which was the
contract that was offered in World War Il, and another
$250,000 if you mastered Pashtun or Dari to 4.0 or
above. Half a million bucks on the table for key
personnel. | would imagine about five dozen or so
would sign up. And General Flynn, General

McChrys tal's top intelligence officer, said with that
corps, that would be a transformative base of support
and expertise that | could have in this conflict.

Lastly, | think support for this campaign is
eroding in the Congress, | believe in error. When we
see the resourcing requirement decided by the
President, if he picks General McChrystal's low - risk
option, which is 40,000 troops, in my judgment as an
appropriator, it will trigger a supplemental
appropriation request necessary to pass the Congress.
That mea ns that in my view, most Republicans will
support that, and many Democrats won't, putting

Speaker Pelosi and Majority Leader Hoyer in a
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difficult position of passing an appropriations bill
absolutely depending on Republican votes to do that.
In my view, that can be done and should be
done, but that would mean avoiding any pork barrel
politics, keeping all non - Afghan - related items off the
bill, making sure we could keep it focused and clean
on what the President had chosen to do.
MR. KARL: Ambassador?
AMBASSADOR KHALILZAD: Well, thank you very
much. Itis clear that the policy on Afghanistan is
heading towards a crisis, and I'm very familiar with
this potential because of my experience in Irag.
In 2006, you saw a very substantial
polarization here at home because -- an erosion of
support because there was a widespread perception that
what we were doing in Irag was not working and that
our strategy was not producing the results that were
promised, and people were losing confidence therefore
inthe en  terprise. And that reflected itself in the
debate and discussion in Congress. And it took a very
substantial effort and leadership by President Bush to

change the strategy and require resources, along with



other things that were bearing fruit in Iraqg to change
that situation on the ground in Iraq.
In Afghanistan, it is clear that because of
increased casualties, because of a widespread
perception that security is worsening, there is a loss
of confidence that we know what we're doing. | don't
think it's to say that people think Afghanistan is not

important or the war against terror is not important,

or the future of that region is not important for th e
security of the United States. Although in the debate
those arguments now are made, | think it is beca use

people don't know or don't believe that the path that
we're on now with the strategy and resources that we
have, that we can achieve the stated objectives or
goals.

And, therefore, you are beginning to see a
polarization which is inevitable in situat ions like
that, some arguing that it is very important, as we
heard from the congressman, and | agree with him that
it's very important that we succeed in Afghanistan,
and therefore we need to do what's necessary in terms

of adjusting strategy and resource S required to
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achieve our goals, while others are saying perhaps you
can achieve -- can redefine the goals and do less to
achieve those lesser goals, and others, a third group
saying let's abandon the effort. They may not use
those words , more or less, le t's cut our losses and
come home.

And | believe that of course the last group
if we were to achieve -- to adopt that approach of
cutt ing our losses and coming home -- itwould be a
major victory clearly for Al - Qaeda and extremists. |
think it's not only in Afghanistan that the Taliban
and extremists would overrun much of the country. |
don't know whether the capital will survive in that
situation. But Afghanistan will go back broadly to
the way it was for a while, like the early 1990s, and
maybe later like it was in the late 1990s, and we've
been there and done that. And the damage to U.S.
prestige and credibility around the world and the risk
that the world will face, not only the United States,
from extremists and Al - Qaeda terrorists would grow
very, very dramatically. It will be similar in some

ways as the impact that the Soviets suffered, not



exactly in the same way, the debacle in Afghanistan
after the Mujahe deen felt that they had defeated, with
our support, the Soviet Union.

So itis really th e debate is going to be
focused on whether we can achieve success in
Afghanistan or can we redefine the goals and do
offshore attacks against terrorists and build up the

Afghan forces, negotiating with the Taliban and

strengthening, helping the Afghan gove rnment and

institution.
There is some merits in some of these ideas,
but I think fundamentally, the approach to cut back
the goals and do things through negotiations seem to
be a very risky proposition, because essentially, it
takes us back in fundamenta | ways to our policy prior
to 9/11. We were offshore. We didn't attack. We
tried to reach out to the Taliban. One of my
predecessors in the UN, the governor of New Mexico,
went to talk with the Taliban. And the question of
the building up of the Afgha n forces | think has got
to be as the congressman said, part of a success

strategy. | agree with that. | think we should have
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done that earlier, to do more, but it was not done
because the Afghan economy was not big enough to
sustain a big force, and we didn't want to take on the
responsibility for sustaining such a large force.

Clearly breaking up elements of the Taliban
and getting people to abandon -- working with the
Taliban is very important also for success. But |
think that negotiations with the Taliban as a whole, |
don't see that as a near - term realistic proposition,
because at the time that they are doing well and they
know that we're not doing as well and the Afghan
government is not doing that well, to expect them to
pursue a U.S. -favored, p referred strategy to help us,
is unrealistic. | think these negotiations tend to
work, the record of other insurgencies show, when the
government and the coalition side is winning. And
that's the time that prospects for successful
negotiations, on your t erms rather than theirs, become
a realistic proposition.

| also don't believe that we can count on
the Taliban having learned their lesson that if they

were to take over Afghanistan, they would not work



with Al - Qaeda like they did before, because it is t hat
coalition that is producing the success that they are
having, and it's going to be difficult for them,
unrealistic in my judgment, for all of Taliban then to
change their spots. We have made this mistake a few
times in the past where we have assumed t hat someone,
becaus e of some experience, has changed their spots.

We did that of course in the case of Iraq,
Saddam Hussein, after the Iran - Iraq war, a lot of
people at that time argued that Saddam had learned his
lesson, would behave differently, but, y ou know, he
hasn't changed his spots, and soon after the Iran - Iraq
war, Kuwait happened. | believe that it's very
important for success to do a few things, and | hope
that as the debate intensifies it will focus on it.

One, we haven't really pursued an effective
counterinsurgency strategy that's based on population
protection, and that, General McChrystal is embracing
it. | think this is what we ultimately pursued in
Iraq as well, and that -- therequ irements in terms of
resources -- we mustin my judgm ent pursue that goal,

and | support that.
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Second, | think it is very important that we
pay attention to one issue that in the debate has not
yet gotten the attention that it deserves. Itis the
issue of sanctuary for the Taliban. | think that
withoutt  he sanctuary in Pakistan, the Taliban would
not be as effective as they are. That's where they
train and recruit and rest and recover and get the
resources that they need. And in insurgencies,
sanctuaries are very important. And | think we've got
to fin  d an effective way, and | hope we'll have a
chance to talk about that, to focus more sharply than
we have on that issue.

The third thing is that we need to have an
effective partnership between the coalition and the
Afghan government. Success will depen d a lot on the
Afghans also having to do what they need to do in
terms of rule of law, in terms of justice, in terms of
governance issues. And there is a need for a new
compact, whoever ultimately becomes the winner in
Afghanistan, between the coalition a nd it, for moving
forward.

And lastly, it's vital | think that we bring
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the other elements of our power to bear to achieve the
success that we need. Our military folks have done a
tremendous job. They constantly do a tremendous job
for us. But I think the civilian part of the
government, because a lot of stuff that is needed in
population protection, effective counterinsurgency
strategy, as the congressman was saying, requires
skills and developments that are not best handled by
the military, effective as they are in a lot of
things. And we need to -- we have not done a good job
in Afghanistan for a long time to bring those elements
together.

And lastly, to bring the economy, economic
power to bear on it, too. Because as long as there's
a lot of une mployment, poverty, given the
ineffectiveness of the government put together, they
become vulnerable to people of Afghanistan, too, to
extremists. There is a big employment center in Kabul
that people who need daily work go, and | am told that
by noon, 60 percent or so do not get jobs, and by one
o'clock, they're willing to work for food for their

family for the day if they could get that.



So seven or eight years into our presence
there, with the economy being that way, that is an
advertisement that we'r e not doing well, and it's an
opportunity for the Taliban and others.

So | think we haven't fought this war with
full capacity or anywhere near full capacity, and the

time has come to adjust. And I think it will only

happen and will rally the country if the President

takes the lead in defining not only the importance of
the success here, but also of a strategy that is
resource, that can convince the people that there is a
reasonable relationship between the ends that we seek
and the means that we are dev oting to achieve those
goals.

Thank you very much.

MR. KARL: General?

GENERAL KIMMITT: Well, | think Professor
Khalilzad, Ambassador Khalilzad, could not have had a
better segue to what I'd like to talk about. Because
| believe that in this discus sion on the war in
Washington, we seem to be missing a key element, which

is the central issue is not the strategy for
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Afghanistan. The central issue is not the troops

needed or the resources needed. The central issue is

will America provide the domestic support and the
extended patience necessary to achieve U.S. strategic
goals?

This question is keyed to the ongoing
strategic review and the follow - on Administration
plans. You know, the military over time since we've
started to fight in Afghanistan and Irag has gone from
understanding that the center of gravity is not defeat
of the enemy forces, but in fact support of the local
population. | believe that at this point in the
Afghanistan war, even that is inconsequential. We
will defeat the enemy forces . We will protect the
population, but the center of gravity is not the
support of the local population, but the support of
the U.S. population.

It's true, as was mentioned here, |
associate myself with the comments of everyone that
we're going to need m ore troops, we're going to need
more resources, we're going to need a better strategy.

But let's be clear. There are more than sufficient



available resources for this fight. The major danger
in Afghanistan is not winning -- not losing what we
call a war of attrition. In a war of attrition, the
objective of the enemy is to defeat the other enemy.
In a war of exhaustion, which is what we are seeing in
Afghanistan, the effort is to tire out the other
nation, defeat the other nation's will to fight.

Let' s be clear. The British Empire was not
defeated by attrition in Afghanistan, nor was the
Soviet Union defeated in Afghanistan through
attrition. They were defeated through exhaustion, and
this is how the Taliban intends to prosecute this war.
Listento w hat Mu Il ah Omar recently said. We fought
against the British invaders for 80 years, from 1839
to 1919. Today we have the same strong determination,
the military training and effective weapons, but still
more, we have preparedness for a long war. And on
September 11th, Osama said, our fighters will wear
down the U.S. coalition in Afghanistan like we
exhausted the Soviet Union for ten years until it
collapsed.

Al - Qaeda clearly plans to defeat us through



exhaustion, not through attrition. It is telling u
we can fight until you're tired, until your nation is
dispirited, until your patience runs out.
Unfortunately, back here in Washington, the argument
seems to be and focus on the stuff, the physical
capability to fight the war, the proper U.S. troop
leve s, the right number of civilians and aid workers.
The debate on capability, that debate is necessary,
it's important, but it is insufficient. The real war
in Washington must be to achieve and maintain the will
of the American people, because without tha t, the
capabilities are sure to prove insufficient, and
strategic patience is sure to wane.

| don't believe it's hyperbole to suggest
that the American people, the support of the American
people, is the center of gravity for the next ten
years. Now this will be a difficult but essential
task for the Administration, a number of hurdles to
cross, that have already been mentioned. America's
tired of the war. In many ways, we're war weary, and
America is impatient. But frankly, regardless of the

reasons a nd choices that brought Afghanistan to its
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current environment, it is unlikely that Americans

will demonstrate the same measure of patience without
a focused effort to make the case for prolonged
sacrifices.

Most observers agree that the situation in

Afg hanistan in 2009 is far worse than at any pointin

the past. Americans can tolerate many things, but
they're also quick to recognize wasted effort and
costs. No existential threat is believed to emerge
from Afghanistan today. Rather, the typical pr
story is governmenta | corruption, a resurgent
and allies unwilling to bear the same burdens as us.

Unlike Irag's many advantages, which our
military and diplomatic leaders such as Ambassador
Khalilzad skillfully leveraged to achieve signific
progress, Afghanistan is a poor, undereducated and
sparse land with few natural endowments. And
expecting a significant turnaround in the same period
of time as we expected in the surge in Iraq is highly
unlikely.

And let's also be candid. Afghanis

competes with other Administration priorities. This

sunk

ess

Taliban,

ant

tan
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Administration's priority list does include
Afghanistan .  But health care, economic recovery, cap
and trade legislation and a host of other domestic
issues compete for that level of attention. But
r egardless of these challenges, the Administration
must directly face the centrality of popular support
to the war effort.

If success in Afghanistan is important, as
Ambassador Khalilzad said, then the case must be made
to the American people in the next few months, and
sustained over the next few years. Success in
Afghanistan will not come quickly, and a skeptical
America must be persuaded to give the strategy the
time it needs and the resources it requires.

Some people get this. If you listened to
Senator Lugar last week, he said: An integrated
strategy has yet to be unveiled despite the many high
and low - level reviews. And none has been described
with the force and conviction nece ssary to persuade
the American people to endorse what will likely be a
much longer albeit necessary commitment to achieve

stability in the region. Without that broad - based



domestic support behind the effort, no amount of

resources, no amount of troops or civilians will be
sufficient. With the support and patience of the

American people, everything is possible.

So where does the responsibility lie? Some
suggest that General McChrystal ought to come back and
take on the job to speak to the American peopl
isn't Stan's job alone. There are three layers
between him and the American people. His boss is
General Petraeus, General Petraeus's boss is the
SECDEF, and ultimately President Obama. Secretary
Gates has been forward leaning on this issue, and
has General Petraeus.

But when it comes to rallying the American
people behind a cause, the commander in Afghanistan,
the commander in Tampa, the Secretary of Defense in
Washington D.C. may be important voices, but not the
central voice in that discu ssion. That voice is the
only voice that matters, the only voice in the chain
of command elected by the American people, and that's
President Obama, and he ultimately bears the

responsibility to make the case and win the case with

e. This

SO
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the American people.

| f this war is to be won, it will require
more capability. For that we can depend on the
Department of Defense, Department of State and other
cabinet agencies to find the civilians and find the
money for this enterprise. But as | said earlier,
capability is insufficient. It will also require
domestic will. It must get domestic will, popular
support and strategic patience.

The Congress, DOD and State can help out,
but only the President can achieve a popular mandate
for Afghanistan. Only the President can ask Americans
to endure years of sacrifice. Only the President can
build support for a protracted struggle that in his
own words is a war of necessity. And only the
President can harness domestic will, popular support
and strategic patience, those in dispensable elements
for success without which our efforts in Afghanistan
can't succeed.

Let me finish up by a quote that Elliot
Cohen made in 2003 regarding Iraqg, and it's just as

important today for Afghanistan. He said, speaking of
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Afghanistan, he sa ys no one else will take on the
burdens. Talking of handing it over to the United
Nations or NATO is wishfulness. It is not strategy.

Whatever one's views of the war's rationale, its

conception, its planning or conduct, our war it
remains, and we best f igure out how to win it.
Thank you.

MR. KARL: All right. Thank you. Well,
let's pick it up right there with the President, his
last major speech on this was in March on the war
where he outlined what he said in very stark terms,
his goal. And | wan t to read exactly what he said,
clear and focused goal. To disrupt, dismantle and
defeat Al - Qaeda in Pakistan and Afghanistan.

Now we most recently heard from the
President on this -- I don't know if you noticed he
was on a couple, four or five talk sho ws yesterday,
and not surprisingly, much of the questions were on
Afghanistan. And there seemed to be a change in
rhetoric from the President. He talked about the need
to narrow the mission. He said this has been his

goal, is to narrow the mission in Af ghanistan.



And he said that one of the problems has

been mission creep, that we've tried to do too much in

Afghanistan. And he said that the 21,000 troops that

he ordered in February sent to Afghanistan, additional

troops, were sent to secure the electi ons, which was

not an argument that | had heard when he actually

ordered those -- he made that order in February. But

now he said those troops were sent to secure the

elections, raising the question of whether or not that

means now that the elections are over, they come home.
Ambassador Khalilzad, what is your read on

where the President is going to come down on this?
AMBASSADOR KHALILZAD: | don't know.

Clearly there is some confusion about both the goals,

at least it doesn't come across very clearly , and the

means. One, on the goals, securing the election, if

that was the objective, clearly maybe things would

have been a lot worse than they were, but the

elections, you had a participation level because of in

part insecurity, below 38 percent, maybe around 30

percent. That's not very good. Because in a previous

election, they had a 70 percent of eligible people
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participating.
| believe that this -- clearly having a
sharp focus and having again the necessary strategy
and means to achieve that goal IS very important. But
it is vital to understand that the terror of Al - Qaeda
and the insurgency of the Taliban are intertwined.
And | don't believe that you can achieve the splitting
of the two and going to only a counter - terror approach
without successf ul counterinsurgency against the
Taliban, to coerce them.
Because reconciliation in my view is very
contingent on conditions. Some circumstances, there
are better prospects of succeeding than others. And
there are two ways that | think counterinsurgenc y can
make progress. One is if the sanctuary is ended or
it's at risk. If tomorrow the Taliban leadership
which is sitting in Qatar or Karachi or whatever is no
longer allowed to operate, the sanctuary is at risk, |
think you improve your prospect.
The other is if you can implement over time
a successful counterinsurgency population protection,

you coerce them to a situation where they have either



to accept total defeat or come to the table. And |
think that it is wishful thinking, and | sometimes
worr y that maybe some people in the Administration may
be embracing this, that you could do a pure
counter - terror approach, which is what the strategy
largely was for many years in Afghanistan, was we went
after the terrorists and some extremists. We didn't
do a population protection counterinsurgency.

So | think if we narrowly focus on a
counter - terror strategy, | think we'll lose at the
end, because the insurgency will gain. And once the
insurgency has won, as General McChrystal warned the
risk of, I thin k the counter - terror in Afghanistan
would be much harder tha n to do once they've got the
playing field, the sanctuary of Afghanistan once again
with the population and with the Taliban and its
support.

MR. KARL: But clearly, Congressman, the
President i s under pressure from the people that got
him elected to do exactly what he said yesterday,
which is to narrow the mission, which would --

hasn't -- we don't know what he's going to do on a
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request from McChrystal for more troops, but narrowing
the mission doesn't sound like initiating a broad new
counter - terrorism, you know, counter - terrorism, a
project to protect the civilization -- protect the
citizens -- doesn't exactly sound like narrowing the
mission.

CONGRESSMAN KIRK: That's right. | think
President has burned a phenomenal amount of capital on
the health care issue, and he's not winning. The
result of his speech was a bump, not a long - term
support. So opposition to the health care bill is now
56 percent ten days after the speech. He's
consistently signaled to the Congress, that is his
number one priority, and so as he loses steam, an
Administration loses political authority on many other

issues as well. He knows he has to turn the political

situation of support in the Congress around prior to

congressional elections, which are next November. And
this could be a drag on the party base.

| thanked him publicly for the decision he
made in January. We had a proposal that | was a very

tiny part of, going up through the NATO chain of

the

31



32

comnand to DOD, for an Afghan surge. It ended up

being a struggle between Secretary Clinton and Vice

President Biden in the Oval Office. Vice President

Biden wanted to reduce our goals in Afghanistan, and

return to what | would consider more of a 1990s polic y
with regard to that country. But that is a highway

straight to 9/11. | think the President rightly sided

with Secretary of State Clinton and backed the Afghan

surge.

Now as the surge was deployed, it wasn't to
secure the Afghan elections. It was one brigade to
secure Kabul, and the Taliban ran away from that
province, so there was not the expected battle that we
thought. Another brigade was to secure the border
with Pakistan in the south, and then the three others
were to execute the Helman d River o ffensive, which is
ongoing right now by the Marine Corps.

| think it would be wise to side with
General McChrystal, who has been very clear. It
represents a big change for the troops. You know,
when we went outside the wire, force protection was

everyt hing. Our standard mission was a four - or
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eight - hour mission, full battle rattle, all armor,
absolutely no contact with the public. We just would
run through an area showing presence.

When you switch from knocking down doors in
the middle of nightin s upport of special operations,
which is a counter - terror strategy, to putting troops
and platoons in charge of making sure that a mayor or
a district governor survives the night, that is an
entirely different strategy, and troops are not in
armored vehicles , they're not fully protected.

General McChrystal highlights that well. But I think
that's the right way to go.

And the last thing | said, there's only one
quote in his, General McChrystal's, report. And
that's from General Wardak, who is the Minister of
Defense of Afghanistan. And he took on one key thing
that's important in a congressional debate. General
Wardak said, | reject the myth advanced by the media
that Afghan istan is the graveyard of empires and that
the U.S. and NATO effort is designed t o fail. Afghans
have never seen you as occupiers, even though this is

the focus of the enemy's propaganda campaign. Unlike
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the Russians who imposed a government with an alien
ideology, you enabled us to write a democratic
constitution and choose our own government. And
unlike the Russians, who destroyed our country, you
have come to rebuild.
And there is a residual opposition to the
Taliban. They had their chance, and they messed it
up, and the Afghan people know that .
MR. KARL: But if you look at the goal,
again, what he said was the clear and focused goal
back in March in Afghanistan, and if it is again to
disrupt, dismantle and defeat Al - Qaeda in Pakistan and
Afghanistan, can you accomplish that with something
other than the counterinsurgency str ategy that
McChrystal has outlined, which by definition is going
to require a lot more troops? Can you do it - 1
mean, George Will has suggested, you know, kind of do
it from afar, from offshore -- can it be done from a
military perspective and different strategy?
GENERAL KIMMITT: No. Frankly, | don't
think it can. | mean, if you read through Stan's

report, it is very comprehensive. He does recognize
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that this isn't just a straight military strategy. It
needs to be a comprehensive approach, a
counterinsurgency strategy. And even though it is
distinctly -- the conditions are distinctly different
than Iraq, primarily what Ambassador Khalilzad noted,
which is that there is an external sanctuary, | don't
see how you can do this smaller rather than larger. |
don't see how you could take the strategy that is
being, or the strategy that | think all of us are
envisioning, and take out elements of that and try to
find economies, either in terms of troops or
resources. And it is certainly not the case that
sitting in a boat offshore, shooting a couple of
cruise missiles at Tarmiyah farms will ever work
again.
Soif Pr  esident Obama is not going to, is
going to not agree to this request, and again, we
expect it'll come in three different choices - if
he's not going to agree, is it up to, as one of my
colleagues said after hearing the President yesterday,
that General McChrystal should resign? | mean, does

it get to that point? Because this is a fundamental
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guestion: Are we going to go with a counteri nsurgency
strategy or are we not?

If it's not going to be resourced, does he
resign? Well, it is always the responsibility of a
commander, when he loses the trust and confidence of
his superiors, to offer his resignation. And if in
fact Stan is unable to make the case to the President
and Secretary of Defense and the Central Command
Commander, that his strategy is the right one to
follow, most commanders would offer their resignation
in return. But | don't think we're going to get to
that dramatic of a position.

Frankly, what we're -- | think most of us
are hearing right now in the press is just setting the
conditions for the eventual announcement. | mean, you
think about the President's dilemma. He is on one
hand an elected politician representing the Democratic
Party. On the other hand, he's the President of the
United States. And on the third hand, he is the
Commander in Chief, and he's got to balance all of
those requirements.

| think you know what | believe in this case
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he needs to lean more heavily towards, but it is
certainly the case that over the next couple of months
he's going to in his own private counsel try to
balance all those so he comes up with a strategy that
seems to satisfy all of those constituencies.

But going back to your first point, if in
fact the satisfaction of his constituencies can only
be done with a low ball strategy, | would not be
surprised to see that some people will say, make the
comment, it can't be done, or I'm not capable of doing
it. Maybe somebody else is

MR. KARL: Ambassador?

AMBASSADOR KHALILZAD: 1 think two points.
One, the President needs to appreciate that the
popular support that is currently evaporating or
reducing significantly, is condition - based. Now if
he -- itis not anindependent var iable, so to speak.
It's very much of a dependent variable. And if he
does the right thing in terms of a counterinsurgency
strategy that we have been talking about, I think he
would get room, political room, and he would get time

from the American people . I think we sometimes
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exaggerate that the American people are impatient. We
all repeat that.
But | think it's very much -- they were very
patient during the Cold War, which was a different
kind of struggle, lasted a long time, and huge
resources were required. | think you lose the
American people when they think you don't know what
you're doing or that this is a wasted effort. You're
not succeeding. And therefore if he sticks with the
case that he has made before, that this is very
important for the security of the American people, and
second then he puts in place a strategy and the
resources necessary that people can see that you are
making progress, politics will work his way. Things
will get a lot worse very quickly in my view, and
General McChry stal was the premier counter - terrorist
in his background. He's not --  his background - it's
not that he spent a lot of time in counterinsurgency.
MR. KARL: Right.
AMBASSADOR KHALILZAD: And he has come to
view that in order to do the counter - terror

effectively, you need to do a counterinsurgency



strategy in Afghanistan, | think he will face even
bigger political problems here in my view if he was to
come on the wrong side of that. And it's my hope and
my expectation that he won't do that.
MR. KARL: But there's a fact on the ground
that muddies the water here, and it's the one we
haven't mentioned yet, which is the elections. We
have these presidential elections in Afghanistan that
are widely seen as fraudulent, by some estimates up to
25 percent  of the ballots cast fraudulently cast. How
do you move forward with a bold counterinsurgency
strategy at a time when the president is widely seen
as illegitimate? You know, as one member of Congress
said to me, one of your colleagues said, you know, how
do we e xpend blood and treasure on a, you know, to
support a government that is not legitimate, American
blood and treasure?
CONGRESSMAN KIRK: I'd first say let's go

back to what our objectives are. Our objectives

primarily are to protect the United St ates and to make

sure 9/11 doesn't happen again. For me in lllinois,

that's easy to explain. We're home to the tallest
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building in North America. And my job as congressman,
hopefully as a senator, is to make sure everybody in

the Sears Tower can come ho me tomorrow night. And so
that's our basic mission in Afghanistan.

Then to say, | don't think we have an
illegitimate president. | think we have a flawed
election and a set of decisions to make about whether
a coalition government is put together or a new
election is called. But either option --

MR. KARL: But that's not our decision, is
it? 1 mean, how --

CONGRESSMAN KIRK: No, it's not our
decision. But it plays a role in how effective and
how we can support the mission. But in the end, each
alternative is better than letting go.

MR. KARL: How much harder is it for you to
make the case in Congress if there is not another
election?

CONGRESSMAN KIRK: Oh, it's harder. It's
harder. But in the end, we have expended so much
effort to lift an Army into Central Asia. We have

accomplished some pretty tough things. Well,



actually, Zal was the guy who did a lot of it --
AMBASSADOR KHALILZAD: Thank you.
CONGRESSMAN KIRK: --  which is we got an

interim facility in. We got the United Nations t o]

recognize a procedure to create a government. That

government was then created and that government has

succeeded in securing much of the central cities of

Afghanistan, a major feat for a country eleven time

zones away, in a country that has no ports. S o this

is a major feat.
But in the last years of the Bush

Administration, this was an economy of force

operations. Now it is the central military focus of

the Obama Administration, and in my view, the Obama

Administration in the end shouldn't be wary of a tough

political job ahead. Because if you run your

administration so that you will only sustain and

continue activities that only an overwhelming major ity

of Democratic members will support, then you're

leading Democrats in the United States, not Ameri cans.
At key points in President Clinton's term,

he led the whole country, even when a majority of
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Democrats was opposed, probably the best example being
NAFTA, which was tremendously in the long - term
economic interest of North America, or welfare reform :
another one. And there are key moments in a
president's term when you lead the country, not
necessarily your party, and | would say this is one of
them.

GENERAL KIMMITT: Winston Churchill once
said it's very hard to lead from the front with your
ear stuck to the ground, and this is a good example of
that.

MR. KARL: | want to get to some questions
from all of you, but first, Ambassador, what is your
read of how we deal with the mess that's come out of
the elections in Afghanistan?

AMBASSADOR KHALWZAD: 1 think that we need
to work the process, the Afghan constitution, election
laws of a path for dealing with the problem, and we
need to work with that. | think sometimes one of the
difficulties we have had in recent weeks and months to
get the Afgh an government to do what it ought to do

has been that there is a crisis of trust between the



president and the government and some key players here
now. And we need to sort of overcome that. There is
a grievance commission that looks at the complaints
and charges of fraud, three very distinguished
foreigners on it and two Afghans, one is quite
independent.
| think we have to support and get everyone
to support what that commission that the constitution
of Afghanistan and the laws, election laws , provide is
worked with and accepted. If after looking at the

ballots they decide that the president has won by

whatever, 51 or 52 percent -- now they're saying it's
54 -- that, you know, gets a legitimate outcome. If
it says, no, the president got less than 50 percent,

then there is a second round if it becomes necessary.
There are a lot of other political issues
and discussions that are going on about some other
outcome, some other arrangement and agreement that
would be legitimate there, and we would have to also
take that option into account.
So I think that clearly this election was

not done the way it should have been done. | think
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preparations were lacking, supervision was lacking.
But we are where we are. But there is, thank
goodness, that t he laws and the constitution has put
forward the remedy, an institutional remedy to deal
with it, and we ought to work with that.

MR. KARL: Well, what's your read, how
likely is that process to lead to another -- arunoff
election?

AMBASSADOR KHALILZB: Well, | think there
are two options. Either they will say that it's, one,
that President Karzai has won, or that he has not.
And | think the difference isn't going to be that
great. It's either going to be 51, 52 or it's going
to be 49 something. S o it's in that range where the
answer will lie. And either way, | think we should be
able to work with it so that they overcome the current
political crisis that Afghanistan is in.

MR. KARL: Okay. All right. Do we have any
guestions? Yes, back there . And | think there's a
mic right here. Question to my right.

QUESTION: Thank you. Matt Dus s for

American Progress. Ambassador Dr. Khalilzad, in



discussing the surge or counterinsurgency strategy in
Afghanistan in reference to Iraq, is there a dange r
really of ignoring some of the other factors that were
in play in Iraq such as the sectarian cleansing, the
reversal of large factions of the Sunni insurgency, is
there a danger in really not taking those into account
when trying to import that strategy in Afghanistan?
And is there any evidence that some of those factors
may be in play in Afghanistan now?

AMBASSADOR KHALILZAD: Well, when one says
similar it's not the same. Clearly, the situation in
Irag in my view was worse in some ways than it is in
Afghanistan. The level of violence against us, the
coalition, and Iragis against each other, was much
higher than it is even now in Afghanistan. And there
was a danger of the country falling apart there along
sectarian lines, and that with the attack on the
mosque, that risk increased dramatically. And there
was a particular risk to the capital city. Baghdad,
was a focal point of that conflict at that time.

Now in the case of Afghanistan, there are

differences. But in terms of principles, of effecti ve

45



counterinsurgency, I'm not looking -~ T'll give an
example of Irag because | was there, I'm familiar with
it. But if you look at the history of
counterinsurgency strategies where you're looking at
Algeria ,to -- which wasn't effective -- to Malaysia,
which was, you will see that where you have , you
pursue a population protection strategy you have the
confidence of the people, where they feel that by
working with you they're not risking themselves. You
have a better prospect for success.

And | believe that in Afghanistan, you do
have more of a classic insurgency with the sanctuary,
with some base of popular support. Not a lot, because
all indications are that the Afghans have experienced
the rule of the Taliban by substantial numbers. They
don't want to go back to that. And so if they are not
supporting in the coalition of the government it is
because in the case of government, the confidence
necessary is not there.

And in terms of the coalition, it
is -- maybe there are some complaints about some

tactics, but more likely than any other factor it is



because of fear, that if they supported the coalition,
and the coalition is not there constantly with the
people to protect them, and they come in during the
day for an hour and then they leave, that at night,
the night is Taliban's, and they will come into their
homes and shoot and kill them and so on.

So therefore | think it's a necessary
requirement for success in Afghanistan, given the
situation there , that we go to a counterinsurgent
strategy. But the counterinsurgency strategy in
Afghanistan would not be identical to the
counterinsurgency strategy in Irag. It would have its
own features, its own elements. But the elements will
be the same. We will have to work with some people,
try to get them to cooperate with us, even some who
are with the Taliban, to win him over and so forth.
There will be similarities, but there will be distinct
differences as well.

MR. KARL: Yes? Right there.

QUESTION: Good morning. Bob Dreyfus s with
the Nation magazine. Until recently, very few people

have challenged the notion of safe haven as a key
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point in the war. But recently, Paul Pillar wrote an

op ed in the Washington Post doing exactly that,

saying that the assumption that Al - Qaeda having a safe
haveni n Afghanistan really isn't the defining issue

and that perhaps, you know, safe havens from Hamburg

to London to Somalia would be equally dangerous for a

global organization.

Steve Walt has raised the same question in
debates over at the AF - PAK channel. And so | guess
I'm wondering whether you've seen any signs that the
Administrative is rethinking this notion that a safe
haven for Al - Qaeda in Afghanistan, even the shattered
Al - Qaeda as it exists today, is really something that
should be the central focus of our effort there? And
| guess as a footnote, I'll say, and if so, why aren't
we in Yemen or Somalia or anywhere else? General?

GENERAL KIMMITT: Well, | think the key

point is certainly you c an have a small capability in
Hamburg, in Paris, in other countries around the
world. But what Afghanistan provided Al - Qaeda in the

pre - 9/11 time period was an operational base. A base

not simply where you could work small operations,



49

onesies and twosies, but could actually conduct
training, could maintain san ctuary, could grow and
become far more capable.

And that's the real danger of returning
Afghanistan to the pre - 9/11 time period, is that it's
not simply that it might be yet one of the many small
outposts of Al - Qaeda, but in fact that it could
become, as it names belies, the base for Al - Qaeda
operations around the world. That's why we need to
have major concerns about what's happening in Somalia,
as Jonathan said, what's happening in Yemen. There's
somewhat of a tipping point in terms of size and scale
where Al - Qaeda can become more than simply a local
threat to where it can become an international threat.
And as Congressman Kirk reminds us, this is really all
about maintaining the defense of America. And when
you had an Al - Qaeda presence in Sudan, the n had an
Al - Qaeda presence in Afghanistan, there it was large
enough, safe enough and long - standing enough that it
could actually plan to go against "the far enemy" as
they talk about in their doctrine.

MR. KARL: Unfortunately, we have time for



only one  more question. Yes, right here. Yes.
QUESTION: Jennifer Rubin from Commentary
Magazine. General, you mentioned that the President
is in the process of weighing many competing concerns.
Do you take from the fact that we read the report of
the recomm endation of General McChrystal on the front
page of the Washington Post today that there is a
frustration with the pace of that decisionmaking? And
can you also comment on the downside of dragging this
process out for weeks or months, either politically o
militarily?
GENERAL KIMMITT: Yeah. I've been asked
that question a number of times in the last couple of
days, this notion of how long does the President have
before he has to make a decision? Participating in
the Iraqg surge discussions, the Nationa | Security
Council's strategy review, I'd remind people that that
piece didn't come together immediately either.
It was clear that at that time General Casey
sent up his recommendations. They were deliberated in
the fall of 2006. The president -- thed ecisions, the

recommendations of the Iraq surge were made to the
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president in, if | remember, late November, early
December. And January 7th | believe is when the
president made the speech.

It is not a matter of days or weeks, whether
he makes it this T uesday or next Tuesday, or quite
frankly, whether he makes it this month or next month.

It is by his own admission a strategy that's going to
need some deliberation, but even more importantly, is
going to need some firming up in terms of support from
the United States Congress and from our international
allies.

And | believe the commanders on the ground
would rather have a strategy that's well thought
through, a strategy that is firmly supported, and a
strategy that will be patiently adhered to than a
st rategy that is pronounced quickly. There's an old
saying in the military, we don't want to rush to
failure. And I think in the strategy development that
we're talking about for Afghanistan, | don't believe
the Presiden  twants nor the commander seeks
failure.

MR. KARL: All right. On that note, thank

aru shto
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you very much, and Congressman. Ambassador.
General, | thank you.

(Applause.)
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A CONVERSATION WITH SENATOR JOHN KYL
MR. KAGAN: Hi, everyone, I'm Bob Kagan,
the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, and
one of the directors of the Foreign Policy Initiative,
and | want to welcome you to our second panel and
discussion today. And we're quite honored to have
with us  one of the leading experts on foreign and
defense policy in the U.S. Congress, Senator Jon Kyl.
Senator Kyl, as I'm sure you all know, was
elected to the Senate from Arizona in 1994, reelected
in 2000 and 2006, after having served four terms in
the U.S. House of Representatives. He's the
Republican Whip, which makes him the second ranking
member of the Senate Republican leadership, serves on
the Senate Finance Committee, where he's the ranking
Republican on the sub - committee on Taxation and IRS
Oversight , he's also on the Judiciary Committee and
the ranking Republican on the sub - committee on
Terrorism, Technology and Homeland Security.
As | said, he's one of the leading experts
on foreign policy and defense policy, and he's going

to talk for 15, 20 minu tes or more, and then we will

at
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have a conversation, which | will ask Senator Kyl some
guestions, and then we'll open it up to you all to ask
Senator Kyl some more questions.
So please join me in welcoming Senator Kyl.
(Applause.)
SENATOR KYL: Thanks, Bob. Thank you,
thanks very much. First | note that Bill Kristol, of
course, is not with us today, and | know that we all
join in expressing our sympathy to Bill and his family
for his father's passing; a true giant in American
history.
Well, what a d ifference a year makes.
Remember the campaign? It was just a year ago that
Barack Obama was campaigning for a new approach to
foreign policy. We would work cooperatively with
others, whereas the Bush administration only wanted to
go it alone. We would n ot be afraid to talk to any
nation, even including Iran. We would rebuild the
U.S. - Russia relationship, presumably damaged by George
Bush, despite his considerable focus on the
U.S. - Russia relationship.

It boiled down to a promise that if elected
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Obama would not be Bush, and it came to be known as
"reset." Now, as President, in July, in Moscow,

President Obama announced, "that the President and |
agreed that the relationship between Russia and the
United States has suffered from a sense of drift. We

re solve to reset U.S. - Russian relations, so that we
can cooperate more effectively in areas of common
interest."

Well, now I think we have an idea of what
the President means by reset, specifically relating to
Russia and Iran. And that's what we'll discus s today.
| would submit to you that the early returns are not
encouraging; that Russia has hurt, not helped our
efforts to stop the Iranian nuclear program; that
we've conceded too much for too little in the START
negotiations; that we've not convincingly interposed
any objection to Russian action in places like
Georgia, Ukraine and elsewhere; and just late last
week we caved in to Russia's demand that we scrap
missile defense plans in Poland and the Czech
Republic.

Much of this failure, | believe, is du eto



lack of clear - eyed understanding of Russia today.
Formulating a policy for relations with Russia should
start with an appreciation of Russia's quest for a
restoration of its empire. A narrative of Russian
policy since the Putin era began, as he put it, is
that the fall of the Soviet Union was a historical
tragedy, actually the greatest geo - political
catastrophe of the 20th century --  Putin's own words.
This perspective motivates Russian policy to
reestablish hegemony over its former Soviet republic
and the captive nations under the Soviets' control.
If these nations fall further into the orbit of the
West -- read America and NATO -- then there's less
hope for restoration of this once great empire, they
reason.
Another Russian interest of course always at
play in its foreign policy is enhancing its economic
position, which is overly dependent on the price of
oil and gas. So keeping things stirred up in the
Persian Gulf region, for example, does elevate the
price of petroleum.

So how should the U.S. be informed by these
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propositions? First we need to decide whether it
matters to us that Russia would reestablish
significant influence or control over the former
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.

The answer to most of us is too obvious to
require a rticulation, but apparently not so to some in
the Obama administration, and there's precedent for
their thinking. Recall that accommodating our Cold
War policy to captive nations was for a long time
deemed the less bad alternative to direct
confrontation with the Soviet Union.

In many ways, Obama'’s policy is reminiscent
of détente during the Cold War. And what we've seen
when the Obama administration makes policy with regard
to Eastern Europe and the Caucasus, is it not the case
that the first question seems to be, how will Moscow
react? Is this really progress when we seek a new
Russian policy? How is this an improvement from where
we were before Ronald Reagan decided that we needed to
confront evil that was the Soviet Union?

Here is the question | have: If freedom and

security of Russia's neighbors is threatened today, is
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Obama with Carter or Reagan? That's the test.
Perhaps the clearest test case now defining the new
policy of the Obama administration is reflected in the
decision last Thursday t o stop implementatio n of the
Bush plan to deploy an operational ballistic missile
defense in Poland and the Czech Republic.

Now, let me be fair to the Obama
administration. Unlike the clumsy, unilateral
decisions of the Bush administration, the Obama
administration was clever and transparent and
sophisticated. It phoned the Czech and Polish
governments early on the morning of the 70th
anniversary of the Soviet invasion of Poland, after
the news had leaked, and | believe after Russia had
been informed. George Bush and Condi Rice would have
had to have worked pretty hard to top that for classy
diplomacy.

The implications of the decision on American
and European defense against an Iranian ballistic
missile attack are significant. But my focus today is
on the international political implications of the

decision.
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Poland and the Czech Republic are democratic
nations with defense cooperation agreements with the
United States. Both are members of NATO. And both
have sent their soldiers to support the Unit ed States
in Irag and the entire NATO alliance in Afghanistan.

And in both cases, | think it's fair to say that these

nations have done so with a vigor and an enthusiasm

for helping to liberate other oppressed peoples that

is not shared by most of their W estern European
counterparts.

And everyone knows the fear these countries
have, that if the stakes with the Russians got high
enough, they could again be thrown under the bus, as
they were after World War II. And who would blame
them for concluding that that's just exactly what
happened.

Here are the headlines from last Thursday's
action, from the largest Czech daily newspaper: "No
radar, Russia won." From a Polish paper: "Betrayal,
the U.S. sold us to Russia and stabbed us in the
back."

And they have reason to be concerned about



Russian intentions, | submit, especially since the
recently enacted Russian law on defense. You might
have heard about this. It's clearly meant to

authorize military adventures in Russia's near abroad.

| think the U.S. decision was even more
galling because of why the Russians had objected to
our previous policy, and therefore why the
Administration presumably felt a need to respond. No
one took seriously the Russian claims that missile
defenses in Poland and the Czech Republic actually
threatened Russia, a point made by President Obama
himself last Thursday. It wasn't really about the
missile defense shield to the Russians, it was about
where we wanted to put it.

A senior official of the last administration
once not ed that the Russians told him that we should
put the missile defense shield in England. A senior
U.S. official pointed out that from England these
missile defense interceptors really could pose a
threat to a Russian missile launched against the West.
The Russian chuckled and said they weren't really

concerned about that.
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What they are concerned about is Western
military hardware and presence in countries previously
under the Soviets' control. It's hard to imagine any
Russian quid pro quo that would be worth compromising
the principle that we can support our NATO allies,
even in Eastern Europe.

It's even harder to justify our turnabout if
the Obama administration did not negotiate a quid pro
guo from the Russians, and it's not apparent that that
was do ne. Russia's envoy to NATO recently said,
"Those who are talking about a concession to Russia
are primarily those who are looking for a bargaining
chip and seeking extra dividends of some kind from us.
It's actual fact the Americans have simply put their
own mistake right, and we are not duty bound to pay
for someone to put their own mistake right."

Moreover, the Russians seem to be attempting
to capitalize on this momentum. On the very day that
the President announced his decision to halt the
implemen tation of the third site, Vladimir Putin
complained that relations between our two countries

were still tainted by, as he put it, "rudiments from
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the previous era.” And he called upon the United
States to step up efforts to ease Russia and Belarus
and Kaz akhstan entry into the World Trade
Organization.

Well, | believe everyone knows what's going
on here, and that's the problem. Russia will be
emboldened by what we did. Countries like Iran and

North Korea will take note, and our allies, either

those who rely on us -- say, a country like
Japan -- or on whom we frequently rely for
support -- for example, Great Britain - will

calculate their future policy with this new American
realism in mind.
Most distressing, those nations wondering
whether to get beh ind U.S. efforts in the Gulf region,
or throw in with Iran now have some new thinking to do
about the value of a close relationship with the
United States.
Among the many nations which will be nervous
about the President's strategy are U.S. friends in th e
Caucasus. Even before last Thursday, Georgia had

reason to be alarmed. We just marked the one - year
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anniversary of the Russian invasion of that nation.
Russia still has not fully withdrawn, despite constant
international pressure. And all the while, R ussian
forces have dug in deep in South Ossetia and Abkhazia.

And on that recent anniversary, has Russia
been asked to take the steps required of it a year
ago, to withdraw from Georgian territory, or was the
attention focused on whether Russia would att empt more
conquest there? Is that now our baseline in defending
the sovereignty of a nation we considered for NATO
membership?

Ukraine -- for Russia, Ukraine isn't just a
former client state, it's access to a major seaport
for the Russian fleet and a so urce of particularly
sensitivity. Of course Ukraine's departure from the
USSR triggered the collapse of that political entity.
Russian meddling in Ukraine's upcoming election is
clear for all to see. One Ukrainian scholar noted
that, "Wars and conflicts begin with discussion of
them as an option. Now, for the first time in years,
the word 'war' is being used here, and it's not

dismissed as impossible.”



Given Western reaction to the invasion of
Georgia and the decision last Thursday, what reason
does R ussia have to worry if it attempts to protect
Russian nationals in Eastern Ukraine, or as seems
likely, it simply aids in the toppling of the
pro - western President?

Another area that offers insight into this

new policy with Russia are the START negotiati ons.

Russia has long been interested in entering into
binding arms control treaties with the United States.
The reason is clear: Russia knows the United States
does not cheat. We abide by international agreements,
and that's important to Russia, becaus e if they can
lock the United States into reducing our military
capacity, they can feel confident that that commitment
will be kept.
For example, Russia is greatly concerned
about the fact that its nuclear weapon delivery
vehicles, its missiles and subma rines, for example,
are rapidly aging and they're going to be expensive to
replace. Russia is also concerned about U.S.

capabilities to develop non - nuclear global strike
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capabilities and missile defenses. And of course
Russia doubts its ability to match U.S. capacity.
Russia also sensed the great interest on the
part of the incoming American administration in arms
control treaties. After all, treaty negotiations mean
signing ceremonies on the international stage. For
Obama, it's a foreign policy accom plishment. For the
Russians, validation of their importance, equivalence
with the United States.
There's no question that the START treaty,
more specifically the verification and
confidence - building measures of the treaty, should not
be allowed to expir e. Despite the fact that the 1991
START agreement expires this December, the
administration decided to pursue a far grander treaty
with the Russians than was necessary or can probably
be negotiated in the remaining two months before the
expiration of the original treaty.
What's more, the administration failed to
capitalize on Russia's interest in this treaty by
insisting on examining matters of greatest interest to

the United States and to our allies, such as Russia's
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10-to - 1 advantage in tactical nucle ar weapons vis - a-
vis the United States.

Unfortunately, the Administration's
negotiations with the Russians on the START follow -on
treaty appear to have less to do with addressing these
issues than with furthering the President's pledge of
working for a w orld without nuclear weapons.

Yet as Secretary Gates has noted, Russia is,
in fact, increasing its reliance on nuclear weapons,
while the U.S. is the only nuclear weapons state
without a plan to modernize its nuclear weapons.

In view of the events of | ast Thursday, the
administration has, | suggest, complicated its work in
completing this treaty, at least in the U.S. Senate.

Senators on both sides of the aisle warned the
administration since the beginning of this year not to
accede to Russian demands t o link START to missile
defense.

One cannot even say the administration has
chosen to ignore that counsel and agreed with Russia
to link strategic defenses with offensive weapons

because we appear to have unilaterally conceded a key
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missile defense point without tying it to a concession
on offensive weapons or tactical weapons. There can
be no question that this sends the wrong signal to the
Russians and to the Senate.
Iran is another opportunity to evaluate the
new Obama policy, the effort to persuade Iran to forgo
its nuclear weapons program. The President may have
hoped that he could get cooperation from Russia with
the decision he announced Thursday, and it's possible,
but | wouldn't bank on it. And it strikes me that
Thursday's announcement will actually complicate our
efforts to get other countries to cooperate.
We will soon see whether the gambit will
cause Russia to join sanctions, or get Russia to end
its involvement in the Iranian ballistic missile
program, or terminate its contract to supp ly advanced
air defense systems, such as the Russian S - 300 system,
to Iran. Early statements by the Russians suggest
they're not so far impressed.
Apart from how our new policy will affect
the nations who we've tried to enlist to influence

Iran , how about Iran itself? Conceding to Russian
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demands in Eastern Europe is hardly the recipe for
convincing the Iranians that we mean business.

Moreover, the U.S. decision means that for
now, at least, we've stood down the third GBI site for
missile def ense to protect the United States from an
Iranian attack. How serious can we be?

The next test for the new Obama
administration is whether it will support or oppose
the new sanctions legislation which | drafted, along
with Senators Liebermann and Bayh, that now has 76
bipartisan cosponsors in the Senate, over 200 in the
House of Representatives. It deals directly with the
import into Iran of refined petroleum products, a real
Achilles heel for the Iranians and a matter that the
President actually spoke about in support of during
his campaign.

The clock is ticking, the Iranians are not
talking. The more time passes, the fewer options
available. Would it be impolitic to enquire when we
might see the fruits of the new reset policy with
Iran?

Well, her  e's my conclusion: The early
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returns, as | said, of this restart policy are not
encouraging. It appears to appease our adversaries
and turn our back on friends. | haven't even

mentioned South and Central America, where there are
examples of the same.

With regard to Iran, most experts believe
that some form of regime change that reflects the will
of the people there is the only peaceful way to
influence their nuclear weapon program. If that's
true, Obama's catering to Russian demands and talking
direct ly with the Iranian regime bring to mind the
entirely different approach by President Reagan to
bring an end to the Soviet Union, the great collapse
mourned by Mr. Putin.

| can't help but remember what my friend
Natan Sharansky wrote about the first time he realized
that the Soviet Union's time was short. Here's what
he said in his book. "In 1983 | was confined to an
8- by - 10 foot prison cell on the border of Siberia. My
Soviet jailers gave me the privilege of reading the
latest copy of Pravda. Splashe d across the front page

was a condemnation of President Ronald Reagan for



having the temerity to call the Soviet Union an evil
empire."

"Tapping on walls and talking through
toilets, word of Reagan's provocation quickly spread
throughout the prison. We dissidents were ecstatic.
Finally the leader of the free world had spoken the
truth, a truth that burned inside the heart of each
and every one of us."

A policy of engaging Russia that is based on
making Russia's concerns of greater importance than
thos e of our natural allies -- free, democratic people
like those in Eastern Europe and the Caucasus, is not
even -- is not only going to work -- not going to
work, excuse me, but it's wrong. It undermines the
efforts of Iranians, like those we saw protesting
after the June 12th elections, people who would
institute a more representative government.

| agree with Lech Walesa and Vaclav Havel,
who recently wrote to the President to express their
concern about the cost of reset with Russia. Here's
what they sa  id: "Strong commitment to common liberal

democratic values is essential to our countries. We



know from our own historical experience the difference
between when the United States stood up for its
liberal democratic values and when it did not.
"Our regi  on suffered when the United States
succumbed to realism at Yalta, and it benefitted when
the United States used its power to fight for
principle. That was critical during the Cold War, and
in opening the doors of NATO. Had a realist view
prevailed in the early 1990s, we would not be in NATO
today, and the idea of a Europe whole and free and at
peace would be a distant dream.”
Well, they're right, and it's a lesson worth
remembering rather than resetting. Thank you.
(Applause.)
MR. KAGAN: Well, tha nk you very much,
Senator, for that. | think there's a lot of --
SENATOR KYL: Provocation.
MR. KAGAN: -- alot of meat to chew over,
and I'm going to do my best to put myself in the
position of an Obama administration official, and

maybe pose some q uestions that they might pose.

For one thing, you make a pretty one -to - one
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equation between the Soviet Union of a few years ago
and Russia today, and | bet they might ask, is that
really a fair comparison? Do you not see any
distinction between Putin's Russia and | suppose you
might say Brezhnev's Soviet Union?
SENATOR KYL: Sure. But my point was that

the United States, in developing a policy with Russia,

needs to be clear - eyed about Russian intentions. And
that starts with what | believe is first a nd foremost
in their minds when they wake up every morning - at

least this is true of Putin, | believe, and | suspect

of Medvedev -- when he says that the greatest
catastrophe of the 20th century was the dissolution of
the Soviet Union.

And when you see the many efforts on the
part of the Russian government to reestablish a degree
of control, if not real hegemony over its near abroad,
countries that were either under the dominance of the
Soviet Union or were actually part of that government,
then you hav e to conclude that a big part of their
foreign policy is based upon the proposition that they

want to reestablish that control and that influence,
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which ought to be factored into U.S. thinking.

So apart from the technical change in
protection of the Unit ed States against a
intercontinental ballistic missile attack from Iran
that one could discuss with respect to this decision
last Thursday, how did our policy relate to what we
know is a key part of Russian thinking to establish
that control?

We did ever ything wrong if we wanted to send
a signal that they shouldn't even think about
extending that kind of control over NATO allies.
Everything about the decision -- the way it was made,
rolled out, and the reaction that was understandable
in Eastern Europe - - suggests that we blew it if we
wanted to send a signal that the Russians cannot
reestablish the kind of control that they had before.

And that's the sense in which | have made
this comparison. | don't mean to suggest that,
obviously, Putin is Brezhnev , but on the other hand, |
do agree with my Senator, John McCain, who was asked
what he saw when he looked into Putin's eyes. He

said, | saw three letters, KGB.



MR. KAGAN: | mean, if -~ you know,
Secretary Gates has an editorial -- lthinkit'sin
the Times -- isitinthe Times ? -- defending the

decision. And the administration's argument is,
they're not abandoning anybody; at some point down the
road some kinds of equipment related to missile
defense might wind up on Polish and possibly on Czech
soll

Their argument is that their missile defense
program is a smarter, more cost eff ective, more
capable program tha n that which the Bush
administration was going forward with. What's your
response to that?

SENATOR KYL: Well, to be fair, the book
hasn' t been written yet. And that is their
allegation, and it could come to pass that much of
that, at least some of that, could happen. That's the
way that they try to sell it.

And I'd be happy to get into detail about

that -- let me just mention a couple details. One of

the things they argue is that the GBI, the ground

based interceptor that we have in Alaska, for example,
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is -- thatthey can substitute for that a real hot and
clever version of the standard missile 3, SM - 3, ground
based, but it's not a mi ssile that has yet been
developed, or let alone tested, and I'm not at all
confident that it would be as effective against an
intercontinental ballistic missile that might be
launched against the United States as it would be
against an intermediate range m issile launched against
a site in Europe. | would have confidence of the
latter.
But this was never mostly about that. Now,
there's an irony here, because I'm talking about the
Poles and Czechs and so on, but even as the Russians
were mostly concerned about where something was put
rather than its capability, so too were the Poles and
the Czechs.
The fact that something was put there as
part of NATO that mostly protected the United States,
rather than NATO, was not the main point. It's
certainly a poi nt to me; that's the reason for -- they
call it the third site. It's the way to fill in the

blanks that the other two American sites leave open.



They argue that in the five - year period or
so that it will take -- that it would have taken to
insert the GB | system, that this system can actually
be up and running and it will be more robust against
the shorter - term threats, and they even claim some
capability against longer - term threats.

All that remains to be seen. We'll have to
appropriate the money, the y'll have to have a plan,
they'll have to develop a missile, they'll have to
test it, it will have to work, Poles and Czechs
will  -- the Poles will decide they want the missile,

and there other issues related to the radar.

All of that could theoretically happen, but

again, to me, the thing that I'm talking about today
is, whatever all of that is, how does it affect the
reset policy with Russia, and how has the decision, as
it's been rolled out, how do we evaluate the decision
in that context.
And I don' tthink you can argue that failing
to discuss this thoroughly with the Poles and Czechs
in advance, letting them get out in front and say,

actually this isn't all that bad, it's a change in
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direction not a termination of the plan, and somehow
dealing with that with the Russians in a way that is
fair but doesn't simply make a concession to them to
lead them to believe they can continue to exert this
pressure in Eastern Europe, all of those were
deficiencies in this policy, and it was more in that
contexttha  t|was discussing it.

It would be great to have a technical debate
with experts in these armaments to test the thesis of
the administration against reality, and I'm certain,
because I've spoken with some of the administration
experts on it, that there i s something to what they
say. Butthat is a debate really yet to unfold.

MR. KAGAN: 1 think another thing that
defenders of this broad policy would say is, 100Kk,
Russia is a strong power; there's a lot of things we
need from Russia: we need help in Af ghanistan, or at
least providing some way of getting there, and not
obstructing it; we need some help in Iran, which
perhaps may be forthcoming in the future; and maybe
even in a broader sense, we need to be able to

cooperate with Russia if we're going to create a



stable security environment in Europe.

You know, so what's wrong with reaching out
to Putin, dealing with this inescapable reality of
Russian power, and trying to come up with a new modus
vivendi  -- even if you're not blaming Bush or blaming
anybody else, don't we need a new modus vivendi with
Russia?

SENATOR KYL: Well, all of that is true.
I'm not sure about a new modus vivendi. The Bush
administration may not have had the most effective
policy with the Russians, but in terms of their
unde rstanding of what motivated the Russians, | think
they would refrain from making a mistake like the
Obama administration has made here.

That's why | put in my remarks this

statement, that | can't think of a quid pro quo to

Russia -- let me back up. The reason we have problems

with countries like Russia and China is because we do
have a very complex, interdependent relationship. We
need them for lots of things, they need us for a lot

of things, and so it's hard to always condition

decisions in a quid pro guo context, understood.
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But there are some basic principles that you
can't compromise. And what | said is, it's hard to
think of a concession from the Russians that is worth
compromising our commitment to the freedom and
security of Eastern Europe -- that's bedrock, that's
fundamental.

And even as much as we would like to have
Russian help with the Iranians, with regard to their
nuclear program, I'm not -- to me it's not worth -
order to try to get them to help us there, it's not
worth compromisi ng our principle. Indeed, the fact
that we rolled this decision out the way that we did,
and the way that it's been reacted to in Eastern
Europe, probably sends the signal to the Iranians that
might be able to help us out in Iran, don't count on
the Unite  d States.

That's the point | made quoting Natan
Sharansky. You've got to give hope to the people in
the captive countries that if they hang in their long
enough, we'll find a way to help them gain control of
their country and make more sensible policies

Nobody knows for sure that if the real will
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of the Iranian people were acted out in a change in
the regime there that everything would be hunky dory
with regard to their nuclear program, but the
opportunity for a change and a better relationship
there  would certainly exist.

And you undercut the possibility for that
foment and hope on the part of the Iranian
people -- you undercut that when you seem to make a
deal with the devil as is the appearance of the
agreement -- or the announcement that was made last
Thursday.

MR. KAGAN: You're a highly successful
politician, and therefore | think probably have some
sense of what public opinion is like on some of these
issues. | guess as | look out at the public right
now, it's not clear to me that the vast m ajority of
Americans are really concerned about the kinds of
issues that you've raised.

They probably think it makes perfect sense
to try to have a better relationship with the
Russians, to go ahead and have a START agreement, to

work out some relationsh ip on these missile defense
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issues. It's not clear to me that they care very much
what's happening in Georgia or Ukraine, and possibly
even in Poland and the Czech Republic.

Do you really think that there is a strong
body of opinion in the United States that is troubled
by what's going on right now in terms of Obama
administration policies?

SENATOR KYL: Unfortunately no. I think
there is a nascent public concern that can be tapped
into when these things occur, and | do think there is
strong support f or missile defense. There is support,

certainly, for being with our allies in Eastern

Europe.

But as World War Il fades in the memory, and
| look out at the audience here today -- mostly folks
a lot younger than | am -- it's not even a memory,

it's simp ly something you read in history books. The

idea that we were -- that we celebrated captive

nations, | guess it was month -- wasn't that what we
celebrated, the entire month, reminding ourselves that

countries like the Baltic states, for example, were

fre e countries before World War I, and we kept on the
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agenda that some day they would be fre e -- thatisn't
something that 's in the conciseness of most Americans
today, and it's too bad, because it certainly is in
the consciousness of those countries, and it animates
Russian policy, | would submit. And that's why it
needs to be in the minds of our policymakers, if not
the American people.
But | do think the President and certainly
those in Congress can help to galvanize public opinion
around those actions that require public support when
the time comes. We've got a big job to do in
Afghanistan. | understand you spoke about that
earlier this morning. That's probably agenda item
number one that the President likes to go to all the
national TV programs and Sunday morning talk shows and
address Congress and so on. Let's talk about
galvanizing American public opinion around an absolute
national security imperative, and that is winning in
Afghanistan and saving Pakistan.
MR. KAGAN: Well, a little closer to home,
there was recently announced a $2 billion Russian loan

for arms purchases to Venezuela. | think there was



talk about selling Venezuela 100 T - 72 tanks and the
famous S - 300 missile defense system which Iran is
desperate to get and which Russia has not yet provided
them.
There's also talk today, | think, a Russian
general or admiral was talking about ship visits to
Cuba, strengthening the Cuban military. What is your
view -- s this all just a lot of smoke and huffing
and puffing? Is this something that anybody needs to
be concerned about?
SENATOR KYL: We do need to be concerned
about it. | mentioned South and Central Americas.
I'd love to get into that debate one of these days.
It has to do with Honduras as well as Venezuela, and
So on.
But part of this is the tit for tat. It's,
okay, if you're going to play in our backyard, then we
can play in your backyard. Well, to some extent it's

a lot less important. If Venezuela has those missiles

it's probably a waste of money. If they have a b unch

of armament from Russia it's probably a waste of

money, unless they intend to become aggressive
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militarily in the region, say, against Colombia.

But they don't have any reason to fear the
United States, so it's not as big a deal. But it, |
think, i llustrates the fact that the Russians are so
obsessed with their near abroad that they would make
expensive decisions that are rather foolish in our
neighborhood just to remind us of that connection.

MR. KAGAN: Well, just a final question from
me, andt hen open it up to the audience. There's
going to be, over the next year or so, a number of
significant votes on probably treaties that the
administration is going to put forward.

| presume there will be eventually be some
kind of vote on a renegotiated START agreement,
sometime down the road there will be a vote on
Comprehensive Test Ban treaty. All of this is part of
a package, | think, that the administration would like
to put together for the nonproliferation treaty

review.

And it's really, I think , part of the Obama

administration's strategy to put more pressure on Iran

by having a general effort around the world to reduce
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nuclear weapons, to reduce -- to eliminate testing of
nuclear weapons as a means of their nonproliferation
strategy.

Again,t hese kinds of treaties are going to
come before the Senate. Where do you think the
Republican Party is going to be on these kinds of
agreements?

SENATOR KYL: First, I'm not sure that the
Iranian program has anything to do with President
Obama's questt o rid the world of nuclear weapons. |
think the two are unrelated. One can be used as a
handy rationale for the other, but he's been committed
to this since his college days, and he's committed to
it.

He has announced in his Prague speech the
intention of moving forward with both START and CTBT.
The START negotiations are hot and heavy as we speak,
and the treaty could be submitted to the U.S. Senate
late this year.

It may drag on, because rather than
re - upping the verification provisions, which every

| think supports, they're significantly reducing the

one
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numbers of nuclear warheads and potentially delivery
vehicles, and changing the mix of those things
potentially, which could cause some deterioration in
U.S. capability vis - a-vis the Russians.

That 's why | was a bit critical of the fact
that we seem to be so hot to get a treaty for the
signing ceremony that it represents that we might be
making concessions that are both unnecessary and that
are not accompanied by concessions on the part of the
Russi ans.

Having said all of that, if the
administration doesn't make too many mistakes in the
way it negotiates these numbers, but pays attention to
what the Pentagon says is necessary for our defense,
and submits a sensible treaty in that regard, |
believe  that Senate Republicans will join Senate
Democrats in supporting the treaty on one big
condition, a condition which has already been directly
conveyed to the administration, and that is that a
nuclear modernization program accompany the submission
ofthet  reaty specifically.

The Perry - Schlesinger Commission recommended



substantial upgrades in the nuclear infrastructure,
delivery systems, warheads themselves, the scientific
community's capability, all to bring back our nuclear
deterrent capability to the r eliable, safe and
effective form that it was in maybe 20 years ago.

It has deteriorated significantly, it's in
need of a huge injection of new policy and cash, and

the Administration has to begin a modernization

program in next year's budget to begin to get that
facility -- those facilities and program back up to
snuff.

If it submits a credible program with good

first - year funding in next year's budget, then |

believe -- and again, if the numbers are not too
crazy, | think the Republicans would be wilin gto
support that treaty.

The reason for that is that each year's
appropriation process enables us to evaluate progress
on the modernization program and progress on the
implementation of START. And the two can be directly
tied together through the congr essional appropriation

process.
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The administration also wants to submit
CTBT, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty that was
defeated 10 years ago in the U.S. Senate. My guess is
when START is over with they will actually submit that
treaty. And my hope an d expectation is that it will
be defeated again.

MR. KAGAN: 1 lied, | had one more question
of a legislative nature. You mentioned the Iran
sanctions legislation that you're a cosponsor of and a
leading supporter of. The administration is now going
in to some kind of negotiations with Iran.

| know that Secretary of State Clinton
recently said they're not going to talk just to talk
they understand the danger of Iran stretching things
out. | get the impression, however, that whatever
deadline the admi nistration has in mind is probably
end of the year; that they're going to give Iran until
the end of the year in order to see if they're serious
about talking about their nuclear program.

What is Congress going to do during that

period? Do you think tha t Congress will sort of give

the administration that kind of leeway, or is that
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sanctions legislation going to be pushed?
SENATOR KYL: Well, that's a great question,
and that's why | portrayed it as the last test, that |
discussed in my opening remarks. The administration
says that it's going to look for an early response
from the Iranians -- basically, here's the deal, are
you ready to talk or not, and if they hedge, the
administration folks say that they're going to say,
well, then we're out of here. So they may not
actually give them until the end of the year.
On the other hand, the Iranians have time
and time again proved very clever at tantalizing our
administration -- Bush and Obama -- into giving them
another week or two to examine the latest p roposal and
so on. So it could drag out until then.
In the meantime, | have told them that |
think it's helpful to them for the U.S. Congress to
move forward with this legislation, which was
introduced in March, because it demonstrates that the
administ ration does have support to move forward with
the sticks part of their negotiating posture -- these

do represent real threats to the Iranian regime -- and



that we can calibrate the timing of this in such a way
that it shouldn't get in the way of any constr uctive
discussions that might actually be taking place, so
that if we have a hearing on the bill it comes out of
the Senate Banking Committee in the month of October
and we schedule it for floor action, we're still
looking at the President perhaps signing in the latter
part of the year. And again, the timing on all of
that stuff could be calibrated.
But it would be nice to both send them the
signal in the meantime, and have something ready to go
if the talks do break down. That question of course,
is wi |l the administration view this as positive and
not discourage us from doing that, or will they talk
to the Democratic allies in Congress, and say, no, we
don't want to muddy the waters. We'll see.
MR. KAGAN: Okay, well, thank you very much.
Let'sope nitup to the floor for people who have
guestions. | can't see through these lights.
QUESTION: Dan Pollack with the Zionist
Organization of America , with the Senator, thanks for

all you've done on these Iranian sanctions, but I'm
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wondering, even if we follow the timetable you just
proposed, is the effectiveness of such sanctions

really good enough to stop the Iranians and make them
change their mind, given how seriously they seem, in
this regime, wedded to moving forward with nuclear
weapons?

And so the question is even if these
sanctions work, even if we get Russian support for
them, is that enough to change the Iranian regime's
mind? And since th e administration does not seem to
be pursuing regime change, what are the other options
the United States and its allies have if in fact that
Iranian acquisition is unacceptable, as everyone
involved  has said?

SENATOR KYL: Well, that is a great
guestion , and there is no easy way to answer it, but
let me just say that a number of things have to work
together simultaneously to put another pressure on the
Iranian regime or allow the Iranian people to exert
such influence that there is regime change in a
pos itive direction in order to potentially change

their policy respecting nuclear weapons. A new
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Iranian regime that is reflective of popular opinion
there is not necessarily going to eliminate their
program, but there is a much better chance that we
will ha  ve an opportunity to negotiate with them
positively or constructively in that scenario.

| do not think that just one set of
sanctions, for example, will work. The benefit of the
sanctions | am talking about is they are primarily
unilaterally imposed. T hey are things the United
States can do without the help of the Russians or
Chinese. The question then is do they then back - fill
the Iranian S by deciding to send them the refined
petroleum products, and what about the companies tha t
would then be involved . But if these sanctions are
tightly enough drawn, it would be very hard for them
to do that.

The other question is would the Iranian
people get mad at us or the regime? And there have
been different opinions on that. 1 think in view of
the political situation in Iran today, this kind of
pressure could actually redound to our benefit. The

Iranians would hold their leadership accountable for



the suffering that they end up having to go through.
And nobody wants to put the Iranian people through a
lot o f suffering because, as | said, they are people
who do want by and large | think a regime change.
They are like a lot of the dissidents in Eastern
Europe at the time of détente , they need encouragement
from the West. And that is why | said the kind of
decision that was announced pulls the rug out from
under them as well.
So the short answer to your question is a
combination of all of the kind of sanctions, the
banking regulations , that the U.S. Treasury Department
is still imposing. W\ need to get a lo t of help from
our friends around the world to implement those
totally, but we have had an impact. All of the
different kind of sanction regimes, diplomatic
pressure, and the potential threat of military action,
all working together, along with other acti vities that
are engaged in, do have the potential for change.
Those who do not want a military strike should at
least give all of those things the very best shot that

they represent. And you undercut that when you send a



signal to the Iranian people that we are actually
ready to make a deal with their oppressors rather than
put pressure on their oppressors.

MS. AMARZADEEGI: My name is Mary
Amarzadeegi, and | am an Iranian American working on
democracy promotion and human rights promotion in
Iran. | am wondering if you can say more about what
President Obama can do on the rhetorical front, what
can he say about democracy and human rights in Iran,
what can he say about the elections that would help?
Aside from the sanctions talk, what has been missing
i n his policy and his rhetoric that could help the
cause in Iran? Thank you.

SENATOR KYL: You could probably answer that
guestion better than | could, but that is why | quote
Sharansky, Lech Walesa and Vaclav Havel and referred
to what Ronald Reagandid . You have to find a way,
and it is a needle to thread to be sure, and | respect
the President's wisdom of not interjecting himself so
thoroughly right after the last election that the
United States could be blamed credibly by the Iranian

regime. But hav ing said that, he obviously did not go
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nearly far enough in letting the Iranian people know
that we were concerned about this and that one way or
another we would try to help find a way to support
them rather than seeming to put all of our eggs in the
bask et of dealing with their oppressive regime.

There is no simple answer to it but Reagan
had the style and the timing and the way to do it, and
he encouraged people like Lech Walesa in the Polish
shipyards and people like Havel in the Czech Republic,
and h e gave encouragement to people like Sharansky.
And people all over Russia I'm sure noted that same
thing. So who knows what the final cause of the
break - up of these regimes is, but it is a lot of
dialogue, as you say, or the words that people in
freedom - loving countries do speak and finding a way to
do that through broadcasts into those countries and in
other ways let them know that if they will keep up
their courage and keep up the pressure, there is a
point in time when we will be able to help them.

V5. WEST: Diana West with the Washington
Examiner. | wondered if you could speak a little bit

more about the extent of our alliance on Russian
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support for our supply line into Afghanistan and
whether you think that figured into the missile
decision?

SENATOR KYL: I don't know. Part of all of
th is does have to remain confidential. 1 would like
to think that there were all kinds of back - room deals
that we struck with the Russians that will never come
to light. And so | hate to be absolutely critical of
the A dministration because just maybe they cleverly
figured out a way to work with the Russians and so on.
But based upon everything that you read, | find that
impossible to believe. And | also think, as | said,
that it is hard to imagine a quid pro quo that is
worth undercutting our allies in Eastern Europe, and
indeed the whole concept of being free and secure from
a threat from Russia.

There are a lot of things we need in terms
of cooperation from the Russians. There are a lot of
things they want fr om us, and so there are lots of
quid pro quos going on all the time. The trick of
course is to marry the right quid with the right quo.

But the simple answer, Diane, is | just don't know the



answer whether there might have been something else
| doubti t.

MR. MILANASH: My name is Hirish Milanash
(phonetic) from George Washington University. | was
wondering what is your impression of the EU
involvement in this. | am from Europe originally, and
it seems that you are seeing this as a U.S./Russia
deal, and clearly the European Union has some policies
for these member states, so | don't see how you are
taking that out of the equation. And the security of
those states is not just based on the U.S.
involvement. Thank you.

SENATOR KYL: May I just, letm e rephrase
the question as | understood it. If I'm incorrect,
tell me. You are saying there is another factor in
the defense of Eastern Europe, the European Union, and
am | making a mistake by not including that in my
analysis?

MR. MILANASH: Yes.

SENATOR KYL: My reaction would be ask the
Poles and Czechs how much they think they could rely

on that. | think | would be with the Poles and Czechs
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on the way they would vote on that, let me put it that
way. The European Union is not going to --
have NATO, and our allies there aren't standing up |
think the way they should, let alone an European Union
kind of construct, which nobody can even quite

envision yet in a military way. It is all soft power

foreign dialogue stuff.

we alrea dy

MR. KAGAN: 1 thin k |1 see a hand all the way

in the back of the room, so | will stop having "front
room prejudice" here.
MR. WALSH: Michael Walsh, Forum One

Communications . My question has to do with e

diplomacy, and | wanted to get your pe rception of the
importance of e- diplomacy and whether or not you think
the U.S. is maki ng enough of an investment in e -

diplomacy at the State Department?
SENATOR KYL: Of what kind of diplomacy?
MR. WALSH: E diplomacy.
SENATOR KYL: E?
MR. WALSH: Yes, electronic diplomacy, th
Internet and social media.

SENATOR KYL: Yes. | don't mean to be
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facetious, could you explain a little bit more what
you are referring to, how it would work? Are you
talking, for example, about alternative means of
communicating in countries like Ira n through the
Internet?

MR. WALSH: Exactly, using Facebook, social
media, other aspects.

SENATOR KYL: Yes, yes, huge potential
there, no question about. And I'm not an expert in
it. Obviously, our State Department and also the
affiliated entities, Radio Liberty and so on, are

engaged in that kind of thing and it can be hugely

important, but let's also not forget the Radio Europe

and Radio Liberty who can do a tremendous job too,
actually based in Prague in the Czech Republic.

MR. KAGAN: Just working our way back up
again. Yes, ma'am, right back there?

MS. USCOBA: Thank you, Senator Kyl, for
seeing it | think in very realistic terms. My name is
Marquetta. | am finishing Master's study in
international administration, and I'm Czech. So to

hear the fact that my country may be again abandoned,
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and | know that times are different, but this year we

are celebrating 20 years of the Velvet Revolution.

And yet it took Czech people qu ite a long time to warm
up to another power, because we had been under one
power for so long. And it just seems that the new

generation finally was warming up and this happened.

So | was wondering how do you see -- do you think this
decision is going to affect long - term U.S. foreign
policy and how is it that the U.S. will be relying on

key allies as Czech and Poles. | know we are a small
country, but we do have opportunities and means to
help and be a valid member. Thank you.
SENATOR KYL: Well, most of what | said in
my prepared remarks really go to that point: | am
fearful that the decision that was made and the way
that it was made and rolled out can have but one
effect, and that is to discourage people in the Czech
Republic and Poland and other countries that the
Russians would like to exert influence over. A nd that
is why we have to be very careful about doing it.
Part of my underlying message, without being

too political, was to compare the Obama rhetoric with



the reality. Itis hard to govern, it is easy to

campaign. When you have to make these tough

decisions, you have got to be careful. And this was

one of the most clumsy diplomatic maneuvers | have

ever seen. They have no grounds on complaining about
anything that the Bush Administration did given what

they did here. And | am going to say that even if you
were to concede the technical ballistic missile

defense arguments that Bob was getting to earlier, and

as | say we can have that debate later, but even if

you were to concede that, the message from this, and

after all diplomacy and statecraft is a lot about
timing and message over even reality sometimes, but

the way this was done cannot help but discourage

people in a country like the Czech Republic. So we

have got to be sensitive to the fact that they have

lived under this repressive situation. F or a half a
century they lived under it, and there are still great

pressures from Russia. And | don't think they get a

lot of help from other countries in Europe sometimes.

So itis up to us to be very careful how we approach

these things.
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And there is now some cleaning up to do, and
unfortunately both governments, in Poland and the
Czech Republic are embarrassed because there is a view
| suspect among their people that they were not very
adept at dealing with the United States or that we
felt that we ¢ ould roll over them or that they didn't
matter. Well, that is a terrible situation for allies
that we want to be able to depend on us to have to
react to that, and they are not going to react by
saying, "Well, the United States actually did the
right thin g." They cannot claim that they knew about
it all along. They are going to have to say, "We were
dealt with in a very shoddy fashion here, and that is
not the way friends treat friends."

And, unfortunately, for Americans it is hard
for us to believe th e charge that we are unreliable
allies because we think we are reliable. We think we
are consistent, and that we have done so much good in
the world, and we have, we have saved so many people
over the years and sacrificed so much, that we can't
believe th  at we are viewed as unreliable, and yet look

at the things we do. Time after time after time we
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act in ways that tell people that we cannot be relied
upon, and it is one of the reasons that we have a hard
time getting allies in the world.

So part of wha t | was saying was an indirect
criticism of the Obama attacks on Bush, as well as a
suggestion that they have got to be much more careful
in advancing their foreign policy, to understand what
the Russians are really up to here, the sensitivities
of people in Eastern Europe, and not to make this kind
of mistake and decision again irrespective of what the
real arguments are with respect to practical missile
defense. The hope would be that over time, they could
demonstrate that it is really just a shift in th e kind
of missile defense. It will still be just as good, if
not better, and the Poles and Czechs can be secure
that we are putting American people and American
equipment, NATO - related, on their soil which further
establishes our commitment to help defend them when
the time is necessary to do that. But that takes
repair work. We would like not to have go back and
repair. You would like to get it right the first time

around.



Maybe one more question, Bob.

MR. KAGAN: | notice, Senator, you are too
pol ite to ask the question of whether she is not
comforted by membership in the EU given that the
United States is (inaudible).

(Laughter.)

We have time for one more question. Sir,
right here.

SENATOR KYL: I'm preaching diplomacy after
all.

MR. KAGAN: No, no, you are very diplomatic.
| appreciate that. | make no pretense at diplomacy.
Yes, sir, right there, yes?

QUESTION: Senator, you said that if CTBT
comes again, it will be defeated in the Senate.

SENATOR KYL: I said itis my hope and
exp ectation. | am not guaranteeing it.

QUESTION: Can | draw a conclusion that at
least you will vote against it?

SENATOR KYL: I will not only vote against

it, but | will lead the defense against it. | will do

everything within my power to see that it is defeated.
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And what | would like to invite you to do, Bob, at
another occasion, if you are interested, | would love
to have a debate with someone who is for the treaty or
to discuss it because, if anything, conditions in the
last 10 years have made it | ess desirable for us to
ratify that treaty than it was 10 years ago.
QUESTION: Senator, you know that India is
one of the countries that is holding that treaty, and
| do remember one time you were opposed to India's
nuclear tests but then proudly you su pported the
Civilian Nuclear Bill.
SENATOR KYL: You are talking about the
United States?
QUESTION: Yes.
SENATOR KYL: Not me personally.
QUESTION: What is your situation with
respect to what would you like India to do on the CTBT
this time?
SENATOR KYL: Well, again, | assume by
"you," you mean the United States government?
QUESTION: Exactly -- no, no, I'm asking

your opinion.



SENATOR KYL: Okay, let me answer both ways.
The position of the Obama Administration will be to
put a lot of pre ssure on India to ratify the treaty.

QUESTION: Exactly.

SENATOR KYL: | will oppose that. But |
think people need to do what they think is in their
best interest. And when you live in dangerous
neighborhoods and you have national security reasons
to want to protect yourself, you are going to do what
is necessary for that, which is why | think these
treaties that ostensibly give up -~ not
ostensibly -- that gives up this right on the fuzzy

notion that your national interests will be just as

well off i f you give it up, that that is a fuzzy
notion. That is not realistic. This so - called "new
realism" gets all starry - eyed when it comes to things

like arms control treaties. And that is why | don't
think it is realistic for the United States to expect
cou ntries, like Israel, Pakistan, India, Iran, and
others, to ratify the treaty. And it does take all
those countries that have to ratify it that have said

they won't for it to come into force, so | doubt
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seriously that it ever will come into force, which is
another reason for the United States not to ratify it.
But the argument is, well, if we do, then maybe some
of them will. I would like to see the names of the
countries that will if we ratify it. | don't think
that will happen.
QUESTION: Thank you.
MR. KAGAN: Well, thank you, Senator, very
much. First of all, thank you, audience, for very
intelligent questions and thank you for your time.

(Applause.)



AFTERNOON SESSION

MR. FLY: If I could have your attention
please for one minute for an announcement. Thanks,
Bob. For those of you who were not here this morning,
my name is Jamie Fly. | am the executive director of
the Foreign Policy Initiati ve. | just wanted to let
you know that they are bringing out your main course
right now, and you can start eating. And the program
with Governor Romney is going to begin in roughly 25
minutes, at one o'clock. So you can start eating for
now, and he will be out shortly. Thanks.

LUNCHEON WITH GOVERNOR MITT ROMNEY

MR. SENOR: Folks, we are going to get
started while they are finishing serving desserts.
Thanks, Bob. Thank you everyone for being here. We
are looking forward to this keynote discussion, a
conversation with Governor Mitt Romney. Governor,
thank you for being here.

He really doesn't need much of an
introduction. Governor Romney had a distinguished
career in the private sector and business for many

years before running for the U.S. Senat e in 1994. He
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is here today to announce that he is running again
for -- I'mjoking.
(Laughter.)
MR. SENOR: There are some press in the
background. And then later on became, after running
the Olympics in Utah, the winter Olympics, he went on
to becom e governor or Massachusetts and helped really
when that economy was in serious trouble in getting it
on a path that really in many parts of the country was
viewed as a model at the time.
Governor Romney then went on to run for
President, which he did not -
GOVERNOR ROMNEY: You may not have noticed.
MR. SENOR: | may not have noticed, right.
And today he is working on a book. He is helping
candidates around the country who share his view of
the world, which we will talk a little bit about
today, and is spending some time weighing in on alot
of important national issues, some of which we will
get into today.
Governor, | guess | would start the

discussion just at a very high level. President Obama



is in New York this week. He is addressing the UN
General Assembly. We have really had now eight and a
half, nine months to look at President Obama as
Commander- in - Chief, as the chief architect of U.S.
foreign policy, what is your overall assessment? What
has he been doing right and what things would yo

done differently?

GOVERNOR ROMNEY: A long list on the latter.

Let me begin though, Dan, just by saying thank you to
you and to the folks here at the Foreign Policy

Initiative for organizing these events that you are

holding and having a chance t o talk about foreign
policy. Clearly, what is happening at the domestic

level is drawing the attention of the American people

and a lot of the think tanks and opinion leaders of

the nation, members of the media, are focused almost
exclusively on what is h appening here with good
reason. Unemployment is nearly 10 percent, a lot of
people having real tough times. There is talk of, if

you will, a nationalization effort in health care.

And so we are understandably focused on what is

happening here, but frank ly what is being done by the

u have
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United States in the world is having an enormous
impact. The headlines around the world about what
America is doing are blaring these days. And they may
be invisible to us but they are not invisible to the
billions of people who live on this planet. And they
will have a very significant impact on the future of
the United States of America and our kids and our
grand kids. So | appreciate the fact that you are
calling us together and having this discussion.
| did not know wh ere Barack Obama's foreign
policy was leading. | watched the primary, and my
thought was he was just going to pull all of our
troops out the next day after becoming President, if
he were lucky enough to do so, out of Iraq and
Afghanistan and that he would take our Air Force One
to the capitals of North Korea and Iran and so forth.
And then he ran in the general election, and he seemed
much more like Bill Clinton in a lot of respects, and
| thought, well, I am not quite sure where he will end
up. Now, we have seen eight months or so, and | must
admit that there is one thing that is encouraging, and

a lot of things that are not encouraging.
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The one thing that is encouraging is he did
not yank all of our troops out of Iraq. We are in a
position where we ¢ an be successful there and where
our commit ment, the surge strategy has worked, and the
Iragi people are able to defend themselves. They did
not respond with sectarian violence following the
attacks as our troops were beginning to be pulled
back. There a re encouraging signs in lraqg, and so |
am glad he did not take precipitous action, which a
lot of people feared given what he had said during the
primary campaign.

But the over - arching view of his foreign
policy is of such a dramatic and revolutionary na
that it gives me real concern. | don't think most
people yet have focused on just how revolutionary his
foreign policy philosophy is.

Over the last 50 years or so, American
foreign policy has been devoted to promoting,
defending and securing Americ an values in the world,
meaning freedom, free enterprise, democracy, human
rights, free trade. These American ideals have been

something which we have felt that we are not just a

ture
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casual bystander to discuss but then instead we
promote them, we defend them , we encourage them in
every way we know how.

One of the ways that that is done is by
showing that we have substantial military might so
that other nations recognize that we have --  we may
speak softly but we carry a strong stick. And that
has been the focus of our foreign policy for a long
time.

As | have watched these last eight months, |
sense there is a view in the Obama Administration, and
from the President himself, that rather than being the
promoter of democracy and human rights and free
enterp rise and free trade, that America should instead
stand back a bit from our allies and those that have
joined with us historically in that fight, and that we
should become more of a neutral arbiter, that we
should determine who is right in this conflict, th e
democracy or the autocrat, and that we should then be
a fair judge. That we become sort of the super
diplomat of the world.

And the examples are numerous. Honduras



comes to mind where you have a government which was
backed by Chavez being deemed ille gitimate by the
supreme court and by the military run out of town, a
constitutional government is established, but
President Obama is in favor of the former. He is not
standing up saying, "We are for democracy. We are
freedom. We are for freeenterp rise." No, heis
supporting the one that he thinks was run out of town
unfairly, which was really strange.

You had an election in Iran where people
took to the streets. The democratic movement was
strong, but we went through an elaborate series of
disc ussions about why it was appropriate for us not to
stand in a visible way behind the democracy movement
in Iran.

You had an extraordinary kick in the sand to

our friends in the Czech Republic and in Poland in the

last few days where people who had gone w ay out on the

limb to stand with the United States, to combat
potential public disapproval of a missile defense site
in the country, nonetheless stood with us, fought to

get the support that was needed, and then in a most

for
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remarkable way we did not just pul | that missile
defense back, we did it in a way that was visible,
embarrassing, disruptive, that sent a very clear

signal to the Russians that we are doing them a favor,

and a very clear signal to the Poles that we are not

doing them a favor.

As a matter of fact, Lech Walesa, | don't
know whether you saw the quote from him over the
weekend. He said roughly something like this, he
said, "You can count on America to do what is in
America's best interest, not what is in Poland's best
interest. And Poland i S going to have to take care of
Poland." Basically, he is saying, "You can't trust
America." This is Lech Walesa. So our friends are
seeing a very different posture. And consider Israel.
Israel, one of our closest friends, saying, "What is
the United States doing?"

So America is moving towards a position of
neutrality. And actually Hillary Clinton in her
speech to the Council on Foreign Relations, if you
look at that speech, suggests again this idea that we

are not the active defender and proponent of democracy
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and free enterprise and free trade and human rights,
but instead we stand back. Now, neutrality may sound
attractive to some people, but it has an inevitable
corollary and that is to become more neutral in
dealing with the affairs of various nations, you
inevitably draw close r to your foes and you establish
distance with your friends. And not surprisingly our
friends are very troubled right now, and are wondering
where America is headed and whether we are going to be
the reliable partner we h ave always been.

Now, there are some consequences of that as
well. The friends say if we can't count on America,
we better start re - calculating how we are going to
make things work. That is why when Lech Walesa says,
"Hey, Poland better think about wha t is right for
Poland." That means, okay, stop depending on upon the
United States of America. And where else can they
depend therefore? They look elsewhere. Why is that
that B ibi Netanyahu gets in a plane and flies to
Russia? If America were making i t very clear we are
overwhelmingly, decidedly and forever in your camp,

that trip wouldn't not have made a lot of sense. So |



think there is a recognition on the part of our
friends that America is becoming a little more
distant, and there is a recognitio n on the part of our
foes, meaning the autocrats, everyone from Hugo
Chavez, who actually thinks a lot better now of the
United States and Barack Obama, and Mr. Putin, who is
quite pleased with what we decided to do in Eastern
Europe. Our foes are happier and our friends are less
happy. And the implications of that are obviously
enormous because in this great battle of the advocates
for world leadership, the one that represents freedom
and the values of the West, | won't just call them
"American values," the Western values which we share
with many nations in Europe and other parts of the
world, if that nation decides to become less an
advocate, that really has to change the equation that
they consider.
And | just say parenthetically, Dan, that
clearly th ere are major strategies at play to lead the
world, ours and that of the West is one of them. We
represent that it has freedom as one of its elements.

It also has free enterprise as one of its strategic
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elements, and it has grown to lead the world. But
there are other strategies.
China represents a very different strategy.
Like ours, it is based on free enterprise, free
enterprise on steroids in some respects, no holds
barred. Itis the "wild west enterprise." They have
adopted free enterprise becau se it works, but they of
course subscribe to autocratic rule.
And then there is Russia; a lot of us
thought Russia was gone, but their energy wealth has
allowed them to reinvest in their military and to
reassert their might in such a way that they are a
contender now to become the leader of the world in the
21st Century. Their strategy is not based on free
enterprise, it is based on energy. And of course it
is not based on freedom, it is based on autocratic
rule.
And then the fourth strategy is repres ented
by the jihadists, who of course have as their
strategy, if you will, the collapse of the other three
so they become the last man standing, and they release

the Caliphate to rule the world.



But there are these four major strategies.
Onlyours  -- only ours includes freedom. And that is
why it has been so essential for America over this
last half a century to be so strong in the defense of
freedom and the promotion of freedom and standing with

our friends regardless of the consequences.

| will stop here in a second. | know a lot

of people like myself are very, very troubled at the

idea that we would even consider having a Justice
Department investigation into the CIA's interrogation
techniques. These people who got answers that were
needed to prot ect the American people and saved
American lives are heroes in my view. They should not
be defendants. And that is why you have seven former
heads of the CIA saying, "Don't pursue that."

One of the reasons you don't pursue that, by
the way, goes back t 0 my original point, which is the
interrogations in some cases were held in places where
our friends, our closest friends, were convinced by us
we need your help. "We need to interrogate certain
people, will you help us out? Will you locate these

sitesi  nyour countries?" And our friends know that
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if this investigation proceeds, they are going to be
exposed. And there are going to be stories in their
newspapers, and they are going to suffer political

heat. Our friends around the world are asking

themse Ives, "Is it better to be a friend of the United
States or a foe?" And that has dramatic implications
for the future of freedom, democracy, human rights and
free enterprise.

MR. SENOR: This idea that the U.S. is
potentially heading to sort of being thi S neutral
observer between democracies and autocracies, what do
you think is the motivation behind this policy? It
has got to be more than just a campaign to get the

world to "like" America again?

GOVERNOR ROMNEY: | am sure there is some of

that to it. All politicians are in love with love.
But | think it flows in part from the sense that is
growing in a lot of foreign policy circles, which is

that America is in decline, and that it is inevitable

that other great nations are going to surpass America
and therefore that the job of the President of the

United States right now should be to manage America
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through decline. And to make sure that we are in good
stead with the Chinese and the Russians and these
other contenders. Obviously, | would love to see ,
when some people say, "Well, Europe is going to get
stronger.” | hope Europe gets stronger. | want to
see its economy get stronger. | would love to see its
military stronger. Another defender of these Western
values would be very, very good news, but | actually
do not subscribe to the idea that America is in
decline or has to be in decline.
(Applause.)
GOVERNOR ROMNEY: Obviously, I think it is
essential for freedom in the world. If you look at
the history of great civilizations of the world,
eve rybody who has been in our position ultimately
either collapses or declines over time and is
surpassed by a new entity. And I think people look
and say, "Well, history is not going for you." And
then they look at other features, they see China going
like crazy with a large population and effective
products coming from places like South Korea and other

spots. And they see Russia's energy. And they say,



"Hey, it is inevitable. America is going to have to
decline." Itis not inevitable. Itis not
inevit able. You can make it happen. Itis easy to
decline, but it is not inevitable, and there are some
reasons for that.

And | owe this thinking to a lot of folks.
| have had conversations with a number of folks in
this room, and | appreciate that. But on e that has
been written about is America's unusual geography. We
are not surrounded by other major powers, if you will.
We are all sort of by ourselves in that regard. The
other contenders for global leadership, namely Russia
and China, are surrounded b y other nations of
significance. And when China gets real strong, the
people surrounding China, they want to join up with
somebody who will balance China's power and allow them
to remain independent and strong, and so they come to
us. Likewise in Russia, people who want to remain
strong and independent of Russia, if they see Russia
getting stronger and more assertive, they come to us.
And, as a result, we naturally have this advantage of

being able to be in allegiance with other great powers
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of the world who happen to be next to contenders for
world leadership or world domination. That is an
advantage we have geographically.

There is another advantage we have, and that
is while the Chinese may be able to make a television
set at less cost than we can, they cannot invent the
television set like we can. We are an inventive,
adaptive, creative, dynamic, fast - moving economy.
America leads the world in technology and innovation
and creativity. Itis part -- I don't know what it
is, it is part of | think t he DNA of our entire
society, that we are entrepreneurial, opportunity
seeking, technologically oriented, and that will allow
us to have the economic might which is necessary to
finance the military might which provides that world
power.

And, finally, in terms of why it is we do
not have to decline, frankly, the Western philosophy
of democracy and free enterprise and opportunity is a
lot more attractive to the people of the world, to the
billions of people in the world than autocracy. The

only people who are attracted to the autocratic



regimes of Russia and China and the jihadists are
other autocrats. Hugo Chavez would much rather sit
down with Putin and say, "Now, exactly how did you get
this done? | will get notes from you." But the
people of the wor |d are not interested in sitting down
with Putin and with those that are autocrats. The
people of the world are going to be drawn over time
naturally to what it is we believe, and those features
suggest at least to me that America and the West does
not ha ve to be in decline, that if we take the right
decisions and make the right actions over the coming
years, that America can reassert itself, remain
strong, can remain the leader of the world, and can
preserve the values and principles that have made the
world a far better place to live in for billions of
people over these last decades.

MR. SENOR: Drilling down on some specific
issues, we have seen public opinion support
for -- public approval, public support for a continued
presence in Afghanistan. We h ave seen leading
Senators, like Senator Carl Levin, the chairman of the

Armed Services Committee, saying that troop increase
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is probably not a prudent path. Speaker Pelosi has
raised the prospect of a time line for Afghanistan.

And then on Sunday, the Pr esident said that he is
going to be very skeptical of any request for a troop
increase that comes from General McChrystal, and that
he is going to take some time to look at it closely

but he is very skeptical. | guess my question is what

is wrong with th at? Why shouldn't a President take
some time to really consider such a consequential
decision?

GOVERNOR ROMNEY: Well, you would of course
hope that a President would be deliberative in
developing a policy and a strategy, but he has been
President for e ight months. And Afghanistan has been
around for a while now, eight years, this conflict has
been. Hopefully, he is not just now thinking about a
strategy for Afghanistan. Hopefully, the President
was thinking about it at the time he ran for office
and indicated that it would be the centerpiece of his
fight against what he calls Al Qaeda, what | call
jihadists, taking a broader sweep. He indicated

during the campaign, "We were wrong to have been in
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Irag. We should get our troops out of Iraq. We
should be devoting the resources we need to be
successful in Afghanistan. It is the center of the
conflict.” This is what he has been saying. It has
been his strategy. It has been his philosophy, his
principles. And the he got in and he said, "There is
ate am there that | don't have confidence in." So he
picked his team. He brought in General McChrystal,
who is obviously a brilliant leader in

counter - insurgencies, successful in other venues where
his strategies have been employed. He picked his
team. His team comes together and says, "In the view
of your team that has worked hard to develop a
strategy consistent with your principles that you gave
us, we have now reached this conclusion, and that
conclusion is we need additional troops to provide the
count er - insurgency success strategy that you have
looked for. And if we don't get them immediately, we
run not just a risk but a very substantial likelihood
that the mission will fail, that what you campaigned
on, what you spoke about for these couple of years

and what you have said for the last eight months as
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President, will fail."
Now, this is not time for Hamlet in the
White House. | have no problem, Dan, with the
President being deliberative but the time for
deliberation hopefully has been invested ove r the past
several months in extensive discussions and
negotiations.
There were some, like Warren Buffett, who
said, "President Obama, don't get into health care
right now. There is too much that is important going
on, the economy, Afghanistan, lrag. W hy don't you
focus on those things?" He says, "Oh, no, | got
plenty of time. | can deal with all those things."
Hopefully, he has had the time to deal with the issue
of Afghanistan, and he will make the decision which is
called for by as great a team of military minds as has
ever been assembled for a conflict like this, with the
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, with the Joint
Chiefs themselves, with General McChrystal, General
Petraeus. This team is unanimous. They have
developed a strategy consi stent with his principles.

How in the world can he at this stage be saying what
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he is saying?
And you made a comment in your introduction
that he just said that he wanted to deliberate. Maybe
| read it wrong, but the quote that | saw, | watched
him on TV this morning, he said, "If Al Qaeda is in
Afghanistan, why , we need to be there, but if Al Qaeda
is not there, we don't need to be there." Well, Al
Qaeda is not in Afghanistan. The Taliban and the
insurgency are in Afghanistan. Al Qaeda is over in
Pakistan. And is he just setting this up for saying,
"We are looking at this. Al Qaeda is not there and
therefore we can get out of Afghanistan." Clearly,
the implications of that for re - establishing a base
for terrorist activity and for destabilizing Pak istan,
Pakistan with how many dozens of nuclear weapons, with
a large Taliban population of its own, which intends
to destabilize India's Muslim population? This is a
very frightful corner of the world, and for the
President to be vacillating at a point | ike this again
suggests a very different perspective of foreign
policy where this neutral, we are standing back and

trying to figure out who we are with.
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MR. SENOR: On missile defense, you touched
on it briefly, just in summary, what would you or
elabor ate upon what you think the major implications
are of the President's announcement on missile defense
earlier last week?

GOVERNOR ROMNEY: My guess is that most of
the people in this room had the same reaction | did, |
was dumbfounded. One, there is the substance of the
decision and then there is the message which the
decision sends. The substance we can debate at great
lengths. My argument is simply this: | saw that new
intelligence suggests that the Iranians are not
developing or have access to long - range missiles,
ballistic missiles , butinstead they are medium and
short - range therefore defending against medium and
short - range makes more sense. | say to myself, "Is
our intelligence really that good?" Do we have such
good eyesight into Iran that we know precisely what
they are developing? And for that matter, what they
are buying? There are other places in the world that
they might be able to secure a ballistic missile. So

to suggest that our intelligence is that clairvoyant



iS just in my opinion an extraordinary mistake.

And, of course, if we need additional
resources devoted to intermediate and short - range
missile defense, well, then of course we should devote

those resources, but you don't give up on the

resources that are required to prevent along -range
attack. The Department of Defense has work ed long and
hard to secure the s ites that would allow us to have a

long - range missile defense capacity in Europe, and to
have abandoned them in the way that was done just
doesn't make, if you will, m ilitary sense.

| am hardly a military genius in this regard
but as a citizen and observer, it strikes that that
was a very strange thing indeed to do. | also do not
like the fact that it is violating the first rule of
negotiations. Some have suggested, not the
Administration, although some have suggested in the
media, which probably got the idea from the
Administration, or may have, that it is a good idea to
do something nice for Russia because then Russia might
be willing to come together with us and p ut a little

more pressure on the Iranians, and so we will get
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something for this. But the first rule of negotiation
is never give something up until you get something
back. You don't just give up the number one objective
of your opponent and then say, "G ee, | hope you will
give me something.” That is never done.

There are other message elements of what was
done that are even more troubling, or at least as
troubling as that. The message which is sent to the
Czechs and the Poles, the Eastern Europeans, to the
former satellite nations of the Soviet Union, to the
Europeans and to our friends worldwide is that America
is pulling back from its friends.

You think about how this was done. This
could have been done in such a way, we wouldn't even
have to mak e an announcement. It could have just been
delayed, technical difficulties, "We are implementing
the program,"” you could move some dirt around, you can
put some silos in. There are things you can do so
that you don't embarrass the Poles to their own
peop le, the Polish leadership with their own people,

and you don't send a signal to the world. You can do

that that way if you want to, but that was not th e
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intent of this Administration; no forewarning, no
preparation, no political preparation or groundwork.

No, no, instead, spring it on our friends, announce it

for our foes, let them exalt in it, as our foes did,

and that says to our foes, "Hey, if you are

belligerent and aggressive against the United States

of America, this Administration will give you wha t you
want." And that is not the message that freedom

fighters and those who advocate for freedom around the

world wanted to hear.

(Applause.)

MR. SENOR: On the defense budget, which you
cited as a key component to back up our protection and
advancem ent of these values, there has been a
reforming of defense spending over the last few
months, or at least the future budgeting. The
Administration argues basically that the exorbitant
levels of the -- exorbitantly high levels they argue
over the past few years in our defense budgets were
unsustainable. And what they are doing is not a
dramatic, radical reduction in defense spending, but

it is just bringing our defense spending down to more



sustainable levels.
GOVERNOR ROMNEY: Let me stand back then
j ust with the theme I've already begun which is that
you have friends around the world, Japan for instance,
that look at the United States of America as their
partner to balance the power of their neighbor China,
and if they see us being inadequate militari ly and
particularly in our naval capacity, they're going to
start rethinking their own calculation of who they
have to be friends with and so for the nations that
desire freedom in the world to remain true to freedom
and to work with us and to be part of o ur effort, they
have to see that we're going to remain strong.
So we have to have a military that is able
to project the kind of might that they rely on. We
have to have that capacity around the world or
wherever people rely upon us. If we don't have t hat
might, then those people who have been our friends and
will be drawing towards us will instead turn around
and look for other partners . And without question
what we're doing with our Navy, we have shrunk our

Navy dramatically below the level which has been
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projected.

What is it? 313 ships necessary to carry
out our naval missions. We're now down in the 200s
and projected to go lower. Our Air Force equipment is
old and inadequate. We backed away from the F - 22.
The number of troops, we don't have enough troops on
the ground, in my opinion. We need at least a 100,000
more troops on the ground so that we, as called upon
for various missions, that we have the capacity to
respond without having to send in our Reserves and our
Guard.

You know, | went through and looked at the
missions that we expect from our military and tried to
add up what the cost was and | could not come up with
a figure less than four percent of GDP. Now last
year, our Defense budget was roughly 3.8 percent of
GDP. Nextyear's budget in the Obama Administration
takes it down to 3.7 percent of GDP. By 2017, he
would take it to three percent of GDP.

| don't see how we can possibly have the
military capacity to fulfill the missions which our

military has at three percent of GDP nor to provide



the confidence to our friends around the world that
America is strong . That's necessary to preserve and
protect freedom over this century.

Is three percent -- excuse me. Is four
percent too large a figure? Well, generally over the
last, | don't know, decades, the Federal Government
has taken about 20 percent of GDP in taxes and of the
U.S. economic activity. About 20 percent.

So I'm saying that four percent, four points
out o f 20 points should be used for d efense. That
seems to me to be an appropriate and not excessive
level of investment to protect the freedom of
ourselves and of our friends around the world.

At the same time, by the way, that we're
holding -- that we're bringing the military or that
President Obama would bring the military from roughly
3.8 percent down to three percent, he's growing
entitlements and mandatory payments to exceed 20
percent. So we're talking about a dramatic change,
not only in the tax burden that America would feel but
in the priorities, which is w e become a nation

consumed with caring for ourselves and paying
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ourselves and redistributions of various kinds and
investing less and less in protection and that's, of
course, the path that Europe took.

Europe took that path in part because they
could re ly on us and if we, if we as a nation start
going down that path ourselves, it will cause a lot of
nations in the world to rethink how they're going to
protect themselves.

MR. SENOR: You've spoken over the years
about American competitiveness, economic
competitiveness, the importance of free trade as
you've talked about today. There is a major trade
issue in the news now regarding China and our
protection of the tire manufacturing industry.

What is your reaction to this controversy
and the decision by the Administration?

GOVERNOR ROMNEY: Well, I'm glad | could
address that in this room because this is a
sophisticated audience and my answer cannot be boiled
down to a couple of lines.

There is an understandable resistance on the

part of almost all p eople to any change that would
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provide additional productivity. Now you hear all
around America, everyone cheers productivity, but
that's because most people don't know what it is.
They think productivity just means everyone's working
harder and faster a nd better and therefore we're all
doing better.

But productivity really means that more
stuff is being created by fewer people. If a nation
is highly productive, it means that fewer people are
able to make more and more stuff and the nation's
wealth is a function of how productive it is, how much
stuff is made by its people, and if you want to see
wealthier and wealthier people, you want to see more
and more productivity or more and more things made by
the people of that nation, and a lot of people don't
like that idea.

You say, well, sure, everybody does, but
simple example. Let's pretend there's a little
country with 200 people. This was a long time ago. A

hundred people raised the food and a hundred people

build the homes. Someone comes up with t he idea of

making a plow and hitching it to a farm animal and now
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they only need 50 people to raise the food. Is that a
good idea or a bad idea?

To the 50 people who lose their jobs it's a
very bad idea and they will resist with great energy
and passion  the idea of allowing horses to draw plows
because it will make their life far more uncertain at
best.

Those of us who stand back a bit, say no,
no, no, don't you understand that by having the plows
and releasing those 50 people that someone, one of
them or someone else is going to come up with
something else for them to do, making chairs, making

movies, whatever, that's going to make everybody

better off.

More productivity will make everybody
wealthier and more successful and that is something
which is lost on a lo t of people in this country. The

tire workers of America look at these tires coming in

from China and say this is not good for me and |

understand that and they and the corporations - it's
not just the unions, by the way. It's the corporate

executives and the shareholders and all the wealth
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owners, capitalists behind the tire industry are
saying don't let those foreign tires in here, it's
going to hurt me, and it will. As those tires come

in, it will hurt them directly, and therefore what

t heir response is, immediate response , isdon'tlet
them in, and if that's the respon se, my experience has
been this:

Over time, they will lose out slowly but
surely the protections. As they protect their lack of
productivity with barriers, they will bec ome less and
less competitive. The foreign guys will get more and
more volume, more and more successful. They'll become
more and more productive. The domestic guys get less
and less productive, less and less competitive until,
finally, even the tariff c an't hold them out and the
tariff -- the foreign products come flooding into the
marketplace and the domestic guys are gone.

So putting barriers up, trying to put walls
up, in my opinion, is a defeating strategy and will
yield ultimate decline and collap se.

(Applause.)

GOVERNOR ROMNEY: The alternative strategy,
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by the way, as you know, the alternative strategy is

to say, okay, those guys have figured out how to make

tires in a more productive way than we have and we're

going to have to find out a way to compete. We're
going to have to find a way to use our ingenuity and

our investments, new capital. We're going to have to

find a way to compete or we're going to be gone and so

we're going to do -- we're going to either close the
doors today or we're going to compete head -on and
that's -- by the way, the same thing is true in the

automobile industry.

You know, we watch our market share go down,
go down, go down, go down because we are not
productively competitive with foreign manufacturers
and witht  ransplants that are here. If we investin
productivity here, we can be globally competitive.

So long story short, the wrong answer for
America's workers and for the wealth of every citizen
of this nation is to try and put up barriers to stop
competition , either domestic competition or
competition from abroad. The right answer is always

to see competition as an opportunity and a necessity
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for invention, innovation, technology, and becoming
more productive. If we do that, we'll be a wealthier
nation and we will be able to remain the powerful
nation we must remain to have a strong and powerful
military which we must have to protect freedom.

MR. SENOR: I'm going to open it up for a
couple questions here before the Governor has to go.

Jennifer, go ahead . And please say your
name, identify yourself, your organization.

QUESTION: Thank you, Governor. I'm
Jennifer Rubin from Commentary Magazine.

You spoke in passing a couple times about
Israel and American - Israeli relations. There's
probably no area of American foreign policy that we
have reset as dramatically as we have with respect to
American - Israeli relations.

Can you talk a little bit about what you
perceive the Administration has done with its good
idea or bad idea and what you think they have in mind?

GOVERNOR ROMNEY: Well, if | were in the
Israeli Government right now, if | were Bibi

Netanyahu, of course | would be very, very concerned



about the conflict in philosophy and in military might
with the Palestinians and I'd be concerned about
Hezbollah, but my primary concern would be what's
happened with Iran and is Iran moving towards
nuclearization and at what rate and when would Iran
become a nuclear nation.
And therefore, if | were Bibi Netanyahu,
what I'd want to know is , What is America going to do?
There was an article, | think in the Wall Street
Journal, a couple of weeks ago entitled "How the Obama
Administration is Pushing Israel to Attack Iran."
MR. SENOR: Brett Steph ens' piece.
GOVERNOR ROMNEY: Brad Steph ens' piece?
MR. SENOR: Brett, yeah, Brett.
GOVERNOR ROMNEY: Brett Steph ens? Sorry,
Brett. And there's a great deal of truth to that.
When you have the Obama Administration doing
what it's doing on missile defense, you know, as far
away as Honduras, in Colombia, we'r e not standing with
Colombia, in Iran with the election there. The
Israelis have to be saying, gosh, America is not

standing with its allies and its friends like it needs
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to. We can't count on America, and I think this
President is sending a very clear s ignal to the
Iranians and to the world that we are not prepared to
leave a military option on the table, and | don't
think that the Iranians are going to be very
interested in volunteering their nuclear plans unless
they fear that there is some severe cons equence of not
doing so.

In my opinion, the President should move for
crippling sanctions on Iran, economic sanctions on
Iran, that he should move with our friends surrounding
Iran to say you guys need to put real pressure on Iran
instead of going back c hannel to Iran to try and work
things out because you see Iran is an emerging super
power in your region. You guys need to put pressure
on the Palestinians to stop bugging the Israelis right
now as they try to deal with this issue.

You would see in this Administration a get
tough attitude with some of our other friends who have
been reluctant to provide support for stiff and brutal
sanctions and you'd still be talking about military

options. You would not say that that is -- you would
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not communicate in a way that that is off the table.
| think we have to communicate to people in
Iran that -- when the President said it is
unacceptable for Iran to become nuclear, does he mean
that or does he just mean that, you know, he really
doesn't want them to? And at this stage he's not
communicating that it really is unacceptable.
Unacceptable means you're actually
developing various military plans that you might have
to carry out and that you're working day and night to
put pressure on our friends to put the pr essure on
Iran that needs to be put in terms of sanctions and
other types of pressure to get Iran to change course.
| mean, you know, Iran now has --  we now
have a window into Iran we didn't have before the
Internet that we can communicate with the Irani an
people. | don't know if you did a poll in Iran and
said do you want to become nuclear, what the results
would be, but my impression is from those I've spoken
with that it's very popular, that it's a very
nationalistic kind of enthusiastic thing to beco me

nuclear.



| think we need to communicate that becoming
a nuclear nation to the people of Iran, becoming a
nuclear nation is a very dangerous thing to do because

if at any time fissile material developed by your

nation ever falls in the hands of someone else who

uses it, that the United States of America will
respond not just to the entity that used it but to the
nation that supplied it, and that therefore becoming a

nuclear nation, if there is ever a nuclear event

anywhere in the world, puts you as the Iranian people

in a circle of suspects you don't want to be in.
These kinds of messages, instead of, you
know, cozying up to those that are foes, we should
make very, very clear that this is critical to us and
we shouldn't be giving things away, unless w e're
getting something and the key thing to get is to keep
Iran from becoming a nuclear nation.
MR. SENOR: Yes, go ahead, right there.
QUESTION: Governor Romney, thanks for
coming. I'm Mike Clowser. I'm congressional staff.

You just mentioned Ira n. Readers of FPI's

overnight brief know now more than ever that it is
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Iran's ambition to be a nuclear nation.
Should it be the U.S.'s stated clear policy
that if Iran tests a nuclear bomb, we take military
action against them immediately?
GOVERNOR R@NEY: You know, | don't know
that we state specifically when and where we would
use -- we would take military action. | don't think
you want to signal to somebody precisely the event or
the act that will cause us to respond because it
allows them to prep are their defenses or to hide what
they're going to do in a way that puts you in a box,
but I think you have to say that -- ifyou're the
President of the United States and you say, as this
one has, it's unacceptable to the United States of
America for Ira n to become nuclear, then you have to
indicate that there is something behind that and that
has not been forthcoming from this Administration.
And | don't think that military options
should be taken off the table. I'm not saying under
exactly which circ umstances | would employ it, but |
can tell you that it needs to be on the table and the

Iranians need to understand it's on the table, and



they also have to feel pain for pursuing a nuclear
pathway and the people of Iran also have to recognize
that there' s danger in becoming a nuclear nation and
the neighborhood around Iran also has to recognize

that it is very much not in their interests to support

Iran or to get close to Iran when it's pursuing this

pathway.

MR. SENOR: Go ahead. Yes, right there.

QUESTON: Hi. My name is Elise Stefa nik,
and | am representing American Mag gi e, which is a new

Republican women's online magazine.

My question for you, and it's more on the
communication side, this summer the debate in the
public has been primarily base d around tea parties,
health policy. How do we raise the profile on these
concerning national security issues related to foreign
policy because everyone in this room understands the
gravity of some of these decisions, but how do we
translate that to the p ublic to raise the profile
because | think this would concern the majority of
American citizens?

GOVERNOR ROMNEY: Yeah. It's going to take
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a little while. I'm not telling you something you

don't know, but when you don't have the White House,
you don't have the bully pulpit. You can't set the
agenda for the media, for the American public, as you
do when you have the White House.

Instead, you have a lot of people all
expressing their views, you know, a bunch of
congressmen, senators, governors, former governors,
expressing their views, and those things have a hard
time breaking through, but ultimately, in my view, if
we as a group of spokespeople have a very similar
message and are hammering and hammering, it does break
through. It takes awhile.

For instance, on healthcare, you know, most
of the nation sort of ho - hummed about President
Obama's healthcare plan as he was a candidate and then
even in his early months it was not a big deal, but it
took awhile and then we began to recognize this is a
dramatic departure from the free enterprise system
that's made America what it is today and it's the
wrong way to go.

You know, | happen to believe that foreign
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policy is going to become a very significant issue in
time for the 2010 elections. | happen to t hink that
the President is signaling by the shows he did on
Sunday that Afghanistan is about to become an issue
and it's going to become at least as visible as what
happened on missile defense, and there's going to be
attention once again played to foreign policy.
The President is about to address the United
Nations. We'll see what he says. Of course, one of
the challenges is on anything important, you have to
find a way to communicate it in a brief and powerful
and pungent way and we haven't crystalliz ed that yet
with regards to foreign policy issues.
| do think that the President is
communicating that he is a reluctant and timid
defender of freedom and that is going to break
through. People are going to see that and the
examples -- | mean, it's just item after item after
item, from whether it's Latin America with Honduras,
Colombia, Venezuela, whether it's Europe with Russia,
with the Czech Republic, Poland, whether it's the

Middle East with Israel and Iran, whether it's Asia,



in all of these venues you're seeing a President who
is stepping back from our friends and drawing closer

to our foes and that is something which is not going

to go unnoticed ultimately and cannot go unnoticed.

The only time | remember something like this
happening was during the Jimmy Carter years and we
remember what happened then and | think America
is -- 1do notthink America for a minute will stand
still for the idea that America is in decline.

| know that the chattering class has all

accommodated that idea and nods the ir heads knowingly.

| think the American people say no bleeping way.
America is the greatest nation on earth and we're not
going to decline.
(Applause.)
MR. SENOR: On that note, Governor, | know

you have a tight schedule.

Thank you for being here. You know, Russian

President Medvedev has said that when President Obama
came to Moscow, the Administration requested to meet
with Russian dissidents. Medvedev said the other day

he's coming here for the UN General Assembly. While
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he's here, he'd like t 0 meet with American dissidents.

GOVERNOR ROMNEY: Ah!

MR. SENOR: So | think we've found our guy.

GOVERNOR ROMNEY: He'll be here, he'll be
here.

(Laughter.)

MR. SENOR: He should meet with Mitt
Romney, --

(Laughter and applause.)

MR. SENOR: -- an American dissident. Thank
you for being here.

GOVERNOR ROMNEY: Okay. Thanks, Dan. Thank
you.

(Applause.)
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MR. SENOR: We have a panel now called
Russia: Roadblocks to Reset. And we're very happy to
have Fred Hiatt, editorial page editor of The
Washington Post as our moderator, and a distinguished
group of panelists who m he will introduce in a minute.

In addition to his -- during his journalist
career, Fred also did a stint in Moscow, so he is a
very appropriate moderator, | think, for this session.

So I'll turn it over to Fred now and he'll introduce
the panelists.

MR. HIATT: Thank you all for coming. Since
this panel was scheduled, we've gotten extra news,
with the Obama administration's decision on missile
defense, with President Medvedev's recent discussions
of democracy, which | assume he did to submit to this
conference, and of course this week Medvedev and Obama
are planning to meet.

So we have extra panelists, also, including
a senior administration official who is with us in the
audience, who if our panelists on stage do their job
and provoke him sufficiently, maybe can be persuaded

to make an intervention.
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So to make time fo r everybody and questions,
we've asked everybody to keep their initial
presentations brief, and | will do the same.

Ouir first speaker will be Lilia Shevtsova,
as you know, senior associate at the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace. Before th at, she
was deputy director of the Moscow Institute of
International Economic and Political Studies, of the
Russian Academy of Sciences, and one of the leading
commentators on Russian affairs both here and in
Russia.

Ambassador Eric Edelman is now a
di stinguished fellow at the Center for Strategic and
Budgetary Assessments, until recently was
Undersecretary of Defense, capping a long,
distinguished career in the Foreign Service.

And Ivan Krastev, who is the chair of the
Centre for Liberal Strategies i n Sophia, Bulgaria,
also editor in chief of the Bulgarian edition of
Foreign Policy and many other illustrious jobs and
titles.

So the subject is reset, barriers to reset.
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It's a kind of a pessimistic title they gave us.

Lilia, why don't you start of f and tell us where we

stand.
MS. SHEVTSOVA: Thank you, Fred. Well,

thank you both for inviting me, for having me. Well,

here | would represent a Russian liberal view, and |

don't need to remind you that Russian liberal view is

minority. Well, my pos ition is not dominant in the

Russian political life.
So let me startin a very brief -l will be

doing it in a way of brushstrokes, because we have to

cut our initial presentations. So let me start with

two assertions, and then with several bullet poin ts.
My first assertion will be the following:

Whatever Russian pundits and political leaders are

telling outwardly, United States of America and the

U.S. - Russian -- Russia - U.S. relations -- are becoming

very strong, powerful factor in Russian domestic | ife.
All political forces, political leadership,

political elite constantly appeal to America,

constantly address America -- what is being said in

America, how America is moving, et cetera, et cetera -
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- in order to pursue the domestic agenda.

Soin asense, we are apparently the country
that is very much interested in what is happening in
America.

Second, second assertion. | believe that
President Obama does not need any kind of my defense,
but at the same time, | would like comment on what has
been said today earlier, make a conclusion of the
following type: Whatever policy current

administration or future American administration put

forward, it may follow the usual re al politi Kk, it may
change and try to acquire much more or to use much
more de ep transformational angle in it possible, or

even revert to what Senator Kyl has suggested to the
policy based on the evil Russia stereotype.

In any case, the results of the American

policy towards Russia will result -- willend in, |
would say, halfhea rted maybe success or even in
failure. Why? D ue to the fact that Russia has the

system that it has, unless the system is restructured.
And now, very briefly, several comments on

the major impediments or roadblocks to the reset
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policy seen from the dome stic Russian liberal
perspective. First impediment or roadblock is

different understanding in Washington and in Moscow of
the reset policy.

As far as | feel | may be mistaken, as far
as | feel in Washington, the reset policy is first of
all the tool, the instrument to achieve other goals -
Iran, Iraq, et cetera. In Moscow, the reset policy is
viewed as the means, very important means to return to
real eventual bipolarity, and to strengthen Russia's
leverage, prestige and superpower status, and in the
end, to strengthen one of the most important pillars
of the Russian anti - western system.

And the Russian political elite says, we
don't need any reset; this reset policy and mistake
should be corrected from the American side. So Russia
is not, at the m oment, is not even undertaking any
kind of reset agenda.

Second, second obstacle or roadblock, this
roadblock is connected with the way Russia is
structured and Russia is organized and ruled. And I'm

not going to repeat here the truism about the value



gap. This is not the problem of the value gap. This
is not a problem even of Russia's continued
imperialistic nostalgia or urge or longings, although
they do exist.

The problem is much more complicated and
nuanced. The problem is that Russia, on the on e hand,
has returned to its traditional matrix, to its
traditional paradigm of survival, which includes
personalized power, which is endorsed by superpower
status, by constant permanent search for an anatomy by
desire to have areas of privileged interest, and of
course by the attempt to use the new 21st century
instrument.

And at the same time, the model of the old
matrix is outdated. That's the major problem, which
creates a lot of difficulties for understanding and
for the response. It's outdated be cause the Russian
political elite is longing to be personally
incorporated into the western society, into the
western framework, into the western political and
business connections.

And the way Russia survives now is to be
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with the West and to be again st the West at the same
time. That means that -- well, that formula, in fact,
well, reflects the duality of thinking, behaving, of
living of the Russian political class that wants to be
in the West, to have kids in the western schools, to
keep accounts in the western bank; well, to
collaborate with western politicians, to be a part of
the G8, and at the same time to close Russia for the
West.

And hence those absolutely schizophrenic
examples of the Russian behavior and role in the
world. On the one ha nd, Russia is part of the G8, on
the other hand Russian political elite view the
American elite as the foe, as the enemy.

On the one hand, Russia is part of the

Russian -- NATQ Russia council -- and at the same time

Russia views NATO as one of the majo r hostile forces.

And so this ambiguity, this hybrid nature of
the Russian political elite's survival makes very
difficult response to Russia, makes very difficult
well, someti mes impossible -- search of any effective

paradigm of dealing with Russia
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And this brings m e to the third impediment,
the W estern policy towards Russia --  Western and
American response towards Russia. At least until
recently, the Western policy, including American
policy, could fit the dichotomy, either engagement or
containment, either democracy promotion or
real politik . And neither pattern has been
successful. The attempts to promote -- to help Russia
to promote democracy, to proceed with a liberal
transformation in the '90s ended, as you remember,
with endor sement and support of Yeltsin's regime,
hardly democratic regime. And recent realpoliti k, and

| believe that Tom Carothers of Carnegie Endowment is

right when he said that the Bush administration never
used the word -- it seems to me it was Mike McFaul wh 0
was the first to write about it -- that Bush never has

used the word D, dealing with President Putin. Am |
right quoting you, Mike? Oh, you don't remember.
Well, in any case, in any case, the Bush
policy, viewed from the Russian domestic perspectiv e
allows me to make the conclusion that the Bush

administration politics toward Russia were based on
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the real politic convictions, and where we found
ourselves in the end of Bush era and of Putin's
presidency.

And let me add to these several clichés that
have been quite popular. Well, I'm not sure that the
cliché, let's return back cliché that has been
mentioned by Senator Kyl is still very popular in the
Washington political milieu -- let's return to the
policy based on Russia the evil empire stereotype
I'm not sure that this is popular anymore.

But, you know, seriously, I'm not sure that
policy based on this stereotype could be feasible, but
even if Americans try to pursue this policy, that they
will need somehow to deal with the American and
West ern politicians, pundits, and business people that
have been incorporated into Russian political,
commercial, business activity.

Then you have to deal with Mr. Schroeder,
who is representing Gazprom and a lot of other western
politici ans, including the former NATO S ecretary
General who are working for Russian companies.

Then you have to deal with American
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lobbyists that are quite powerful in Washington and
who are lobbying the Russian interests. Then you have
to deal with American institutions, univ ersities,
Library of Congress, think tanks that are getting
Russian sponsorship.

So | just -- | can'timagine how the policy
based on the stereotype "Russia is evil" could be
pursued currently by the United States. But of course
much more popular, from what | see, are the
stereotypes of real politik . Just mention - lwill
mention several of them. Take Russia, as it is.
Russia is not mature for democracy. Well, let's
pursue our common interests and common threats with
Russia.

Well, over all, we ap parently need to raise
a question why the Russian political elite loves
real politik so much? Because those stereotypes, and
especially George Tenet that was constantly quoted by
the American realist pundits, will serve sometimes as
justification f or part of the protection doctrine that
is used so often by the Russian political elite.

And you can ask me a question, well, whether



we in Russia and Moscow find anyone in the American
political class on the American political scene who is
apparently suggestin g the recipes that are viewed by
us as helpful for Russian transformation. | will
mention several names.
Firstly, | believe that one of the reports
published in 2006 by the Council on Foreign Relations,
edited as far as | remember by Steve Sestanovich --
was one of the first attempts to find a combined,
mutli - dimensional approach to Russia -- value - based
approach and pragmatism. Several other attempts have

been made, including by Fran cis Fukuyama, who is

thinking about paradigm based on realist Wilson ianism.

By Bob Hagin , by the way, who is trying to find new
approaches to respond to the activization of the world
authoritarianism, by Jan Cienski in his article in the
Financial Times where he's suggested President Obama
to combine not only engagement, but also creation of
the stimulus for Russia's transformation.

| would mention also the articles of David
Kramer who is sitting somewhere in the audience, with

trying to find a new combination of several dimensions
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with respect to Russia.

And two po ints. One point would be Russian
liberals would expect from the American administration
that could help not only our own survival in our -
but strategically would help Russia --well, ' would
say, we would like to have in the American policy kind
ofatr iage -- firstly, definitely engagement.
Engagement and creation of the conditions for Russia -
- for Russia's entry into WTO, for Russia's joining
OECD, but of course not at the expense of others and
not at the expense of facilitating or rejecting the
rule s of the game.

Secondly, we would like the American -- the
United States of America and the West -- to create
other stimuli and international environment which
could be conducive -- benevolent fo r Russia's
transformation -- and one of the most important
stimuli would be apparently the success of new
independent states -- transformation of Ukraine, of
Belarussia, Moldova, of Georgia, because the
demonstration of the Ukrainian success would be a

great stimulant and impetus for the Russian
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transformation.

And thirdly, yes, thirdly | will be - |
will use this -- the word that | don't like. 1 will
use the word "containment," containment of the
traditional part of the Russian elite. But | frankly
believe that any kind of formula, any kind of - will
not work. It will work only under one condition, if
Americans and Europeans could come together and
consult and produce consolidated strategy.

Without that, any -- even the most brilliant
reset policy that is formed by the brilliant people
who understand the idea of democracy promotion in
Washington hardly can be successful.

And there are two brief point s at the end.
| believe that, in spite of my pessimistic view of the
U.S. - Russia, Russia - American relations, in spite of my
pessimism with respect to an y formula of the American
policy towards Russia, if Russia remains unc hanged,
there is at least, one believes -- one glimpse of
optimism.

And my optimism is related to the fact that

for the first time in Russia's history, Russian
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population is much mor e ready for democracy, for

independent institutions, for new rules of the game --
68 percent of Russians now vote, but think at least,

think about priority and priority of democratic

institutions, and they support democratic

institutions; 43 percent of Rus sians, can you imagine,
still T in spite of this anti - American propaganda,
every day in anti - American propaganda, 43 percent of

Russians still view the United States as benevolent

country; 72 percent view the European union as

benevolent entity; 42.5 perce nt of representatives of
the Russian elite of the second echelon deputy

ministers, they believe that the current system in

Russia is outdated. So you have to move forwards.

So Russia more mature for democracy than
many think. So what's the problem? Th e problem is
the elite, which is incorporated in the personal
capacity into the West. And secondly, for the first
time in Russia's history, the external factor, the
behavior of the West, and first of all of the United
States of America, could have absolut ely powerful,

strong influence on what is happening within the
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country.

The question is whether the United States
and the West in general will use this unique historic
opportunity.

MR. HIATT: Thank you very much. I think it
was interesting. | stop ped listening when you said
this can work only if Europe and the United States
come together. (Laughter.) A lot of food for
thought.

Let me turn quickly to Eric, and then maybe
we can turn to Mike.

MR. EDELMAN: Well, my task after hearing
Lilia's qu ote "broad tour de liaison is much more
narrow , 0 | was asked to comment on the impact of the
decisions last week by the Obama Administration on the
third European missile site on the effect on reset of
relations with Russia. And, the difficulty is of
cour se that everybody in the Administration is busy
denying that this had anything to do with reset with
Russia.

Secretary Gates was at great pains to say

that in his press conference last Thursday announcing



decisions . Both he and Secretary Clinton have be en
out with OpEds in the "New York Times" and "Financial
Times," respectively, yesterday and today, making the
same point. But, it's unfortunately very hard to
square that, and | should say | have enormous respect
for Secretary Gates. I've worked by his side for a
couple of years. | think he's arguably one of the
greatest Secretaries of Defense ever, if not the
greatest, and | actually believe that he did not do
anything in this area having to do with an expectation
that this might help reset relations wi th Russia
because of the experiences he and | shared. But, that
being said, it is very hard to square this with the
backgrounding being done by many members of the
Administration, by the context in which the decision
was made; and, in any event, nobody in Europe or
Russia believes it. Everybody thinks it was about
Russia and that's a reality that will have to be dealt
with.

There probably was no issue, at least during
the time | served in government, other than perhaps

NATO membership for Georgia and Uk raine that appeared
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to have been such a big bone in Russia's throat. Then
the decision to put the ground - based interceptors in
Poland and the associated radar in the Czech Republic.
It's always been a little bit difficult for me to
understand that Russia n point of view.
On the one hand, President Putin told

President Bush repeatedly, and Sergei lvanov repeated

to Secretary Gates on at least one occasion -- 1 think
others -- that Iran was the greatest strategic threat
that Russia faced. And, if that we re true, given the

amazing efforts that were made, both before the

decision was made in January 2007 and afterwards to

try and meet Russian objections, it's hard to

understand and square that statement about Russia's

national interest with the response, wh ich we got.
Before the decision was made, my then

colleague, the undersecretary for intelligence, Steve

Cambone, and the Missile Defense Agency director in

those days, General Trey Obering , went to Moscow at

Secretary Rumsfeld's request to meet with the then

Minister of Defense and Deputy Prime Minister Sergei

Ivanov and General Bolievsky, the then Chief of
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Defense, now Secretary of the National Security

Counsel, and explained in painful de tail why the

technical par ameters of the system we were pro posing

to employ did not have the capability to intercept
Russian ICBMs from their location in Poland, but that
if we placed them somewhere else in Europe, perhaps
the United Kingdom, there would h ave at least a
technical capability of catching at least a few
Russian ICBMs, although that was clearly not our
intent.
The Russian response then and subsequently
was always the same. "That's very interesting. Thank
you for the information. We would p refer you put the
interceptors in the United Kingdom." 1 think this
actually demonstrates that the objection Russia had
was not about physics and trajectories of missiles,
but about geography and where they were placed and
that it really was an objection rooted in what Lilia
called "post imperial nostalgia."
The grievance, like the grievance that
Russia expressed on CFE seemed absolutely impervious

to being assuaged. No matter how many times on CFE my
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colleague, Dan Fried, tried to meet Russian

objectio ns, coming up with one creative solution after
another, they were all rejected. On missile defense

this was always a little bit perplexing. | mean,

after all, the Russian objection seemed hard to

fathom, given the fact that we're talking about 10

interce ptors.

Given the fact that Russia has already
deployed its own missile defense interceptors, the
Gorgon and Gazelle missiles around Moscow that are
armed by the way with a nuclear warhead, unlike the
missiles that we were proposing to put in, which not
only had no nuclear warhead, but had no explosive
warhead, they had no warhead. They were purely
kinetic interceptors that destroyed missiles with the
force of the collision at high speeds in outer space.

Russia also has radars that peer deep into
Europe and into the Atlantic, which never seem to be
the occasion for any complaint from Europe or the
United States, but somehow this radar in the Czech
Republic, which is not an early warning radar, by the

way, was a matter of great concern.
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During the cours e of many meetings, and |
was in both meetings of t he two plus two with
Secretary  Gates and Secretary Rice, as was David
Kramer, who's here in the audience; in additional
meetings, in Secretary Gates' meeting with then
President Putin before the two plus t wos got launched.
We provided a series of non - papers and briefings. If
my memory is correct, | think there were a total of
five non - papers and briefings, offering various forms
of missile defense cooperation with Russia against a
common threat in Iran in the form of the Iranian
missile and showing how Russia's existing missile
defense technology could be linked together with
NATO's to provide a common European defense.

As former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger
has said, | can think of no more compell ing, strategic
decision that Russia could have taken to deal with the
Iranian problem than to have joined with us in a
common effort on missile defense and it was not to be
alas. So where are we now, given the Administration's
decisions? | am fearful abo ut the impact this will

have on the balance of forces inside Russia. It seems



to me that those who have argued for a tough
anti - American position are going to feel vindicated
from this; and, therefore, | don't anticipate much
lessening of Russia's objecti ons to various U.S.
policies or any help on Iran.

| think we've already seen that in the
comments that foreign minister Lavrov made before the
decision where he said, "Look. If the Americans
decide to change course on missile defense, that's
purely aco  rrection or rectification of a mistake made
by America in the past. It's not a concession to
Russia, and we have no intention of paying for it.
Ergo, don't expect us to do anything as a result of
this."

The first statements that came from Prime
Ministe r Putin were "This is a good concession. We
hope there will be more concessions, particularly on
WTO," which is a little bit odd, because it
was -- from my understanding anyway --  President Putin
who withdrew Russia's application for membership in
the WTO . The only response we've seen so far is an

ambiguous one on the question of whether or not Russia
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will now deploy | skander missiles in Kaliningrad,
missiles that were used offensively against Georgia, |
might add, in August 2008. So, we will see. There
have been some statements that they might be
withdrawn, but I've seen others now that cast a light
on that. We'll just have to see whether that makes a
difference.
My fear is that what we will see is an
encouragement of Russia to push harder and demand more
in the post - START negotiations with the United States,
in particular linking offensive reductions in nuclear
arms to missile defense, putting more constraints on
our long - range, precision, conventional strike
capabilities, including trying to capture any future
U.S. bomber. | know Secretary Gates has just made the
announcement of a potential future U.S. bomber.
| think if the current administration's
experience is anything like what Paula DeS utter had in
her discussions, they will find that the Rus sians are
trying to start counting rules to accomplish precisely
these three objectives. If Russia succeeds, | think

what it will mean is an agreement, if one eventually
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that will not be ratifiable by the United States
Senate.

MR. HIATT: Thank you, Eri C; very
interesting talk. | think | will now use the
prerogative of the chair to ask Ivan to hold so that
he can wrap everything up for us. We have here Mike
McFaul, who most of you know, a former colleague of
Lilia at Carnegie, professor at Stanford Uni versity,
and now senior director for Russia at the National
Security Council.

Mike, a couple things I'm sure people would
like to hear your thoughts on. We heard Lilia say
that reset has limited potential because the Russians
don't see any need to reset their own policy. Then
we've heard Eric say that whatever the actual
motivations of the administration's decision last

week, it will be seen in Russia and Central Europe as

a concession, and it will embolden the anti - American

forces. Maybe you could res pond to those points.
MR. MCFAUL: Ivan, | apologize. I'm getting
in your way.

MR. KRASTEV: No, no. Let me copy something
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that's said through your beliefs here.

[Laughter.]

MR. MCFAUL: | think this is awesome.

MR. HIATT: Can people hear?

[ Chorus of noes.]

MR. MCFAUL | do apologize to speak and
run. | have to go engage Mr. Shuvalov about WTO
literally at 3:30.

MR. HIATT: Mike, do you want to come up?

MR. MCFAUL: T'll be brief.

MR. HIATT: Have a seat.

MR. MCFAUL: | would just say a couple of
things in reaction. Lilia, | think, has right what
we're trying to do with one exception. The notion of
engagement, | would add, the way we talk about it is
engagement of your government but also your society.
That's a very deliberative decision we made; and, when
we went to Moscow , just to remind you, we spent day
one with your government. And we spent day two, with
the exception of a breakfast with Prime Minister
Putin, the entire day with the society of Russia. And

| think people do n't -- |dare you to think of another



summit, including the one in 1988 --  Ronald Reagan's
very famous summit -- where a president spends so much
time with Russian society.
Just to remind you, he gave a speech at the
new Economic School that was delivere d to speak to the
youth, a school created by Western money by the way.
He then went to a business forum to speak to American
and Russian businesses. He then went to a civil
society forum to speak to civil society and he ended
his day speaking with the Ru ssian opposition, the
people most hated by your government. That was the

criteria of the meeting, by the way. Who they did not

want -- and we had a big fuss about it by the
way -- where to meet and all that, that's what we did.
By the way, Medvedev seems to be taking the

play book ahead of our book. He's coming here, as you
probably know, | think tomorrow night. He is going to
give a talk to university students in Pittsburgh. He

is going to meet with dissidents, maybe Bob Kagan

even. He said he is coming to meet with dissidents.
He's going to give a big speech and, you know, this

parallel structure. And we think that's great. So
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we're doing that for sure.

Second, success o n the country's border, |
couldn't agree more. That's exactly the str ategy.
What you said is exactly what Vice President Biden
said when he went to Kiev and Dblisi, and the success
of Ukraine and Georgia is a very big part of what
we're trying to do inside the country. That's just a
statement of fact. Whether we succeed or not, let's
judge that later. That is the strategy. The part
that's not, and this will get me to Eric's comment, is
the third part of a little bit of containment. Right?

You know, the kind of let's do all those things and
then contain Russians elsewh ere, for better or worse.

That's not what we're doing. Rather, |
would put it this way, to quote Dan Fried. We are
pursuing our interest with the Russians where we can,
and pursuing our interest without the Russians when we
have to. And so when | thin k of the agreement that
Mr. Burdi Moukavev of Turkmenistan pledged to put gas
into Nabucco, when | even think of missile
defense -- [I'm going to getto thatin a

minute -- those are instances where we're pursuing



what we think to be in our national interes t -- not
necessarily with or without Russia.

And if you read Obama'’s speech, agai n,
whether it's good strategy or bad strategy, we're
going to judge, you know, four to eight years from
now, and | welcome the opportunity. But what | want
to make sure is we at least understand what | think
we're trying to do, and | take the point that, you
know, this is not a totalitarian dictatorship, and we
don't have the message. I'm going to get to that in a
minute.

What we're trying to do is to say these are
ourin terest s;and,in Moscow we had five of them.
Tomorrow, he'll also lay out the pillars of what we're
trying to do in the world. And the coda to all those

are we don't see in pursuing policy acts why it's not

in Russia 6 s That's the strategy, and in some places

we have a fundamental disagreement, where the borders
are the state of Georgia. We have a fundamental
disagreement, but | would say that's the strategy.
It's not neocontainment and | accept that. It could

be an ill - suited strategy for dealing wit h this nasty
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Russian bear.

And, the last thing | would say on this in
the spirit of, you know, understand the policy, but |
appreciate the skepticism, Obama has said of us , and
he consistently says he uses this jargon for political
science. We are looki ng for win - win opportunities.
He says that about all countries, but most certain ly
about Russia -~ non-zero sum . Russia, as you all know
better than I, Russian elites tend to think in zero
sum terms. And that is a fundamental difference.
That's not abo ut values, necessarily, but | think it
is related to it. Right?

That's a fundamental disagreement we have,
and | would just say in conclusion, month eight in the
administration and where we're at, to now , we are
testing the possibility that the notion t hat there is
a uniform, single way to think about foreign policy
from a Russian perspective is not true. That's what
we're trying to do. So in some places, is it zero
sum? Absolutely, and will remain that way for eight
years ? Absolutely, | have no doub t.

But, are there other instances, other
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issues, wh ere we can think in non -zerosum terms? And

that's the game. That's what we're seeking. Now my

own view -- justso we're all clear about this and |
want to emphasize -- this is my personal view. |kn ow
a lot of people here. When | hear we're naive about

Russia, | say, you know, say that to my face, please.
My personal view is I'm skeptical whether it's going

to work. Right? And so among friends, come on; it's

a healthy skepticism. Thatto meis a n analytic
professor calling at Carnegie . My response as a
policymaker: what is the alternative to what we're

doing ? And what I think | heard you talking about,
containment and evil Russia, and going back to that,
my response to that is we don't have the wish to have
another enemy to deal with, given the real enemies
that we have in the world right now.
So it's not of naivete that we're doing what
we're doing, | guess. It's out of a condition that |
have yet to see, and | know these other arguments are
a little containment here, a little containment there.
Steve writes this. | just don't think it's a real

viable, alternative strategy. So that's on the big



stuff. On missile defense, just a couple of things |
would say, Eric.

It is true. I've been in every, single
meeting with the Russians at the highest level to the
lowest levels, and ev ery single meeting of the U.S.
government on this issue. | have. Believe me when |
say that when the issue is raised, and some people did
raise it, well, what if we did this for them? What
could we get for them? | would stand up and say we're
not doing it that way, because we're going to do it in
our national interest. If it has, you know, if it
works to help us with Russia on other issues, that's
fine. But, be lieve me  Secretary Gates was always the
guy saying much more forcefully than me, and you know
it better than anybody, t here's no way in hell. And
he is not just some guy that you're just going to
roll - over with some, you know, senior associate that,
you k now, low level bureaucrat at the Embassy. He's
going to tell Secretary Gates that we need to trade
this to the Russians? Give me a break. Come on.

That is not the Secretary Gates that I've

had the pleasure of working with. He just doesn't
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think that way. If anything, you know, he's looking

for other ways to poke it in their eyes. The real

issue, | think -~ you guys can talk about the

technical stuff later -- but| have to tell you as an

outsider, what's strange to me is that in 2006 when

you guys we re here, why there wasn't a program of

record that we are now proposing. Because you don't

have to be a rocket scientist to think that Iranians

would develop a short - range ballistic missile first,

before they developed an intermediate range, before

they w ould develop an ICBM. And that's exactly the

way th ey've done it, and most countries have it.
So, my question back to you Eric is why you

are taking care of that other threat first, and my

guess is, having read all those things you are

referring to, is that fundamentally, and this is just

a disagreement of policy, fundamentally, the program

of record of the Bush Administration, was about the

defense of the United States of America. It was to

defend against an ICBM; and, two or three, combined

with the G Bls that we have in Alaska and California to

take care to have two shots at an ICBM coming at the
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United States. Because, if it wasn't, the Iranians
already have hundreds of short - range ballistic
missiles right now.
So if you're going to defend anybody against
them, you're not going to do it with ten GBIs at all.
So, you know, that to me is mysterious. Now, whether
it should be there or shouldn't be there, or where we
get it in the year 2020, we're on the physics. And
I'm going to get to the geography in a minute, but to
me | agree with Secretary Gates. This is the threat
that's here, and we're dealing with that one, not the
one that they may or may not have in 2018 against us.
And that may be a mistake, by the way. We're
defending Europe now. We'r e not just defending the
United States. The other program did not defend her,
whether that was good or bad. Whether the Europeans
want it or not, hopefully Iran will tell you. I'm not
sure they do, by the way.
So they will be able to tell you when | w alk
out, but that's a fundamental policy decision that's
different. On the geography , I've just got to say, if

the Russians don't like having our missiles in the
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former Warsaw Pact countries, they're going to hate
this program. Let's just be honest about this. And
the first place that we went and asked if they wanted
to face the SM3s was not the U.K. and was not Paris.
It was not Iceland or Greenland. It was Poland. And
there are other countries.

lvan, even your country, where when we get
into it we 're going to have hundreds of missiles in
the Warsaw Pact at the end of this program, which is
about the time, by the way, ten GBIs were going to
show up in Poland, about the time. The last thing I'd
say on the geography and the politics is my own view.
Could we have done this better? Absolutely, in terms
of the roll - out and the perceptions, which | totally
agree with you, Eric, both in Russia and in Eastern
Europe. That's a statement of fact, that those
perceptions are there. | would say those that kn ow
the facts need to fight those misperceptions, and
that's why I'm here. Right? And if you believe
they're true, then you should say they're true. But
if they're misperceptions, then let's call them

misperceptions and correct the record.
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That's my op  inion. But did we go on that?
Absolutely. | agree. Now, was it tied to this
meeting next week? Absolutely not, with the Russians,
because any time you would have rolled this out, we

had the same debate. Well, if you do it now, it's

going to be before Moscow. Well, if you do it in
November, it's right before that STAR T treaty and it's
going to look like linkage. S enators are going to go

ballistic. | guess they did upstairs, already.
Right?

You are going to have that problem, no
matter what, on th e Russian side. So | just said,
just do it the right way when we're ready. But, the
last thing - I'll just end up -- we didn't do it that
way, because we don't live in a totalitarian
dictatorship. Because there were leaks and there was
a big Wall Stree t Journal article that you all know
about and there was a decision to roll this out
guicker than we had planned to do. Now, you be the
judge. You sat there before. You know how this
works, Eric.

Whether we should have jumped the gun or
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not, you know, that's a serious issue. | take that
issue in terms of the perceptions being flawed. But,
the program, | think, is rather, you know, defensible,
and | think it's actually a lot better. And with
that, I'm going to let Ivan tell me why I'm wrong in
my abse nce. All right. See you later.
[Applause.]
MR. HIATT: Thank you very much. Okay. I'd
like to let Ivan tell us why he's wrong. 1'd like to
give Eric a minute to respond specifically to the
point that Mike made about the architecture of the
previou s system and hopefully still have some time for
guestions. So, thank you for being so patient.
MR. KRASTEV: Yeah, | know, but probably,
Eric should respond immediately, because people just
give the info.
MR. EDELMAN: Okay. Quick response. Ivan,
th ank you. Well, a couple of things. One, | agree
with Mike that if the SM - 3 block 2, which is a part of
this administration's new plan of record to deal with
a long range threat turns out to be a capable system

against ICBMs , and having hundreds of them s pread



throughout Europe, it will be infinitely more
provocative to Russia than what we intended to do in
the Bush Administration.

| find it somewhat ironic that one of the
criticisms leveled against the proposal we had was
that the ground - based intercept or in the two - stage
variant had not been tested. The SM - 3 block 2, not
only hasn't been tested, it doesn't exist. It's not a
real missile. It's a total paper missile in the
design stage -- not even in the design stage. It'sin
the conceptual stage.

On the specific point of the architecture we
had a view that A) it was not a good thing for the
United States of America to have a defense against
ballistic missiles and our allies not; and the system
that had been deployed, the rudimentary capability at
Fort Greeley and Vandenburg Air Force Base gave us the
ability to defend continental United States against an
Iranian long - range threat.

Europe had no comparable capability. In
2002, the alliance at the Prague summit had concluded

that there was a missile threat to Europe and that
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missile defense was a technologically feasible
response to that threat. But if we had [inaudible]
here today and we put him on sodium pentothal or we
subjected him to enhanced interrogation
techniques  -- actually, I don't event hink we would
have to do that -- I think he would tell you that
between 2002 and 2007 almost nothing happened in
Europe on missile defense.

Once the Bush Administration decision was
made, we got a lot of movement on the defense against
the short and medium range threat, because the idea
was to have Europe step forward and provide the short
and medium - range defense using MIADS, AC3, FAD and
bol t on to the long - range capability that the U.S.,
Poland, Czech Republic, Denmark and the U.K. were
providing to defend against the long - range threat,
providing an integrated, layer defense against the
short -, medium - andlong -range threat, and providing
th e ancillary benefit, as Mike said, of also providing
additional coverage in defense of the United States
providing us with a shoot, look - shoot capability

against Iranian missile.
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| don't think anybody, or at least | don't
feel | have anything to apologiz e for
that -- defending the United States of America -~ but
taxpayers pay the Department of Defense to do. So to
me if the administration really had intended to
provide more coverage, they could put AEGIS SM -3in
place now, while the ground - based intercep tors are
going on. What they have done is sever the link
between Europe's defense and the United States'
defense, and relieved any obligation for Europeans to
defend themselves. Because obviously if the United
States is going to step in and take care of the
short - and medium - range threat, it stands to reason
Europeans will think that when the long - range threat
eventuates, they'll do that too. And, therefore, any
stimulus or impetus to Europe to defend itself has
been removed by the Administration's decis ion.

MR. HIATT: Ivan?

MR. KRASTEV: So thank you very much. | do
think it was General MacArthur who once said, "We are
not retreating. We are simply advancing in a

different direction."



[Laughter.]

MR. KRASTEV: So from this point, it's
importan tto decide what we are doing. | just want to
touch on three things very quickly. One is, and I'll
start this missile defense, because I'm not an expert
on this. I'm just going to talk on perceptions.

| am a representative of a country that was
not co vered by the Bush missile shield, Bulgaria.
Does it mean that we believe we were betrayed? No,
because we believe that Article V still functions.

And I'm afraid that all this discussion is eroding

even more, the guarantees that are given by Article V.
So | believe it was mishandled, and the way all the
Czech Republic has been treated from the fear point of
view and the emotional point of view is simply stupid.

This cannot be done on September 17th, or stopped.

You can do it on 18th, 19th. This is som ething not to

be discussed.

At the same time, | do believe that in the
United States there is a strong kind of misperception,
also about certain poli tical economics, and the

economy of the republic in Eastern Europe. And
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knowing that this is not in our interest, but kind of
for the honesty of the debate | should tell this. You
should know that in most all the Czech Republic this
system was very much unpopular. Public opinion was
against them. There was a politician basically
forcing for this, so this Is why part of the
bitterness comes from the fact that there was a kind
of decision being quasi and literally enforced. And
after that the letter is scrapped.

If the Polish Prime Minister and the Czech
Prime Minister had been invited here and this was
going to be announced on the meeting with them, | was
going to be fired, because this is what has certainly

hurt a lot Central and East Europeans. Secondly, if

you go in the public opinion polls -- and from this
point your transatlantic transit to GMF are very
important  -- you are going to see that support for

Afghanistan, the mission in Irag, and also the threat
in Iran are very low in Eastern Europe.

Because of provinci alism, not of anything
else, Eastern Europe is not as the natural allies as

many expe ct in the city. | have seen this, because |
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believe we make those from disfavor to our own
countries, not telling the full story of it, and
trying to present it to please the American public to
hear what they want to hear. And from this | am going
to pus htoreset. First of all, | was very happy to
see that basically people here agree on this reset
policy, because the major problem in Europe is we
still don't know what a reset policy is. And we are
always very suspicious when you have a computer
metapho rs.

[Laughter.]

MR. KRASTEV: No, but | am saying this even
not so as a joke, because in certain way | am just
going to tell you what are the four or five
assumptions that we are reading behind it. And after
that | am going to present just in a senten ce four or
five concerns that personally | have.

The first assumption behind the reset policy
in the way | see it is the power. Obviously, Russia
is in a kind of deep struggle to sustain its great
power status. For the first 10 years after 1991 it

was done much more in a cooperation as the U.S. Now,
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this is much more opposing the U.S. to the extent that
nevertheless by its interest, it's a pro - status quo
power. They start to play and spoil that. They're
pursuing certain policies not because necessari ly
their  interest, but because they do believe this is
going to keep their status. The way | understand
basically the policy of the current administration is
let's allow the Russians to keep their status to us
and not against us. This is fine for me.
At the same time, concerning the nature of
the regime they know that this regime is
authoritarian, but without soft power --  much more
kleptocratic -- and from this point this is not a way
to addition of the Soviet Union, but there is no
ideology that can e xport. By the way, the real soft
power of Russia these days is corruption; and things,
basically, that infiltrating different countries. But
this is different thing to be contained, because not
only to contain them, you are going basically to go to
the v ery principle of the open market and open
political system.

The third important thing is you believe
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that Medvedev is an opening and that there is a
difference between Medvedev and Putin. My position on
this is | am sure there is a Medvedev camp and tha
there is a Putin camp. What | don't know is Medvedev

a part of the Medvedev camp.

[Laughter.]

MR. KRASTEV: No. But, nevertheless, | do
think it's a reasonable policy and just to give one
argument which is very much in favor of what Mike was
saying , recently one of the Russian officials,
director of the agency , had been preparing the
activist for meeting with Mr. Putin, and he gave them
the several words that they should not use in this
meeting. And the words were "money, decline,
Medvedev, and pre  sident." So from this point of view,
probably there are not major difference between Putin
and Medvedev, but obviously there is a certain
irri  tation that | do believe it's logical to try to
play on it.

The last thing that | basically see, and
this is im portant, is that playing this game the

United States really also going to fit to some of the
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expectation of West Europeans more than East
Europeans, because otherwise there was a kind of a
misplay between European policies and American
policies. So this i s fine. From this point to you, |
want to say that some of the assumptions are working.
Here is where my concerns are. First, it's very much
about perceptions, that | very much refer to Lilia,
because she knows the place much, much better than me.
One of the problem is not simply to talk
about values and interests, but goes to try to
understand the references, the analogies through which
the policymakers think; and he is stupendous. From
the point of view of the America ns who support him,
Mr. Obama lo oks like Kennedy. From Americans who does
not like you like Carter, but for the Russians it was
very much like Mr. Gorbachev -- somebody who is very
popular -- who basically is much more popular abroad
than at home, but which was much more kind of signal
for the weakness and decline than of strengths.
The assumptions of relative decline of
American power is the basic assumptions of the Russian

policy. And this is why this otherwise reasonable
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policy is going to be tested all the time, and this is
why if ~ the Obama Administration is interested to
succeed, they should show that this is much more part
of a common interest than simply not a weakness.

The second problem comes from Europeans.
What we have struggled with is the fact that the
United States sta rted to talk with Russia as a global
power and Russia really is a pro - status quo global
power. Butin Europe, and especially in the
neighborhood, Russia is a revisionist power. And
European Union does not feel self - confident to deal
with Russia exactly t here. What we see from the reset
policy is the message, guys, we're doing the nukes,
and you're going to do Ukraine and Georgia.

You put it friendly. European Union is not
highly enthusiastic to do Georgia and the Ukraine.
No. No, I do believe Europe an Union is kind of a much
more functional thing than it looks like, but at the
same time, especially in this area, it's much more
difficult to get the kind of policy. So let's make my
last kind of a point, and my last point is the

following.



lamnots o much worried about the reset
policy. | do believe there was need to try something.
The previous status quo was not working. What | am
afraid of is that we do not know what is the reserve
option. How the U.S. is going to work if the reset is
not going to reset the relations? Which are the red
lines which are going to be reinforced? If they are
going to be red lines that we know is going to be
reinforced, | do believe the reset should be started.
So from Bulgarians, not more; we are at least support.
MR. HIATT: Thank you very much. Very
interesting; Gorbachev analogy is very thought
provoking. Well, | have questions, but | know a lot
of people here do too, and we have little time. So if
there are questions, raise your hand. Please identify
your self and keep the question as brief as possible.
MR. KOBER: Stanley Kober with the Cato
Institute. How would you assess the balance of power
between the United States and Russia; and, if you
could compare it to say 10 - 15 years ago?
MR. HIATT: Anyone in particular?

MR. KOBER: | know , Eric.
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MR. EDELMAN: Well, | think lvan's point is
actually a very important one. | think he's right
that in the Kremlin there is this conviction as
apparently there is in the National Intelligence
Council as well th at the United States is locked into
absolute decline. | mean, the National Intellige nce
Council's global trends, 20 25 report that came out
last November, suggests that. Although | would point
out that four years ago th e mapping, the global future
2020 re port came out of the niche saying that we were
going to be operating in a condition of unipolarity as
far as the eye could see. So these kind of judgments
can shift.

| am actually rather struck by the strength
and resilience of the United States and man y of the
weaknesses of Russia that Vice President Biden,
proving the iron law g oes, commented on a few weeks
ago. So, in terms of the overall balance of power, |
suspect when all is said and done with the global
economic downturn stand, | expect because o f just one
factor, which is that if you look at American

history  -- the kind of reb el thread that runs



throughout it -- isadeep -seated American fear of
concentrated political and economic power. And |
think you see that resurfacing in the American body
politic today. So | think when we come out of this
whatever set of policies are adopted, the United
States will have relatively speaking, a smaller state
sector, more scope for competition, and therefore more
innovation that will continue to drive America n
economic success into the future.

Russia, | think, because of many of the
things that Lilia has described, will have
under - investment, lack of diversification, and
shrinking conventional combat power. Because the
demographic decline that Russia is emb arked on is deep
and very difficult to come out of. Pro - natalist
policies historically have never worked very well.
President Putin knows this. He referred to it a
couple years ago in his "Poslanie" to the Duma. And
we know that in the middle of the ne xt decade Russia
will have about 650,000 18 - year - olds in its cohort,
only a small number of whom will be eligible for

military service because of various neurological and
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educational deficits because of fetal alcohol syndrome
and other things.

So Russia' s conventional military power is
shrinking. It's economic power has been artificially
inflated by high energy prices . | mean, | think the
United States is in much better shape than a lot of
the naysayers say. Are we going to be as dominant as
we were in  the '90s? | doubt it. | think we are
going to have more regional contenders for power, but
by the middle of the century | wouldn't expect Russia
to be one of those, just on demographic grounds alone.

MR. WALSH: Michael Walsh, Forum One
Communications . So one of the things | find
fascinating when we talk about U.S. - Russian relations
is the emphasis of the U.S. being too weak to continue
to focus on multiple fronts and we need to concede
certain things to move forward. And that's what you
hear a lot o f people talking about in different
circles, and one of the justifications for what just
happened in Poland and the Czech Republic.

One of the things we don't hear so often is

is Russia strong enough to continue to put so much of



its foreign policy and b usiness on the United States.
You just pointed out the fact that its conventional
military might is declining, and one of its neighbors
is China. And there's obviously strategic
implications there, and it has a number of other
strategic implications on i ts neighbors.
How does that play into the whole foreign
policy considerations of Russia moving forward? Will
it continue to focus as much on the United States, and
will it be able to continue to do so and continue to
maintain stability at home?
MS. SHEVTSOVA: Well, it seems to me that the
United States continue to be one of the most important
points of reference for the Russian political elite
until they start to think about Russia in normal
terms. So far, the will power stages as my colleagues
inlra  n have mentioned, continues to be one of the
most important factors of consolidation of the system.
But not only the United States, Russia is looking at
the neighbor, so this is the second point of interest.
Ukraine, Georgia and Central, but Russian

pol itically is looking at the neighbors only as areas
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of privileged interest, which only supports its
still - existent post - neoimperial paradigm. How long it
will continue, while Eric apparently is moving us to
announce that while Russia can sort it out with t he
prices with the current economic crisis.

The problem is that the jury is out on the
guestion how resilient Russian system will be, well,
in five, six, seven years from now. And we are
thinking among our political class and within our
intellectual est ablishment. We are thinking also
about the question whether Russia is sustainable in 50
years, 25 years from now, in the current geographical
format. If Russia fails to modernize itself, and |
can quote President Dmitri Mendeleev, who in fact in a
differ entfor um asked the same question.

MR. KRASTEV: Yeah. Just one thing that you
can find interesting. Some public, two years ago,
study had been done, a kind of internal survey among
the representatives of the Russian federal and
regional lead er s: Which  are the major threats that
they identify ; and it was an open question. N umber

one came demography, number two energy dependence,
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number 3 corruptions, number 4 ethnic separatism - by
the way, very serious -- number 8 Chinese illegal
immigration, number 22 NATO enlargement.

| am saying this because one of the reason,
basically, Russia is so much focused also on the West
is there are two type of threats they don't know how
to frame and how to deal with. One is Islam, and
basically what is happening in t he Northern Caucuses.
One year after the war in Georgia, basically, the
Talibanization of the Northern Caucuses is the term
used by some of the Russian analysts; and, yet, of
course, is the relations with China.
Mr. Putin has made a quote, which | do
believe very much explains some of the major dilemma
of the Russia state building. He said: "Russia either
is going to be a great power or it's not going to be
at all." Keeping with the total integrity of this
very diverse place with these big natural reso urces is
not a simple thing. And I do believe that there are
always going to be a clash between the objectives in
the state building and the objectives of the

modernization of the Russian economy.
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So this is why | don't believe in synthetic
personalitie S. There is a major structural problem
that Russia is facing; and, part of my view of the
successful Western policy is going to be to navigate
them to make decisions from which the global system is
always going to benefit.
MR. HIATT: We are past time. Can we go one
or two more questions? Okay. Steve, go ahead.
MR. MORRIS: Steven Morris, Johns Hopkins
SAIS. Oneof the assumptions of both Bush and the
Obama Administration has been that there is a chance
that Russia will help us contain Iran. But | 've heard
it said by other analysts of Russia that Russian
perception of Iran is based on the assumption that its
main Islamic threat comes from radical Sunni extremism
and that Iran is potentially an ally in the struggle
against radical Sunni extremism. Now, this perception
may be wrong, because as we all know Iran is
supporting radical Sunni extremism in the form of
Hamas and through Syria in the Jihad going into Iraq,
and in the arming of Jihadists in Afghanistan.

They are playing everybody against us , but



this is not the point whether it's realistic. Do you
believe that the Russians perceive Iran as an ally
against Sunni extremism? Because if that's the case,
then we have no chance of getting any cooperation. Do
the Russians see Iran as a threat?

MS. SHEVTSOVA: Well, the short answer
would be yes. Russia politically did not consider
firstly Iran as a formidable threat; secondly, even as
a regional threat so far.

And so far, Iran has been very loyal and
very friendly to Russia, especially when the situation
went sour in the Northern Caucasus. And Iran has
helped Russia, even in Tajikistan and Central Asia.

However, there are no embraces, no root
emotions between Moscow and Tehran. There is
suspicion that is going on within the Russian
polit ically. Butthe suspicion does not make still
Iran one of the major enemies, or really a serious
threat.

MR. HIATT: Last question?

QUESTION: (Off mic) with Russian Americans

for Democracy. And my question is to Ms. Shevtsova,
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in terms of beingar ecipe for Russian success,
helping the newly democratic Georgia, Ukraine, and
Moldova to succeed as one of the states, how important
would it be to -- similar transformations
for -- Russia neighbors of -- countries in terms of
U.S. engagement there?

MS. SHEVTSOVA: -- ifyou are thinking about
Azerbaijan, Armenia and the -

MR. HIATT: Well, that was very short.

(Laughter.)

MR. HIATT: Let's take the lady at the back,

and we'll stop then. Yeah, that was well done.

QUESTION: Hello. Thank you for coming.
Are we on?

MR. HIATT: Yes.

QUESTION: Testing, testing.

My name is Ma r ketta, and | am a graduate
student  -- of International Administration. And I'd

like to say | am from Czech Republic.
And my question is to Ivan. The reason,
frommy personal view, the reason the resistance to

the radar in Czech Republic, where the public opinion

209



is split 49 -51,0r50 - 50, however you look at it, the
reason for the opposition is that there is absolute
lack of information, so the 50 percent of that
popul ation who is resisting the radar are supported by
guess who? The communists and the socialists.

Sowhich -- very likely to the Russians,
because they're really happy for it. So how would you

note, seeing it now like from my point of view, how

would you then see the -- of the radar from that point

of view?

I'm sorry, am | making myself clear?

(Laughter.)

MR. KRASTEV: First of all, concerning the
Czech public opinion, I'm sure that you know much more
than me. This is not such a compliment. | am
following so closely.

| just want to try to put yourself in the
shoes of politicians like Sasha Vondra, or people in
Poland, that decided to defend in front of the public
and in front of their West European colleagues the
decision for the system.

Why? Because West Europeans have two very

not
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strong arguments. The first was: Why not through
NATO? Did you know, after 2003, and after all this

new Old Europe stuff, | do believe the Czech Republic
and Poland, and you know, there was a kind

of -- experien ceon -- with this. We are not
interested any more to play New Europe against Old
Europe. So for this politician, it was difficult on

two fronts: First domestic electorally and second

with respect to the European Union.

So these politicians decided to do it on the
one important assumption. And the as sumption was,
NATO guarantees, not as strong as they did in 1990.

Look at Georgia and all that stuff. So we
want American equipment and American troops on the
ground, and these types of a unilateral gua rantees are
going to be stronger.

At least | know a much better Poland than
the Czech Republic. This was what the Polish
reasoning goes.

And now they are getting a kind of a very
strong message. The firstis: You're not taken

seriously because you a re not consulted.
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I'm once again repeating, if this whole
decision was orchestrated in a different way, it would
be very different.

Because at the end of the day, the Poles got
what they wanted, Patriot System. And they didn't get
what they didn't wan t. And this was basically the
missiles.

But all this message of weakness, symbolic
insignificance of the Central Europe. And this mixed
with the fact that on September 1st the anniversary of
the beginning of the World War I, Mr. Putin went to
Poland , but not the high - level American officials from
the Polish perspective were there.

For them it was a very strong signal that
American is not a full - time European power any more.
This it the problem.

And now Central Europeans, but not only
Central Eur  opeans but West Europeans are asking some
very simple questions, strategic ones. How would
post - American Europe look like?

And one of the answers -- yesterday there

was an interview with Foreign Minister Sikorski, who



said "We should concentrate much mo re on the European
Union." Not because the European Union is more
efficient than the United States, but because the
European Union is in Europe.
And | do believe this is going to be one of
the unintended consequences of all this drama.
MR. EDELMAN: F red, can | just add one
comment?
You know, on the question of the deployment
of U.S. military capabilities into Europe, my
experience and my historical memory is that this is
rarely a popular thing, you know, in the host country.
There was tremendous, you know, pressure and
opposition to the Glickham & Pershing deployments at
the end of the '70s and in the early '80s in the host
countries, and elsewhere in NATO and in Europe.
There was tremendous opposition in Europe to
the idea of the neutron bomb. And | guess one of the
things that | find most troubling about the decision
the administration took last week is, when you think
about the reversal on the neutron bomb, for instance,

which was taken with the understanding that it was
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going to relieve press ure on European governments and
bring lots of approbation from Europeans, who would be

much happier not having to host a bomb that was the
perfect capitalist weapon that killed people but

didn't destroy buildings, the result was not that at

all.

It was a very broad questioning of America's
willingness to stand by its commitments, willingness
to follow through on decisions that it had taken.

The Glickham Pershing decisions, which were
pursued despite all the opposition, you know, had a
happier ending.

So, you know, | think the difficulty -- and
| agree with much of what you said, Ivan --  but forin
particular in the Czech Republic, where Prime Minister
Topolanek and Sasha Vondra also had | think a very
sophisticated understanding of the importance of
mantaining that trans - Atlantic link in defense that
those people have been essentially betrayed.

And while the administration is saying that
it's consultations with the Czech government have gone

very well, nobody should forget that that is a set of
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consu ltations that's gone on with a technocratic,
non - political government, not with the politicians who
made the decision, who some day will be back in
government and will have long memories.

MR. HIATT: Thank you, Eric, thank you,
Ivan, and thank you, Lilia . Very interesting.

(Applause.)
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A CONVERSATION WITH SPEAKER NEWT GINGRICH
MR. FLY: Okay. If you would all take your
seats, | think we're about to get started.
Our next session is titled A Conversation
with Speaker Newt Gingrich. And | just wanted to
briefly introduce Elliott Abrams.
You'll notice on your agenda that we had
Bill Kristol scheduled to moderate this session. But
as we said this morning, unfortunately given the death
of Bill's father on Friday, he's unable to be with us.
So we were very lucky to have Elliott Abrams
step in and do double duty today. He's also speaking
on the panel after this.
Elliott Abrams is a Senior Fellow for Middle
Eastern Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations.
Until January he was Senior Director for Democracy and
Human Rights, the Senior Director for the -- and
Deputy Natio  nal Security Advisor, handling Middle East
Affairs in the George W. Bush Administration.
And | was very lucky at the very tail end of
the Bush administration to serve on the NSC staff with

Elliott.
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Prior to the Bush administration, he served
inthe Rea  gan administration as Assistant Secretary of
State for UN Affairs, Human Rights, and Latin America.

And so I'll turn it over to Elliott to
introduce Speaker Gingrich.

MR. ABRAMS: Thank you, Jamie. Good
afternoon.

It is probably the case that with t
group, Newt Gingrich needs no introduction, but he's
going to get one anyway.

(Laughter.)

MR. ABRAMS: Everybody knows that Newt
Gingrich was Speaker of the House from 1995 to 1999.
He was both the intellectual author and the political
strategist behind the extraordinary Republican victory
in the 1994 Congressional elections, which ended 40

years of Democratic rule in the house.

He was named Time Magazine's Person of the

Year in 1995. And despite that, he actually was
Person of the Year in 1995.
Newt began his career by getting a Ph.D. in

modern European history and then teaching history. It

his
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remains a passion of his, and | think it's fair to say
that his avocation is writing historical fiction.
First about the Civil War, and more recently
about World War 1. All told , fiction and
non - fiction, I think you're up to 19 books at this
point.
After teaching history in college for
several years, Newt ran for Congress, and actually

lost twice being elected in 1978, and was then

re - elected ten time s, despite -- one hasto
say -- gerrymandering by the general assembly of
Georgia.

So he joined the Congress in 1979. By 1981
he had founded the Congressional Military Reform
Caucus, the Congressional Aviation in Space Caucus, in
1983 the Conservative O pportunities Society.
And on it went.
In 1988 -- 1 like to mention this, because
it was a particular favorite of mine -- along with 77
other members of the House and Common Cause, he
brought ethics charge s against Jim Wright, the Speaker

of the House a t that point, who eventually resigned as
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a result of that inquiry.

In 1989, the House minority whip, Richard B.
Cheney, was appointed Secretary of Defense, and Newt
Gingrich, of course, was elected to succeed him as
minority whip.

All of these were ste ps on the way to the
Contract with America, the 1994 elections, the
speakership, and the role he has played in our
national leadership ever since.

I'm not going to list all of Newt's
activities and associations on national security
policy and domestic po licy. It would take too long.

| would just say he has fought long and hard
about, and written carefully about , most of the major
issues facing our country now, and those just around
the corner, and those before us at FPI today.

We will have time for s ome Q&A at the end.
But now | have the real delight and honor of
introducing Newt Gingrich.

(Applause.)

MR. GINGRICH: Well, let me -- thank you,

Elliott, and thank you for that warm welcome.
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I'm just going to give you a little bit of
an outline and then we're going to chat, and then
we'll toss it -- because this is obviously a group
that's not exactly timid.

And let me start by saying that increasingly
| believe we're in the second Carter administration.

And | think that that's actually the best analog y to
understand where what we're going through.

And if you go back to Carter's election in
1976, which was a reaction to Republican collapse, an
election in which Carter ran as sort of a Rorschach
test, in which people could project on to him whate ver
it was they needed him to be.

And he was actually elected with the highest
approval rating of any modern president in terms of
the day he was sworn, higher than Obama the day he was
sworn in.

And he actually did not decay that
dramatically in the f irst year and a half. | mean, it
took a while for the country to really begin to
believe it was that bad.

There are amazing parallels in both foreign
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and domestic policy between the Carter team and the
Obama team. And we can go off on that, if anybody
wants to. But | want to set that as a framing.

Second, | want to just say, if you're
serious about national security, strategically in the
long run, you have to place the highest national
security issues, which are fundamentally overhauling
American edu cation, particularly in science and math,
and fundamentally overhauling the American approach to
the economy.

Because if you don't turn around our
capacity to compete with China and India, 30 years
from now we will not have the capacity, it will not be
r elevant what our great debates are. We will
literally have fallen out of the game.

If you do not have the strongest, most
creative, and most productive economy, you cannot
sustain national military capability on a world - wide
basis.

And | really think we should have the
Industrial College of the Armed Forces fundamentally

redesigned, so that it focuses on the nature of the



224

challenge over the next half - century, and the
objective requirements of change, in order for us to
be able to meet those challenges in a world market.
And | believe this is an enormous problem
for us.
Third, if you want to th I nk defensively
about America, you need to build a very strong
Homeland Security System. We need to fundamentally
redesign the Smart Grid Project to include p rotection
against electromagnetic pulse attacks.
And we need to have a Homeland Security
which is annually exercised against the potential for
three nuclear events the same morning. The first time
they do that, they'll discover Katrina was not an
accide nt, that in fact we are literally incapable of
meeting that.
And all of this, if we take it seriously,
will lead to a significant reallocation of resources,
and a significant reallocation of our capabilities.
Lastly, Elliott mentioned | had written two
books about World War Il. And there are two sobering

things | want to raise out of those two books.



The first is, from December the 7th of 1941,
with the Japanese attack at Pearl Harbor, to victory
over Japan in August 1945, is three years and eight
manths.
In 44 months, we mobilized the nation, put
15- 1/2 million people in uniform, complete a two - ocean
Navy, b uild theB -17,B -29,and B - 24;launch campaigns
which go from North Africa to Sicily to Italy to
France, across Belgium, Netherlands, Luxembour g,
liberate Germany.
At the same time in parallel, we are
campaigning across the Pacific. All this is done in
44 months.
It recently took us 23 years to add a fifth
runway to the LEN airport.
(Laughter.)
MR. GINGRICH: | just spent 16 days in
Chin a, Korea, and Japan. And when you look at the
scale -- what the Chinese are doing for a stimulus
package is an investment package.
They will come out of their investment

package with the largest high - speed rail net in the
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world. We're mostly throwing t he money at
politicians, so they can avoid hard decisions.

(Laughter.)

MR. GINGRICH: Fundamentally different
strategic understanding of reality. And so again, if
you're serious about long - term national security, you
have to contemplate that.

The ot her thing that comes out of the
periods, if you study the period 1930 to 1941 -- and
we were at the September 18th Museum in Shen Yang and
at the Korean War Museum in Seoul. Both of them are
actually museums dedicated to the price of weakness.

The Japan ese attacked on September 18, 1931,
because they can. The North Koreans attack on June
25, 1950, because they think they can win quickly.

And it's worth going to see those museums
and asking yourself. So to what extent are we
forgetting these things?

And what | found the most sobering in

preparing to write Pearl Harbor andthen Days of

Infamy , is looking at how wrong the British were about

their capacity to project power east of Suez, and the
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utter  absurdity with which Churchill fought the
Malayan cam paign.
And | would really recommend it to you.
It's a very sobering reminder that democracies can lie
to themselves. And it's not just Britain.
We had two plans for protecting the
Philippines. The Army had an expeditionary force
plan, which called f or them to hold the Philippines
for three to six months until the Navy arrived.
The Navy had a plan, which took three years.
There was no conversation to suggest that if
one side is building a three - year plan and the other
side is building a three - to - six - month plan, maybe we
need jointness in trying to figure out what are we
doing.
And | think you would be sobered, if you
went around and looked in the real world at how many
risks we're currently running, and how much we're
currently kidding ourselves and relying on the
beneficence of our potential opponents.
Now let me take all that and come back now

to where we are in terms of one specific area, which



is the whole issue of democracy and the rule of law.

And | think this administration may rapidly
parallel Carter in that Carter , this deep, | think
almost psychologically driven compulsion to attack
America's allies and apologize to our enemies.

And this administration has a very similar
pattern. If you look at what's happened in Honduras,
Presiden t Zelaya was clearly violating the Honduran
constitution.

The Honduran constitution seeks to avoid
dictators like Hugo Chavez by making it an
automatically impeachable offense to seek to extend
the one six - year term.

Zelaya was clearly going to try to
through a referendum to extend his own personal power.
The Supreme Court voted 15 to 0 that what he was doing
was unconstitutional and it is the Supreme Court in
defense of the rule of law, which ordered the military
to kick him out of the country in order to avoid
dictatorship.

The interim President, who was from Zelaya's

party and had been Speaker of the House, announced as
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soon as he took office he would not run for president.

There will be an election this November. It
will be more honest than the Afghan election. It will
be more honest than the Iranian election. It will be
more honest than the Venezuelan election.

The Obama administration has already
announced they will not honor it. In fact, they went
further and just withdrew the visas of the 15 Supreme
Court justices.

Now this is waging war against democracy. |
mean, this is worse than anything | can remember
Carter doing. And it makes zero sense. | mean, if
you sit down and say, "Tell me what you think you're
achieving here. Tell me in what way it's helping us
in Latin America."

Now there are countries that are applauding
us: Venezuela, Cuba, Ecuador, Bolivia. | mean, if
you think those are our allies, then frankly there's
not much point in the rest of these conversation S,
bec ause you're delusional.

(Laughter.)

MR. GINGRICH: And yet that's where we are.
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And so you go around the planet, and what do
you discover? You discover that the North Koreans
fire off a missile the morning the President's going
to make a speech in E urope on behalf of nuclear
disarmament, which in my judgment in this particular
planet is a fantasy in its own right.

And the President announces sternly there
will be a price. | think it must have been paid by
somebody at Nordstroms.

(Laughter.)

MR GINGRICH: | mean, | haven't seen any
price paid by the North Koreans, who have since then
engaged in other provocative behavior.

The Russians are not helping us with Iran,

so we promptly give the Russians one of the things

they most want. And we give it to them so badly and

so backwardly, the Russians refuse to even give us
credit for it.

(Laughter.)

MR. GINGRICH: | mean, do you know how hard

it would be to orchestrate abandoning Poland and the

Czech Republic with such clumsiness that within two
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hours of your announcement the Russians have announced
publicly that they give you no credit for it; they're
glad you have fixed your own mistake, and you should
not regard it as a negotiating tool.
| mean, that's going out of your way to
insult the President of the United States on the way
to a meeting in New York.
Now | mean, the one thing | will say for
him, in all deference to the last administration. He
at least has not told us he has looked i nto Putin's
eyes and seen anything. And if he can get through a
meeting with the Russian President this week and not
have suddenly swooned at the opportunity to be close
to another autocrat, | think that we can all feel some
pride in his self - discipline.
But you have to ask yourself, "What do they
think they're doing?"
Now the last example I'll give us -- because
| think they do not understand how real this stuff
is -- so the President of the United States decides,
having failed to convince the country for a month that

it should be for a big - government - run health program
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in the middle of a deep recession, at a time when the
American people are worried about the deficit, that he
would go on five television programs in one day in
order to somehow blitz th e system -- and promptly of
course doesn't get involved in selling health care.
He gets involved in an argument about Afghanistan.
Because somebody has cleverly leaked the
highly secret documents from General McChrystal, so
that they could be on page 1 of the Washington Post in
a timely manner, to ensure that there will be a total
public brawl over what we're doing.
| mean, the kind of act which guarantees
that every ally we have on the planet just thinks we
are a hopelessly amateurish country, and it makes them
cautious about saying anything to us in private,
because they figure it will show up on radio or TV or
newspaper very quickly.
And what does the President do? Well, the
President has a problem. He's about to sell out his
left on health care. And so his left, which is
already mad at him about Afghanistan, he doesn't want

to tell his left he's going to do what McChrystal
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wants, because then they'll be doubly mad at him. And
then they might abandon him on health care.
And if they abandon him on health care, he
needs to sell them out elegantly, so they support him
on health care, while being sold out.
(Laughter.)
MR. GINGRICH: So if they get really mad
about Afghanistan and decide they can't support him,
they're going to punish him on hea Ith care, for what
he's doing in Afghanistan. Which, by the way, is
going to force him to go to Republicans for votes for
the first time in his administration.
So ten months into his administration, he
will actually find John Boehner and Mitch McConnell 'S
phone numbers. He will call them and tell how excited
he is to discover they've been elected to Congress.
(Laughter.)
MR. GINGRICH: And he will invite
them -- now you may think I'm exaggerating. When |
was a freshman, | was the only Republican fr om
Georgia. | was a freshman in Jimmie Carter's second

term.



And there was a wonderful moment in Carter's
second term, where the Italian President comes to
visit for a state dinner. And Norm Mineta is invited
to the state dinner.

Because three years into the Carter
administration, the head of Congressional Liaison
assumes that since Mineta's last name ends in a vowel,
he's Italian.

(Laughter.)

MR. GINGRICH: And Mineta, who's a Japanese
American, thought it was a wonderful dinner, was a
little sur prised they didn't serve sushi or sashimi,
but --

(Laughter.)

MR. GINGRICH: You know, but he's a
California - born Japanese American. He's not --
know -- and he wasn't offended.

And the following day Tommy Thompson, who at
that time was the Chair of the Italian Congressional
Club, sent him a huge basket of Italian food that he
could be photographed with, being accepted as an

honorary Italian on behalf of the Congress.

you
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(Laughter.)
MR. GINGRICH: These kind of things are just
devastating in what they do to your ability as a
president to get things done. Because it leads people
to wonder what you're thinking about.
So here you have the President dancing in
public, who doesn't want to give McChrystal what he
wants, until after they get through a health vote, and
may not give McChrystal what he wants at all, in which
case he has a totally different crisis, because now
he's going to have Jim Jones and McChrystal and Bob
Gates all three basically saying to him, you
know -- and in fact McChrystal's q uoted this morning
saying -- inthe absence of getting these troops,
we'll probably lose.
So you have a president who gets to say,
"Okay, since | gave up the bad war, which is Iraq,

which we might now win, in return because | was going

to take on the goo d war in Afghanistan, which we might
now lose -- but now it turns out that my allies didn't
want either war -- whatis it do to try to get out

of the muddle | am now in? Because | don't want to be



the President who loses Afghanistan, although that's
pro bably not quite like losing China. But it won't be
good."

"And how do now explain to the planet,
having gotten NATO deeply engaged and having gotten
the Pakistanis out on a limb, that it was really a bad
week and the Democratic caucus was mean to me and
didn't have any choice?"

And that's sort of what currently passes for
a deep strategic thought in the United States.

Your turn.

(Applause.)

MR. ABRAMS: Let's start the discussion by
asking a kind of fundamental question. Should we be
promoting  democracy?

In the case of Afghanistan, you now hear a
lot of people saying, "None of our business.” In
fact, the President came close to saying "Our business
is shooting Al - Qaeda terrorists". End of paragraph.

The question also arises, | mean, take
example, Egypt. You know where Egypt's being helpful

theoretically. | doubt it. Butin Middle East peace

an
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efforts right now, why are we annoying Mubarak by
talking about things like free elections?
How do you analyze that argument?
MR. GINGRICH:  Well, | think that the
American system has consistently underestimated how
hard the next quarter century will be.
And | think that if you recognize the scale
of the problem -- acouple examples. Mexico. | mean,
you want modernity in Mexico, because in fact, you
currently have a civil war.
It's very dangerous to the U.S. to have a
civil war in your biggest neighbor, and could lead to
all sorts of second and third order effects, including
35 million people fleeing violence.
Second, you don't want coun tries that are
owned by drug dealers. This is part of why | was
rationale and | always supported playing Columbia,
because we had a real vested in the Columbian
government beating the cartels.
And it's a long - term self interest. It's
not just that we'r e going around the world being good

neighbors, or anything.
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| agree with Franklin Delano Roosevelt. If
your next - door neighbor is in house, you loan him a
garden hose in order to put out the fire. Because
it's pretty stupid to say it's not my house, so rry
it's burning down.
But let me carry it a step further. | don't
believe you can have an expeditionary force model. |
went through this planning process in the early part
of the decade in the Pentagon. And they have this
really elegant model, where we would dive in, Kill
people, pull back out, achieve our goal.
And my question was, "What is it you're
leaving behind?" | mean, why is it you think that
totally disrupting life in northwest Pakistan is
progress?
And so you had two classic recent camp aigns.
You'd say three, if you want to take Somalia. |
really got into this -- I was doing a planning project
with Owen Roberts, who's an old friend of mine -~ when
President George H. W. Bush made the decision to go
into Somalia. And my friend was just furious.

He said, "We're going to go in long enough
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to feed them. We're not going to teach them anything
about the rule of law. We're not going to teach them
anything about productivity. We're not going to teach
him anything about earning a living."

"After we get done feeding them, we'll
leave. And they'll go back to being a total mess."

To which my answer was, since we teach none
of those things to our own children, why would you
expect us to be able to teach it to Somalians?

And that the orig in of my teaching a course
on renewing American civilization.

But it's a core challenge. You'd now live
on a planet where the number of Somalians in the
United States is non - trivial. In fact, at one point
when we were chasing Adid, his son was a lance
corporal in the Marine Reserve in Los Angeles, and
learned a great deal and went home and applied it.

You live in a country which is intimately
tied to the whole planet. You let Somalia fester long
enough, they invent piracy. Now are you going to
clean out the pirates?

Well, how are you going to clean out the
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pirates? Are you going to back every fourth year to
clean them out? You only clean them out when they get
above a certain level of chaos?

And now you get to Afghanistan. We had an
enormous 0 pportunity to fundamentally change
Afghanistan. But anything required saying our goal
was to fundamentally change Afghanistan.

And if you wanted to do that in 2002 and
2003, you would have sent huge numbers of engineering
battalions, and you would have built every possible
mile of paved road you could, and you would have set
up every possible wireless facility you could, and
you'd have distributed very inexpensive electronic
stuff, so that everybody in the country got integrated
into the modern world.

And you'd have been in a head - on fight on
two fronts. One front is the drug dealers, who are
about a third of the GDP, and the other front is the
Taliban and to a lesser extent Al - Qaeda.

And that would have required a coherent,
rational, serious engagem ent.

Instead, what we've done is what we did in



Haiti. We've been in and out of Haiti since the
1920s. We go in briefly. It is temporarily not quite
as unbearably inhumane and brutal.

And we leave and it reverts to being the
norm.

And that's in our own hemisphere, and it's a
manageable - sized country. And we cannot figure out
how you're going to create a world that's decent for
people in Haiti.

So | wouldn't say our job is
democracy - building. | would say we have an interest
in mo dernity everywhere on the planet, because
modernity means you can fight disease; modernity means
people earn enough money to have a decent living
without you having to subsidize them.

Modernity means that you have the rule of
law. Modernity means thaty ou only have
self - government, but they're part of a package.

And if we're not careful, Mubarak is going
to get replaced. I'm told -- I'm not an expert on
Egypt -- butlam told his son is unacceptable to the

military.
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And if they end up in a situation where
something happens to Mubarak, and you end up with
chaos there, the strongest single non - Mubarak element
int he country today is the Muslim B rotherhood.
And if you end up with the equivalent of
Nasser in the early '50s, except this time , itisa
fu ndamentalist Wahabist Nasser, you're in a different
world.
The same thing's true in Pakistan. We are
in a race against time in Pakistan to get to a modern
country at a rate faster than it collapses. And we
are kidding ourselves if we think Pakistan is stable.
MR. ABRAMS: Just one comment on Haiti. It
is a true fact, as the saying goes, the United States
occupied Haiti for 19 years, and they don't play
baseball.
Which shows that we had no impact on the
culture of the country whatsoever.
One more question from me, and then we'll
open it. And that is, you said, you know, at the very
beginning you talked about the Carter analogy, and the

fact that as somebody said back in the Carter days,
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it's dangerous to be an enemy of the U.S., but it's
fatal to be an ally.

And you made the comment about the President
treating our allies that way. And | want to ask you
to go a level deeper. Why? What is the explanation
for this kind of a foreign policy?

MR. GINGRICH: Look, the self - hatred of the
American | eft goes back at a minimum to the mid - 1960s,
and is a combination of adolescent rebellion by the
Baby Boomers; the Marxist streak that was at many of
our campuses from Europe; the systema tic effort of the
Soviets, which we now know was real, because we've
seen the documents , and the intersection of Vietn am,
the free - speech movement and places like Berkeley, the
civil rights movement all came together into one
process, led to a very self - righteous belief that
America's bad, the world's okay, and the job of t he
American left was to protect the world from America.

And they have been consistently a minority.
They've only had power rarely and usually as a
function of Republican failure.

But in '77 they took real power. They did



not have real power under Cli nton, because Clinton in
fact was a Southern Baptist from Arkansas, who had
figured out that if you go to o farto the left, they
beat you.

| mean, watch Carter, who got defeated in
‘80 .  When was Carter when defeated ? I mean, he's
seen this happen. He had also seen the refugee camp
in his state of Cuban criminals who had been exported
by Castro, who was clever enough to know, "Gosh, the
Americans will take anybody | send them; let's send
them all of our felons."

Which the average American thought was
sign of being so stupid, that it just further enraged
them. We also had them at the Atlanta Penitentiary,
where they would routinely burn parts of the
Penitentiary, which, you know, most Americans found
offensive.

| know it's a bold, old - fashioned,
ri ght - wing belief, but most Americans don't think you
should let prisoners burn prisons. | mean, it's

(Laughter.)

MR. GINGRICH: You know, again, as the
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current attorney general would explain, a) they
shouldn't be in prison, b) they probably wouldn't burn
the Four Seasons if you put them there, and c) it will
be a reasonable experiment to put them there, and see
whether or not in fact they burn it.

In which case you would blame the chamber
maids and the janitors, because they would have
offended the = m, leaving them to have to burn it only as
an act of self - statement to make sure that their
self - worth was appropriate.

(Laughter.)

MR. ABRAMS: On that note, questions, brief
comments from the floor?

Yes?

QUESTION: Thank you --

MR. ABRAMS: Would you identify yourself?

QUESTION: Sure. My name is Anna Hetama,
and I'm not with any organization. I'm actually of
Persian descent. | was born in Iran and went back a
few times.

It's interesting that you compare this

administration with Carter , because growing up my



mother said Carter's administration is the reason that
the ayatollahs are so powerful.

And watching this President's position with
the past election in Iran, how do you think he's going
to be making the administration in Iran even more
powerful?

MR. GINGRICH: Well, I don't know what the
President's going to do. | think it's very telling
that you had substantial unrest immediately after the
election, which the United States did nothing about.

You had substantial unrest last we ek, which
the United States has not noticed.

And again, it's a situation where if you're
a dictatorship that's anti - American, and you want to
arrest reporters, or you want to arrest intellectuals,
or you want to arrest students, well, that's
understandab le behavior.

Because after all, you know, you're being
oppressed by the modern democratic world, and those
things just happen.

It's truly appalling behavior. And you

know, | have no idea when they get together in private
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and they try to explain the wo rid to themselves how
they think this is going to work out.

Because it's pretty clear to me, Kim Jong
lIl'is giving up nothing. Okay. Ahmadinejad is
giving up nothing. Okay.

So they're going to be in a world of the not
very distant future, where it' S going to be rather
clear that either the United States is impotent or its
opponents are impotent, but there is no middle ground.

And | don't know how they think they're
going to be able to talk their way out of it.

| mean, you'll notice, by the way, that for
all the president 6s wonderfully warm and positive and
popular charismatic appeal in Europe, no country in
Europe has exactly said, "Yes, we're now so thrilled
to have a new, more articulate and more charismatic
leader in America. Let us please ta ke on dramatically
more burden in Afghanistan.”

None. Zero. And it's just sort of a
reminder. This charisma is a very limited commodity
in international relations.

MR. ABRAMS: Yes?
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QUESTION: Hi, Mr. Speaker. I'm Paula
DeSutter. | was formerly Assistant Secretary of State
for Verification.

One of the things | would like to get your
thought about is the Obama Administration and the
Democrats, | think you're exactly right that they view
the Americans as the threat.

One of the tools that they s eek or pursue is
arms control, disarmament measures. And we see this
administration not only pursuing the post - START
agreement, during which they abolished the third site,
which | also think may be related to Iran as well as
to Russia.

But then you're t alking about even deeper
cuts after that. They're talking about a ban on space
weapons -- how do you see their arms control agenda
fitting into the overall approach and the consequences
that we're going to have for those?

MR. GINGRICH: Well, first of a Il, it's very
important to understand that the number one goal
internationally of nuclear disarmament is to disarm

Israel.



And you know, the idea that we're going to
go into a United Nations arena and have any kind of
effective disarmament, which has any impact on Iran or
North Korea, is a fantasy.
But the idea that you could create judicial
legal frame work which would suddenly start coercing
Israel is not a fantasy. Because that's the dynamic
of that institution now.
Second, | think in the modern | eft across
the board, there is a conscious effort to create
international frameworks among elites, which can then
be imposed on normal people, which you could never
politically get pas sed domestically.
And that's why Kyoto failed so badly. 1
mean, Kyoto  was a perfect elite effort to coerce
normal people into doing abnormal things, at great
personal expense, on behalf of an elite vision of the
future.
And in fact, in that case they wrote it so
badly, that even left - wing senators couldn't vote for
it. B ecause it was just clearly indefensible.

And it will be interesting to see as they
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try to go through a series of things. | mean, I'm a

little concerned -- infact, I'm fascinated to
see -- lwasju streading a piece this morning arguing
that at the G20 meeting, that there's an effort to

come up with a new international structure for the
economy, in which China will export less, the U.S.
will have a much smaller net deficit, and the
Europeans will invest appropriately.

And | was reading and wondering, | mean, how
do they think they're going to translate this?
Because if you actually read what the words say, it
will be a world which required a significant dramatic
change from all three countries.

And | see no evidence that this
administration, for example, has any great interest in
increasing economic growth as opposed to increasing
government.

And so | don't quite understand how they're
going to be able to get anywhere closer to a long - term
balance of trade, if they’ re not prepared to have an
investment strategy that leads you to be able to

export.
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But | think your instinct is right. All of
these things will be designed to ratchet down on us on
the name of some international -- which will, by the
way, make Senate f ights really big. They will be just
as they were under Carter. | mean, they will suddenly
become very important.

MR. ABRAMS: Your view of this as partly
designed to take away Israel's nuclear weapons is
precisely the view of the government of Israel, which
has had this fear for at least the last several years
and seen it kind of coming around the corner.

There was somebody in the back?

QUESTION: I'm Keith Pavlachek, Ethics and
Public Policy Center.

It was left out of Elliott Abrams'
biography, h e used to be a president there. | thought
I'd just mention that.

Question following up from the Afghanistan
panel this morning. Everybody on the panel was agreed
that a comprehensive COIN strategy was the only game
in town in Afghanistan, and that the proposals you

hear from people about you know, a light - footprint



counter - terrorism strategy is a loser.

But towards the end of the panel, the long
pole in the tent, as it were, was described by Gen.
Kimmitt as the question of political will and
strategic patience.

| think your comments, sir, were well
about the left. But | just wonder, even apart from
that, what's your perceptions in terms of what the
strategists call, you know, sort of strategic culture?

Are we going to be able to maintain, edu cate the

- taken

American people of the amount of long - term patience

it's going to take in order to execute, not just in
Afghanistan, but globally, a counter - insurgency
strategy, against an enemy that understands that it's
going to fight us asymmetrically?

MR. GINGRICH: That's a good question.
Richard Allen came to see me years ago. He had been
Reagan's first national security advisor and had been
with Regean all through the 1980 campaign. And Allen
said that -- | found this kind of fascinating because
he cam e by to see me and he said, "You understand what

Reagan understood.” | said, "Okay, I'll bite. What
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is it | understand?" He said, "Leaders define truth,
and then people organize themselves around the truth.”

So the reason a leader can't effectively
fo cus group what people want is when you focus group
you've put the locus of responsitiblity on the
audience, because I'm now asking you to render a
judgment about your opinion.

Whereas if | tell you my judgment, we can
now focus group your reaction to my judgment, but |
have now created a totally different framework within
which you are thinking.

Now, let me give you two examples. The
American people will sustain whatever they are
convinced is unavoidable, not desirable, whatever they
are convinced is u navoidable. And they will sustain
it as long as they have to. Who could have imagined,

given the isolationists of the 1930s, that we would

begin to execute a policy in '47 with [inaudible]
Marshall Plan. We would then expand it in '48 by
responding to t he Russian, to the crisis in Berlin,

and creating the Berlin airlift. We would then expand

it further by inventing NATO. We would then build up
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American power around the planet, and we would then
methodically sustain that power for 44 years. For 44
year s, we operated a grand siege against the Soviet
Empire with occasional skirmishes, Vietnam on the
scale of global war was a skirmish. We had a skirmish
in Korea. We had a skirmish in Vietham. We had a
skirmish in El Salvador. And the American public mo st
days were plus or minus 5 percent in favor of it.
They said, "Yes. No, | don't necessarily want it to
be that way, it is reality." So | will be for it.

Now, when is the last time you saw a "get
the troops out of Japan” rally? There are thousands
of troops in Japan, but there is no great sense of oh,
my God, we have to get them home Tuesday.

And so you have to ask the question if in
fact this is going to be a long campaign, then you
have to design the campaign to be a long campaign.
And you have  to think through what you are going to
say to people, how you are going to sustain it. And
then you have to win that argument.

But my experience was if y ou ask people --

do they desire it? -- they will never say yes. And



they shouldn't, it is not ratio nal to want to go fight
some war. If you ask them if they are willing to

sustain it if it is necessary, they will

overwhelmingly say yes. And the side which wants to

lose the war, to the best of my knowledge, has never

won an American election. This is not a country that
likes losing wars.

And remember that in 1952 when -- 0orin 1968
rather when Gene McCa  rthy ran against Lyndon Johnson.
Half the people in New Hampshire who voted for him did
so in memory of Joe McCarthy and thought that he was
forabi  gger war, not a smaller war. There is no
evidence, even after TET, that the United
States -- that the people of the United States would
have voted for withdrawal. The elite would have, but
the people wouldn't have.

MR. ABRAMS: Let me follow up on this . You
describe the development of the sort of left culture
in universities and out of them, and of course this
was a period in which the left/right struggle was the
primary international struggle and dividing line.

Now, we seem to see the same, as you | think
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accurately described it, the same mentality, the same
attitudes, but of course left/right is not what we
read about everyday in the newspaper. We read a
little bit of it, Chavez, but most of it is places
like Afghanistan and the problem of radical | slam.
Why is it that that leftist mentality is applied to
this new division? The only non - variable, the only
continuing aspect there is really patriot of the U.S.
MR. GINGRICH: There is an old French rule,
"The enemy of my enemy is my friend." The co re enemy
is bourgeois Western middle class democracy. That is
the great threat to Chavez. It is the great threat to
Castro. lItis the great threat to Al Qaeda. ltis
the great threat to left - wingers in America. All of
these bourgeois middle class dull people who insist on
making a living, raising their families, following
values that are obviously inappropriate, watching the

wrong movies. And so you look around the planet and

you find -- there is greater sympathy in Great Britain
today in the elite fo r Sha'ria tha n there is for
Christianity. Christianity is a threat, Sha'ria is

really just one of those interesting things that
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people talk about. And that is why Yale agrees not to
print the Muslim cartoons because after all you
wouldn't want -- freedom of speech means having the
"Piss Christ" at a public facility so people can come
and look at Christ in urine. That is totally
appropriate. But now a cartoon that shows Mohammed,
oh, that would be highly inappropriate. Well, that is
where we are. What | said may be politically
incorrect, but | think it is technically absolutely
correct about the reality we live in.
MR. ABRAMS: Yes, sir?
QUESTION: Governor Romney at lunch talked
about American decline and the NPR elite kind of on
board with that. Obviously, President Obama, | think
you would agree is on board with managing our decline.
So | was wondering if there is a legislative strategy
to kind of pull that out of Obama'’s lips so that is
something that you or Governor Romney or Governor
Palinca nrun againstin 2012?
MR. GINGRICH: Well, I don't think you want
to necessarily run against anybody. | think it is

much like the Contract with America or like Reaganism,
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you want to run for something.

Let me say, first of all, we did this movie
last year on Reagan, Callista and | did. Itis
called, fiRonald Reagan, Rendezvous with Destiny." It
is a lot of fun. Seeing Reagan on a screen is just
totally different than reading about him, watching the
way he handles things, the way he walks, his style.
It is amazing to watch. But we have six minutes in
the film of Jimmy Carter. And it is worth just
watching the six minutes. And when you get to the
"malaise speech" and you hear Carter talking from the
Oval Office to the people of the United States and
saying, "It is a crisis of confidence. Itis sort of
invisible." And you know that the average, normal,
rational American is going, "No, it is not a crisis of
confidence. ltis called being incompetent.”

And that is why Reagan had a great campaign
theme. Remember now again, Carter by the end, this
was not true at the beginning, by the end, Carter has
13 percent inflation, 22 percent interest rates, and
gasoline rationing every other day based on the last

number of your license plate. Now, Dave Bossie at



Citizens United pointed out to me he was 13 tha t year,
and every morning his father would give him the
screwdriver to go out and switch licenses so the car
that needed gasoline had the right license plate,
which | thought was classically American.
So Reagan campaigned in that environment,
and he had a very simple campaign theme. He would
say, "When your brother - in - law is out of work, it is a
recession. When you are out of work, it is a

depression. When Jimmy Carter is out of work it is a

recovery
[Laughter.]
And it just caught the rhythm of it. So |

would argue, if you look at some what -- Obamais

dangerously close to the "malaise speech.” And

remember that, he was on TV the other day, it may have

been yesterday, but somewhere in the last 72 or 96
hours, he did a show where he said, "There is really

good news about the economy in terms of what is

happening on Wall Street. Now, it hasn't translated

into any jobs yet." Now, you could imagine a

Republican saying that because all of their fr iends
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would be doing well on Wall Street, but a Democrat is

supposed to be worried about the jobs. And | believe

the odds are very high we will be above 10 percent
unemployment by early next year. And if you count in

the under - employed and those who quit looking, we will
be at around 18 percent. California will be above 20.

Every fifth person in California will not have a

full - time job. And I think at that point he has a big

problem.

We are trying to get Carville to send me a
copy of the original pos ter that he had in Clinton's
Little Rock campaign headquarters in '92 that said,

"It is the economy, stupid.” And I really think if

Obama were clever, he would put that poster up in the

Oval Office, and they would make no decisions that

didn't increase jo bs because if they would stumble in
2012 at 9.5 percent unemployment or 10 percent
unemployment, this country will be in a significant

mess.

And at American Solutions, we frankly have
outlined an entire tax strategy that we think would

fundamentally get us back to dramatic economic growth
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because some time at the end of this year or the
beginning of next year, you are going to see a demand
for another big spending package because they are
going to say, "Well, we didn't spend enough in this
stimulus.” And that will be exactly counter to most
Americans, overwhelmingly the American people are fed
up with government spending, and that is going to pose
a huge tension between the elites in the country.

MR. ABRAMS: Yes, ma'am, right on the aisle?
Would you i  dentify yourself?

MS. USCOBA: Yes, my name is Marquetta
Uscoba (phonetic), and | am a graduate student at the
University of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, it is very, very
nice to finally to meet you. | have been watching you
for years on Bill O'Reilly. So | just wanted to ask
you in my view, | think this is a fantastic
opportunity for the Republican Party to get it back
together. I'm sorry, | don't mean to offend anybody,
but from my point of view, what is it that the
Republican Party should do to attract n ot only new,
young voters but the leaders because we need leaders

to lead us through not only this bridge but then also
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in this new world. We need new leaders, young

leaders, fresh leaders. What do you think the

Republican Party should do to attract them , to
recapture the power, to win the election and start

re - doing all of this what we are talking about? Thank

you.

MR. GINGRICH: Well, I think in general, |
offer this advice to both parties, | think the key to
creating a generation of leadership is to focus beyond
the immediate. | have a standard | use everyday. We
have two grandchildren, Robert who just turned eight
and Maggie who will be 10 in October. And | want to
know what do we need to do so when they are in the 40s
and 50s, they are in the mo st productive, most
creative and most prosperous country in the world
because if they don't have that characteristic in
their economy, they won't be the strongest country in
the world. If they are not the strongest country in
the world, freedom will be ve ry much at risk.

Now, | believe in order to get to that
future, you have got to re - think litigation,

regulation, taxation, education, health, energy and
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infrastructure. And you have got to re - think every
single one of them against a simple standard: Wh atis
it going to take to compete with China and India and
succeed?
And any of you who doubt how big this is
going to be, get a copy of Robert Compton's, "Two
Million Minutes," which is a brilliant film. Compton
is a health entrepreneur who has been ver y successful.
You can get it at 2mminutes.com. Two million minutes
is four years of high school. He studies two Chinese,
two Indian and two American high school students. And
at the end of the movie you realize that we are a
country aggressively prepar ing for the 1956 Olympics.
And that we are totally out of sequence with being
able to compete in the next 30 or 40 years. And |
think a party which says to the country, "I think it
is important for our children and grandchildren to be
in the most product ive and most prosperous and most
creative country in the world, and we are prepared to
change whatever it takes to make that happen,” | think
that party has an enormous opportunity.

And in the process, you would recruit a



generation of leaders because no two or three or five
or 10 people could possibly think through a project on
this scale. There are 513,000 elected officials. And
if you really want America to change on the scale | am
describing, you have got to have a program that
reaches out through t he Internet and that tries to
encourage people at every level to run for public
life.

MR. ABRAMS: Yes, ma'am?

MR. GREEN: Green with Georgetown Global
Education Institute. And | just wanted some
observations about your recent trip to China and
taking  in how we can be more competitive. | am hoping
that we can embrace competitiveness, and | don't see
that going on with the Obama Administration, and just
what you saw when you were in China?

MR. GINGRICH: You raise a really good

point. Let me say fir st of all | did my newsletter
last week called, | do a weekly newslette r that you
can get at newt.org --  brief commercial . Itis free.

| also tweet for those of you who are just fanatics.

But my newsletter last week was called, "Snapshots
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from China." My personal favorite snapshot was being
in Mulligan's Irish Bar in the Holiday Inn in Shenyang
while a Thai band in yellow jumpsuits sang Abba. And
it just sort of captured where the modern world is
going. Here are you, down the street, two blocks away
i s this wonderful, | think the best Mao statue in the
whole country, about a 35 foot tall Mao surrounded by
50 some heroic workers and soldiers. It is a circle,
and it is in the middle of the circle. Itis a
fabulous statue. My wife is going to post all this on
her website because she took hundreds, | think she
took 800 pictures. But here we are two blocks from
Mao listening to a Swedish band in English sung by a
Thai band in an Irish bar drinking Guinness Export.
And this is the modern China. This is what we are up
against.
And what you have, and it is a great
challenge for them. | was asked by a senior communist
leader on the trip, he said, "What advice do you
have?" | said it hadn't locked in until Callista
insisted that we go back to the Forbidd en City on our

first day, and we had been there before, but this time
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it was a Sunday and there were probably 30,000 people
wondering around, all of them wearing different

clothing, different hairdos, different psychological

attitudes, happy wondering arou nd looking at things,
it was a pretty, beautiful day. | said, "When you go

down to Nanjing and you see the bridge that has the

two giant cats,"” there is a bridge at Nanjing that has

like 30 foot tall cats, a black cat and a white cat.

And that is the cit y supposedly where Deng Xiaoping
first said, "I don't care whether it is a black cat or

a white cat, | care if it catches the mouse." | said,

"The challenge you have got is you are now in the

process of creating a 1,300,000 cats and cats aren't

dogs. You can train dogs. You cannot train cats.

And so you have got 1,300,000 people who you are

saying over here in their productive life, '‘Be

pragmatic, be realistic, use facts, develop something

that will work. We are going to measure you by

whether or not y ou are profitable." And then you are
saying over here, 'This is your private life, buy what

you want to, go where you want to, enjoy life."

| was told by one of our "minders," | said,
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"What is the real population of Beijing?" And she

said, "l think it is around 17 million." She said, "I

think it is 11 million officially registered, and six

million who just drifted in and are not technically

registered here." This is the national capital, which

she thought was one - third unregistered people, okay.
| said, "Your problem is they are going to

get used to making their own decisions about spending

their money, and they are going to get used to making

their own decisions about earning the money, and then

you are going to come to this little box you call

pol itics. And then you are going to say, 'Okay, now,

pretend you are a dog because we are going to train

you." | said, "There is going to be a morning,"” |

said, "If | were you guys, | would figure out every

possible angle to decentralize power out of Beiji ng

because you want as many possible explosions to occur

at a local level in a small way or one morning you are

going to have an uncontrollable problem like the

Taiping Rebellion, which by the way, 75 million people

were killed, so it was a really bad expe rience.

And what was interesting to me was two
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things: One, in the three trips | have been to China,
this is the first time in about 10 days of meetings no
one asked me about Taiwan. It was not an issue.
Everyone asked me about jobs. "What is the Uni ted
States going do? What is the economy going to be
like? How should we shift our strategies? By the
way, would you like to invest in our city? We have
some really great areas over here we would love to
show you." Honestly, it was fascinating. Remem ber, a
medium- sized Chinese city is 7 million people. So
that part was really fascinating.

The other observation | have, and | wouldn't
want to exaggerate this because, again, it is still a
dictatorship, it still has all the weaknesses of a
dictatorship , | heard more practical conversation
about market share, investment, the right strategies,
focusing on jobs, being competitive in the world
market, | heard more of that conversation in 10 days
of China than you would hear in 10 weeks eating at the
House r estaurant on Capital Hill. It was very
interesting. We are today psychologically more

collectivist than China, and they are today
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psychologically more market oriented than we are, and
that is bizarre. For those of you who think the world
can't change, y ou go back to 1965 with Mao, this is
just inconceivable, but | think it is where we are
right now.
MR. ABRAMS: Sorry, we are out of time . |
promised we would finish on time at 5:00. So | would
ask you to join me in thanking Speaker Gingrich.

[Applau se.]

THE FOREIGN POLICY INITIATIVE
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IN THE AGE OF OBAMA

MR. FLY: Okay, we are going to get started
here with the 5 o'clock session. If you could take
your seats, please. Okay, the 5 o'clock session we
have a panel on "Democracy Promotion: The Bush
Doctrine in the Age of Obama." And our hope is t hat
we can look back and have a discussion about the last
eight years in the democracy promotion agenda.

To moderate this panel, we are very lucky to
have with us Doyle McManus, who is a columnist for the
Los Angeles Times. For more than 30 years, he ha S
been a reporter on national and international issues
from Washington, the Middle East and Europe and has
covered every presidential election campaign since
1984. He is a four time winner of the National Press
Club's Edwin Hood Award for reporting on U.S . foreign
policy, most recently in 2004 for articles on Iraq.
And he is the author or co - author of three books.

| am going to turn it over to Doyle now to
introduce the panelists and get this underway.

MR. McMANUS: Thank you very much, Jamie.

And th anks to all of you here in the audience who have



stuck with us throughout the afternoon. | will do my
best to make the latest panel of the afternoon also
the liveliest, although beating Speaker Gingrich is
going to give us a pretty high bar to get over.

Almost five years ago, George W. Bush opened
his second term with an inaugural address that made an
arresting and bold argument, that a central goal of
American foreign policy should be to end tyranny in
the world. Eight months ago, Barack Obama began hi
presidency with a very different speech, designed
be sure , for a very different moment but with a
markedly different weight given to the promotion of
democracy.

Now, the contrast of course goes well beyond

to

two speeches given at two different times. On China,

Secretary Clinton has said, "Concerns about human
rights cannot interfere with cooperation on other
issues.” In Iran, the administration appeared to

hesitate to condemn the irregularities in the June

election but then quickly condemned the rep ression of

protestors. The question of the Obama

Administration’'s approach to democracy and human
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rights is very much an open one. Now, that is not to

say that the Bush record was one of moving seamlessly
from triumph to triumph. There were questions al

along about whether President Bush's approach worked,
whether its combination of assertive rhetoric and
assertive military policies actually discredited the

idea of democracy in parts of the world.

Our two speakers will give us | hope not
merely a disc ussion but a health y debate. Elliott
Abrams was present at the creation of the Reagan
Administration's robust policy on human rights and
democracy, actually more than present at the creation,
he was one of those pressing in that direction when
the Reagan  Administration wasn't entirely ready to go
there. He has been an assistant secretary of state in
the Reagan Administration, deputy national security
advisor in the George W. Bush administration. He is
now a senior fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at the
Council on Foreign Relations.

Kenneth Wollack has been a leading voice in
the Democratic Party for sustained bipartisan policies

to promote democracy around the world. He has served
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as legislative director of the American - Israel Public
Affairs Committe e, AIPAC. And | should add a
columnist on foreign policy for the Los Angeles Time
But for the past 23 years, he has led the National
Democratic Institute for International Affairs, and he
has been president of NDI for 16 years. And I tried
to comfort Ken a little earlier by assuring him that
everyone in this room is a democrat, small "d"
democrats.
Here are the questions that | hope and am
sure our panelists will take up:
First, a question Elliott posed earlier to
Speaker Gingrich that | suspect we Il get past very
quickly, and that is should we be promoting democracy?
Second, let's take a look at the Bush
record. What were the successes of the Bush doctrine,
what were the failures, what were the shortcomings?
And, third, is there an Obama doct rine
developing? How would you describe it and is it a
viable strategy for promoting democracy and human
rights around the world?

To start us off, Elliott Abrams.
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MR. ABRAMS: Thanks, Doyle. Where to begin?
Let me just say a few things first about t he first
guestion: Should we be promoting democracy? My
answer is yes, we have been for decades under
presidents of both parties. And | would argue that it
would be very hard to get public and congressional
approval for a foreign policy that was openly,
honestly indifferent to the fate of democracy and
human rights around the world, partly because | think
you could argue in many cases that the obvious
immediate benefit to the U.S. is visible, and partly
because | think Americans do believe, though there IS
an isolationist strain and though people are not
looking for trouble, they do believe that the country
stands for something just as the French believe their
country the [ inaudible]. Americans believe we stand
for something in the world, which is not com merce and
it is not a strong military. What we stand for above
all is democracy. And therefore we have to be on the
side of those people who are fighting for democracy in
their own country.

Now, that leaves a great deal of space for

275



debate about, well, how do you do that? In what cases
do you do that? But you start | think from the
proposition that we are on their side. And therefore
indifference on the part of the United States which
greatly undercuts them, | think is ultimately going to
be averyu npopular policy at home.

Now, | want to say one thing about where we
are now, a couple of things about where we are now.
It is always the case that the permanent bureaucracy
opposes human rights and democracy promotion policies.
When | say "permanent b ureaucracy," | mean the State
Department and AID. They don't do that because they
are people without a conscience, they do that because
they have other priorities.

Most people at AID, for example, went there

because they want to provide for children's h ealth and

education and clean water. And when somebody comes
along who says, "l want to have a fight with this

government of Country 'X' because they put a newspaper
editor in jail,” your AID mission director is likely

to say, "Wait a minute. We are coop erating in all

sorts of wonderful things. You are going to get in
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the way."

The same thing is true for most foreign
service officers. They have a number of assignments
now, but fundamentally they are political officers.
Fundamentally, they believe tha t their job is to have
smooth, easily manageable relations with the other
country, whether that other country is a democracy or
a fairly vicious dictatorship.

So how do you counteract that? The only way
to counteract that is to have within the bureaucra
built in pro - democracy, pro - human rights lobbies,
namely, the Human Rights Bureau at State and the
Democracy Directorate at the NSC. They are very
important. They are always weaker than the regional
bureaus, almost as a matter of definition. The
regi onal bureaus or directorates are the real powers,
but they are there. They are at the meetings. They
can fight.

It is therefore a gigantic mistake on the
part of the Obama Administration to have dismantled
the Democracy Directorate at the NSC, first.

have what | think thus far is proving to be a weak

cy

And to
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democracy bureau or Human Rights Bureau in the State
Department because that is where that voice has to
come from unless you are extremely lucky and you get
someone like a Dan Fried as assistant sec retary for
Europe, which he was in the second Bush
Administration. Itis not so common. You had it with
Paul Wolfowitz when he was assistant secretary for
Asia in the second Reagan Administration. It is
atypical. And therefore the weakening of the buil tin
human rights and democracy lobbies in the government
bureaucracy is a mistake.

One more word about where we are today.
Normally, if that mistake were committed and therefore
the kind of bureaucratic lobby was weakened, or if the
administration, whatever administration, pursued a
policy that didn't seem to be all that interested in
human rights and democracy, the NGOs which support
those causes would scream bloody murder. You can do a
thought experiment. How would groups like Amnesty or
Human Ri ghts Watch have reacted had the Bush White
House eliminated the Democracy Directorate at the NSC?

| think they would have flipped out. But they are
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silent. They are silent about this question. Why?

Not clear. Partly, | think it is left/right

partisan ship. They don't feel comfortable attacking
an administration that is left to center because they
are left to center, almost all of them.

Secondly, because of personal friendships.
That is it is just a fact of life that people from an
organization like Amnesty or Human Rights Watch are
going to have more friends in the Obama Administration
than they had in the George W. Bush Administration.
Nobody likes to attack his friends, so they don't do
it.

Thirdly, 1 would say, the last thing | will
sayis har  k back to Speaker Gingrich, and that is
there is an ideology at work here, and the ideology is
that this country having so many flaws, we do not have
the right to lecture people about the flaws in their
own countries. We ought to be more humble about that
Add it all together and you have a situation | think
where those groups are much more quiet than they
should be about the diminishing role of human rights

and democracy policy today.
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MR. McMANUS: Thank you, Elliott. Ken
Wollack?

MR. WOLLACK: Than k you very, very much,
Doyle. Having reviewed the line - up for this forum, |
have the distinct impression that | was included to
provide a modicum of balance, particularly to those
who have already and unequivocally pronounced the
abandonment of democracy promotion under the Obama
Administration. | will try not to disappoint, and to
paraphrase Mark Twain, | believe a pronouncement on
the death of democracy promotion is premature and
greatly exaggerated.

For me, since | have spent 30 of my 36 years
in Was hington on bipartisan causes, 23 at NDI, this is
a very personal issue for me. And | believe | have
known Elliott for all of those 36 years. And now |
thought | would provide a little bit of background
perspective on this issue, which brings us to the
is sues of today.

In the last half century, since the United
States has become a super power, we have viewed the

world through an ever - changing series of foreign
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policy optics. Either our own political process or
international challenges or both have consp ired to
bring about each change.

During the late 1970s and the 1980s, we
began another such change. This one less the
discovery of something new than the return to an optic
once widely admired for the clarity of purpose with
which we saw ourselves in th e world. And in this
sense the new democratization optic was less of a
redirection than a reaffirmation. And the
reaffirmation can be traced forward from the Atlantic
Charter, from the Marshall Plan to the preamble of the
1961 Foreign Assistance Act to P resident Carter's
determination that international human rights be the
cornerstone of his foreign policy.

President Reagan in his 1983 speech at
Westminster broadened the emphasis from a concern for
individual victims of governmental abuse to a
commitmen t to foster and develop democracy. And the
creation of the National Endowment for Democracy, NDI,
and the three other core institutes was the result of

that speech and that initiative.
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In the Clinton Administration, you had
democracy promotion as one of the three pillars of
U.S. foreign policy, and my chairman, Madeline
Albright, when she was Secretary of State established
the Community of Democracy.

It is no longer possible to know precisely
to what extent U.S. efforts preceded, stimulated or
were the mselves fostered by the profound global
changes that began in the late 1970s with the dramatic
increase in the number of democracies worldwide.
American foreign policy may have been a catalyst for
this democratic surge but the post - war recovery of
major d emocracies in Europe and Japan also contributed
to a wider appreciation for the democratic form of
social management.

The return of democracy in Spain and
Portugal in the mid - 1970s greatly influenced the
democratic revolution in Latin America a decade la ter.
Increased travel, cultural exchange programs, the
communications revolution and trade patterns, all
indicators of interdependence, conspired to create

interest in systems permitting more freedom of choice



for the individual citizen. And the strong t rend
towards democracy in the 1980s reinforced the theory

that human nature will ultimately seek some form of

free expression.

A turning point for U.S. policy | believe
came during the 1980s when an important lesson was
learned about political transforma tion in countries
like Chile, Nicaragua and the Philippines, that
political forces on the far left and far right enjoyed
a mutually - reinforcing relationship, drawing strength
from each other and in the process, marginalizing the
democratic center.

Prospe cts for peace and stability only
emerged once democratic politic parties and civic
groups were able to offer a viable alternative to the
two extremes. And in this regard in the U.S.,
Republicans and Democrats join forces to champion
their cause. Elliott Abrams, Richard Armitage,
Ambassador Steve Bosworth, Harry Barnes, Paul
Wolfowitz, all played an important role in these
seminal events.

And even the traditional economic
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development community began to reassess. For decades
it was hoped that economic ai d could achieve the kind
of economic growth and opportunity in the developing
world that leads to social stability. Even when
successful, this emphasis on economic growth often
lost momentum because it was not accompanied by
political growth.

Now, there  were the naysayers, those who
argue that social development must come first and
democracy evolve from a middle class and the gradual
creation of liberal institutions.

| recall a cable written by a respected U.S.
diplomat a decade ago who reminded his co lleagues that
our sole focus on economic development was once the
rationale for two generations of dictators in the
developing world. Only a few followed good economic
policies. For every Lik Wong Yu or Park Chung - hee,
there were many others. Torrijos, Marcos, Vanda,
Numari, the Argentine and Nigerian juntas and others.
In addition to committing large - scale human rights
abuses, these leaders ran their economies into the

ground and failed to provide the institutional means



to address societal divisions, which is why they rose
so violently in their wake.

For those of us who have dealt with these
issues on the ground for the past 25 years, we have
learned, not surprisingly, that we must, and we are
expected to be engaged on the political and economic
fron t simultaneously. Politics and economics and
today inexorably linked and in many places people are
in a demanding mood in both arenas.

It is ironic, therefore, that at a time when
democracy and liberal principles often govern the
discourse between and w ithin nations, and when many
autocrats who cling to power find it necessary to
speak in the democratic idiom, that democracy
promotion should be such a hotly debated topic at
home.

It is also sadly ironic that the previous
administration, which had place d democracy promotion
at the forefront of its foreign policy created such
controversy over what had been a bipartisan ambition.

Sadly, because until 2003, President Bush's

effective use of the bully pulpit, particularly in the
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Middle East, had provided a n important measure of
political space for reformers. Up until then, the
Middle East was largely immune from the new
democratization optic of which | spoke earlier. In
fact, democratic norms and freedoms increasingly
became part of the public discourse a nd demands in the
region. And even where democratic progress was
scarce, the language of debate was changing, and not a
small achievement.

The sources of this controversy are familiar
to most in this audience, but let me just mention a
few. The first w as an unpopular war and the
President's conflation between democracy and Iraq,
leaving the American public and the international
community confused about both the purpose and means of
democracy promotion and the rationale for the war
itself. By the Presid ent's own design, Iraq became
the poster child of the freedom agenda. | have a
bumper sticker in my office that reads, "Be nice to
America or we will bring democracy to your country.”
And when a problem can be reduced to a bumper sticker,

you know you ha  ve a problem.
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Then there was the huge gap between the
soaring rhetoric of the President's freedom agenda and
the inconsistencies in the application of that agenda.
This unfortunately created the impression that
democracy was a club to be used against re gimes,
autocratic regimes unfriendly to the U.S. but not
against those regimes with autocratic tendencies who
were friendly. This was most notable in the case of
Pakistan where the coup leader, General Musharaf, was
often described as our "indispensable a Ily."

The President's sharp rhetoric only
highlighted these inconsistencies. And even funding
for democracy in Iraqg was not a priority of the
administration but rather the result of a bipartisan
Senate initiative led by one of the harshest critics
of th e war, Senator Edward Kennedy.

Also, the tone and language of the
President's oratory seemed at times to imply
inadvertently that democracy was an American export
commodity, that we were not joining something larger
than ourselves. And this problem was exacerbated as

the President's unpopularity grew both at home and



abroad.

In a meeting that my chairman had with the
President, among all the formers, the former
Secretaries of State and Defense, she was walking with
the President back to the Oval Office and commented
how much she supported the freedom agenda, as the
former Secretary of State who believed deeply and
passionately in these issues and is chairman of NDI,
but she said, "I have one bone to pick." She said,

"Mr. President, you act as though yo u invented
democracy.” She said, "You didn't invent democracy, |
invented democracy." But it was a point | think worth
making.

Now, these controversies also exist in the
context of the democracy push - back. With more
sophisticated and wealthier regimes with autocratic
tendencies that fear losing or even sharing power, and
who are moving against independent and opposition
groups in their own countries and seeking to sever
linkages between these groups a nd the outside world.
And in this growing interdependent world, these

regimes are communicating and cooperating with each
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other.

And at home we have witnessed the emergence
of national security Democrats and realists on the
Republican side who given the myriad of threats
against our interests seem to care more about what
countries do outside their borders than inside their
countries. "It is fine to push democracy in Malawi,"
some would say, "but not here, not in these big
important places.” And still s ome in the traditional
development community would argue not to pursue
democracy in Malawi. Let us focus on issues people
really care about: jobs, food, shelter. Democracy
can come at the end of the development road, that
somehow wanting to put food on the table and having a
political voice in your country are mutually
exclusive.

Another phenomenon that impacts the future
of democracy promotion strategy is the failure of new
fledgling democracies to deliver on quality of life
issues for their citizens. Often a new democratic
regime inherits the legacy of its non - democratic

predecessor: poverty, disease, corruption. We now
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learn from Branislav, Mr. Remick, the axiom that

"Democracy is by no means a process that goes from

triumph to triumph, nor is it exempt from creating the
very conditions that undermine it." Therefore, if

these new democracies fail to deliver, people will

either go to the streets, which is not the place to

resolve public policy issue, or vote for the likes of

Hugo Chavez.

This, | believe, represents the next
generation of challenges to democracy and requires
greater, not fewer linkages between development
strategies and Democracy promotion. All of these
issues are undoubtedly coming into play in the
deliberations of the Obama Adm inistration. But the
issue for policymakers is how, not whether, Democracy
promotion is part of our policy agenda.

In conclusion, | would just say as we parse
statements, analyze style, interpret meetings and
diplomatic overtures, and try to predict br oad policy
shifts, particularly as they relate to development,
please at least take the following into account.

First, if this conference had taken place exactly



eight years ago on September 21st, 2001, we would not
be talking about the Bush's freedom age nda, which only
goes to show that events on the ground greatly
influence administrations.
Two, if you look at where the money is and
follow the money, if you look at the Administration's
2010 budget request compared to the Bush
Administration's budget re guest, a 20% increase in
funding for the National Endowment for Democracy, a
hundred percent increase in the Middle East
partnership initiative, nearly 100% increase in the
millennium challenge corporation; and, in many
countries around the world, looking at the Democracy
allocation you find an increase in funding.
Three, there have been four major speeches
now. Vice President Biden in Munich, and the
President's speeches in Prague, Cairo and Akra. And
the visit to Ghana was chosen specifically because of
its democratic advances. And all of those speeches
democracy played a central role. Four, a move to
integrate development and democracy, which | don't

think should be viewed as a negative if it's done in
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the proper way, but it also recognizes the new
challenges to nascent and fledgling democracies around
the world.

Five, recognizing that the administration is
attempting to create a new enabling environment, which
| believe, if successful, will make interventions
perhaps more effective on these issues , and perhaps if
we look at this nuanced approach, we look at the Cairo
speech. We look at the visits to Lebanon by the Vice
President, by the Secretary of State before the
elections, the willingness to talk to the Syrians.
They very well have had a more positive impact on the
results in Lebanon and Iran than a more assertive,
more partisan, more vocal and more strident approach.

MR. MCMANUS: Ken, thank you. And thank you
for taking the bull by the horns. | was afraid there
that we might have an hour marked with just comity and
consensus. Our fears have been dispelled.

Elliott, let me just ask you for just a
moment to respond to Ken on the Bush Administration's
Freedom agenda and its conduct of that; and,

particularly to answer the question | posed a few
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minutes ago, which in brief was one of the lessons of
that experience. What worked, and what didn't?

MR. ABRAMS: We have a partial agreement on
that in the sense | think the highpoint of the Freedom
agenda in the sense was the second inaugural a nd in
some cases at least in Egypt, as an example, that
comestomind . 1n 2005, U.S. government policy
followed the inaugural. They're very tough on human
rights and democracy issues, but in the last couple of
years there was clearly a diminishing energy that went
into this. Why?

I'm not sure why. It may have been that the
President was taken up himself mostly with Iraq and
the surge, and turning around what could have been a
defeat there in turning it into a victory. And |
would say in a sense left the Democracy policy to the
State Department, which did not carry it out, and I'll
give you an example. | think you mentioned --  maybe
I'm imagining it --  Prague.

But there was a meeting in Prague that was
organized by Natasha Rodsky of dissidents and

democratic leaders. And the President in his speech
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in Prague said, "I'm going to instruct every

ambassador -- my ambassadors, American
Ambassadors -- to meet with dissidents and fighters
for Democracy. And, if they're in prison, go to the
prisons. And i f you can't go to the prison, go visit
their families. It's a wonderful segment of the

speech. And the State Department didn't do it.

There was no cable sent to the Embassies
saying you are instructed to do x, y and z, until some
months later -- notwe eks later -- the White House
finally pointed out. Actually, it was the press.

"The Washington Post" got onto it and they were about
to do a story, and so we said to the State Department
this is very embarrassing, and at that point the table
was set.

MR WOLLACK: President Bush thought he was
a dissident within his own administration.

MR. ABRAMS: So | would say there was,
unfortunately, sadly, diminishing energy. Now, I'm
kind of blaming it on the State Department. If you
look at the President's ow n activities, by which |

mean his speeches, his meetings, you know, go out of



your way to detour to Prague to attend this meeting.

Or, how often did the President meet with people like

the Dalai Lama or Chinese dissidents, or groups of
dissidents. Thatd id not diminish in the second term.
| think it was elevated in the second term. But what

was lacking really was the institutional

follow - through. Whether there will be institutional

follow - through in this administration, I'm more

dubious than Ken. Beca use, you know, you talk about
the budget, for example.

Well, the fact that the budget for the NID
and presumably then IRI and NDI is up would be a great
thing if Congress actually passes that. MEPI is
unclear -- Middle East Partnership
Initiative -- because as we've so much of the
"democracy funding,"” it isn't clear how much of it is
democracy. To the extent that you leave this to the
embassies, you will sometimes find embassies. | am
exaggerating slight here, but only slightly. Figure
that we'll buil d a road.

Well, people have to travel down this road

to go vote, so it's actually building democracy to
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build this road. So you have to be very, very careful

at what embassies and AID missions are calling

democracy. They have very promiscuous definitio ns.

MR. MCMANUS: Elliott, let me hold you on
the question of the Bush Administration though for
just one more moment; and, in effect, what you've said
is that your principal critique of the second Bush
Administration would be that it didn't do enough
Democracy promotion. The mainstream democratic
critique of that administration was not that it simply
did too much democracy promotion.
That's a caricature, but that it made a
terrible mistake by linking democracy promotion with
armed interventions; and, thus, in some quarters
discredited the idea of democracy promotion or at the
very least allowed despotism overseas to be linked
there to democrats or to call there democrats.
MR. ABRAMS: You know, dictators will use
every argument they have; and, if the Iraq war is
unpopular, they'll say, well, see, that's democracy
promotion. But, | mean, opposition to the Iraq war is

not why Hosni Mubarak won't hold a free election. He
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will seize upon any excuse that happens to arrive that
year. So, you know, actual ly, President Bush used to
say that there were several examples in the Middle
East of where Democracy might appear soon; and the
three he used to mention were Iraq and Lebanon and
Palestine, where he was hopeful of creating in all
three places democratic m odels. And I think if you
ask yourself where have there been free elections in
the Arab world, it's hard to get, first of all, beyond
Iraq as a model - free election. So | think that is an
excuse that tyrants use. | don't actually think that
it's a reason , and here is a place where Ken and |
disagree.

You use the term "enabling environment."
You know, when you go to Cairo and meet all smiles
with Mubarak, and give a Cairo speech that actually
plays down Democracy, | think that's creating an
enabling env  ironment for Mubarak to continue what he
has continued now for decades. It's not pressure. |
mean, I'll put it a different way. During the last
four years of the Bush Administration President

Mubarak didn't come to Washington because he was so



annoyed a t the pressure on human rights Democracy. He
had a very happy visit to Washington now, which it

seems to me is not necessarily a good thing for

Democrats in Egypt.

MR. MCMANUS: Ken, all yours. Does the
Obama strategy of engagement with countries whose
governments are noxious end up becoming an enabling
environment for the wrong people?

MR. WOLLACK: Well, it's not only enabling
environment  -- doesn't only describe relationships
with countries that are autocratic or have autocratic
tendencies. It al So creates a global, enabling
environment in which you can garner some support from
others when there are needed interventions on these
issues.

It was true with regard to Mubarak's visit.
Elliott points to the welcome for Mubarak, but he also
receivedt hat message in the last several years of the
Bush Administration that there was a change of tactics
by the previous administration where public criticism
of the regime in this area was quickly dropped, and

that sent a message to Mubarak.
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At the same time , to give the previous
administration credit, they also utilized systems,
broke the bilateral agreement that had guided our
policy for many, many years and decided to give funds
from USAID to groups that had not been sanctioned by
the Egyptian government. It was a bold move. It was
something that groups like ours, many others had been
arguing for, for 10 years; that the Egyptian
government should not determine where U.S. taxpayers'
dollars should go. And that was a huge decision on
the part of the admini stration.

This administration has decided to continue
that; however, they've decided to move that account
from the U.S. AID account to the MEPI account. We'll
see what happens, but that is their intent. | think
it is way too early to determine the impact of these
moves, of the policy of engagement.

| do believe though that it had a positive
impact in Iran. | do believe the Cairo speech had an
impact among Iranians, who, because | think it sent a
signal about joining something larger than yourselves,

being part of the international community.
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| think that the approach that was taken to
the Lebanese elections that was done at the same time
we were willing to open up a dialog with the Syrians,
the visit by Biden to Beirut two weeks before the
election preceded b y the visit of the Secretary a
couple weeks before that, in which | believe was
adroitly. That sent a signal to the Lebanese and |
think it also had a positive impact. And | think a
more positive impact than if we had stood up, if we
had decided to divid e the electorate into friends of
the United States and adversaries of the United
States, | think the repercussions would have been
greater. So | think it's too early to tell, but |
think events on the ground will also influence
policies in the future.

| think that the President's speech in Akra
also sent a powerful message in Africa about
Democratic governance and Democracy, the compliment
for groups in Zimbabwe that stood up to Mugabwe and
exposed the fraud in the election. So this is not a
unidimensio  nal administration. It's an administration

still trying to figure these issues out --  how they're
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going to talk about these issues --  how they're going
to implement these policies; but, we're nine months
into this administration and | don't think that the re
is any tendency or any desire on the part of the
administration saying this is a policy that we're
going to abandon.

The question is how do we approach it and
how do we talk about it; and, how do we deal with
these issues.

MR. MCMANUS: To be delibe rately provocative
for a moment, I'm going to sum up your argument as
watch what they do, not what they don't say.

MR. WOLLACK: And watch what the effects of
policy are.

MR. MCMANUS: Do you have any concern that
the downgraded rhe torical side of this gives less
added comfort to Democratic forces than would
otherwise be the case?

MR. WOLLACK: Well, people six months ago or
eight months ago were saying that the administration
was refus ing to use the 'D' word. That d emocracy was

not part of the vocab ulary of the new administration,



that they were looking for different words to describe

this. But, when you look at the Vice President's

speech in Munich, if you look at the Cairo

speech -- you look at the Prague speech and you look
at Ghana -- thelangua ge, the rhetoric, was very
strong and consistent in all of those speeches.

MR. ABRAMS: Can | jump in? | think one
place where we do agree is Lebanon. And given credit
where credit is due, | actually think Vice President
Biden's trip to Lebanon shortly before the election
was a terrific, perfectly timed gesture, and
everything he said there was exactly right. On the
other hand, Syria, | mean, | think the administration
is in a sense abandoning human rights in Syria. When
the Bush Administration, we di dn't go to Syria. We

now have six reasonably high level visits to

Damascus -- two by CEN TCOM people -- four by people

from the NSC to date. | don't believe you've heard a
word. Put aside the CEN TCOM guys.

From those who went, including George
Mitchell , about human rights in Syria, which is of

course a far worse situation than in Lebanon, now why
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not? Well, | actually think because they have started
out so early with the disease that the Bush
Administration caught only at the end, which is the

view tha twe're going to get a Middle East peace deal
and we're going to get it now. Because once you
decide that then everything else is secondary.

Mubarak: free elections in Egypt; yeah, but
he's helpful on Middle East peace. Syria: vicious,
despicable, viol ent regime; yeah. But, you know,
aside , that happened in the last couple of years of
Bush, and it is happening already, | would say, in the
Obama Administration. | worry about this in the case
of Russia. You know, the reset button may be being
pushed wi th respect to Russia. It doesn't seem to be

being pushed with respect to human rights in Russia.

MR. WOLLACK: If you look at the President's

visit to Moscow, every one gives him great credit for
that trip; who he met with, his remarks there meeting
wit h civil society, meeting with the opposition

political parties. Everyone believed that was handled
beautifully. He sent a message to the government and

he sent a message to the people. He sent a message to
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civil society and he sent a message to the oppo sition.

And from talking to civil society people in Russia,
talking to the opposition parties, | think they were
quite satisfied with that visit.

MR. ABRAMS: | hope that's right. | mean,
the question in a certain sense becomes, and this is a
very diff icult test, how much do we car e? And, of
course, it's a more difficult test when it comes to
China or Russia than it is with, you know, Bolivia
And do the human rights and democracy issues affect
bilateral relations? | would say in the case of the
one | just used, Syria, or the case of Egypt, the
answer seems to be no. On some of the others, we'll
see.

MR. WOLLACK: Can | use an example here?
Because | think states are going to be states, and
they're not going to act as democracy NGOs. When we
look back at this over the last 25 years | remember
going, and Elliott may remember this. We had walked
into a country in Latin America and the ambassador's
reaction to our presence in that country was , you're

not going to bring the Philippines People Power
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Revolution here. What are you doing in my country?

You don't find that anymore around the
world, because | think the major change in embassies
in the diplomatic arena is that democracy is now part
of the portfolio of every ambassador. Now, the
qguestion  of where it is on that bilateral agenda, and
| think groups like ours try to push these issues up
as best we can, but in the end, the states will act as
states, and other interests will come into play.

You know, | look at Pakistan. For nine
years Mushar af was our indispensable partner. When
Benazir Bhutto came to Washington, the highest
administration official who would meet with her was
the Pakistan desk officer at the State Department, she
was virtually persona non grata until she became the
bestand last resort for Musharaf's survival. Then
suddenly we had a democracy strategy because it was,
in effect, a Musharraf strategy as a means to save
him -- elections that would lead to her being elected
as Prime Minister -- perhaps with Musharraf staying on
as president.

There were obviously other issues that came



to play. Democracy was never uttered in our
relationship. Hundreds of thousands of people marched
down the street for the restoration of judges. Not a
word was uttered in Washington; and, we pu rsued
stability at the expense of Democracy in Pakistan, and
we achieved neither. And we are now finding that we
have to repair relations with the Pakistani people
today because of that. So, did | disagree then? Do |
disagree with some policies now? Bu t | believe that
this is the nature of states sand their relationships.
MR. ABRAMS: Just one other comment, and
then | want to go to you. Bernard said 25 years ago
that there were two kinds of countries in the Middle
East, broadl| y speaking. There were countri  es where
there were dictatorships and the people understood

that people understood that we the United States

opposed the dictatorial regime -- said the United
States was hugely popular -- for example, Iran. And
there  were dictatorships where the p eople understood

that the United States essentially supported the
dictatorship; and, therefore we were very unpopular.

| mean, Ken is exactly right. A government
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is not an NGO, and we have to do balancing of

interests that an NGO does not have to do. T he
guestion there, of course, becom es now do you do that
balancing? And it's always low on short and always

very difficult. And | guess my question is whether we

challenge every administration's balance. My sense

now is that perhaps in a reaction agains t the Bush
Administration, the balance has shifted too far to the

negative.

MR. MCMANUS: Let's open this conversation
to the audience. There are microphones out here
somewhere. There's a stand back here, sir, and as
always, please identify yourself an d make it a
guestion rather than a statement!

MR. STERN: Sir, I'll try. My name is Jason
Stern and | work for the Project on Middle East
Democracy. Recently, Egyptian dissident Saad Eddin
Ibrahim said the American Ambassador to Egypt was
effectively o n the Egyptian payroll, because she did a
push for Democracy rights in that country. Can you
speak a little bit to that comment, how you interpret

that given President Obama's increase in funding for



programs like MEPI, while at the same time decreasing
civil society funding for Egypt and also Jordan?

MR. MCMANUS: Well, we just talked about
Egypt.

MR. WOLLACK: Well, | can't speak for
Ambassador Skoby. Saad perhaps is the best person to
talk about that | haven't checked their paychecks
recently. 1d on't know what public statements she has
made on these issues. | certainly don't know what
private statements she had made. | think we have to
see where the money is going, what groups are being
supported, at what levels they're being supported;
and, ult  imately, we have to see what is going to take
place.

Elections are coming up one side next year,
local elections next year. We have to see where we
stand on those elections, who are we supporting. What
civil society groups we're backing to monitor thos
elections. So, again, | think all of these things are
rather premature.

MR. ABRAMS: | would just say without

getting into the question of personality, because |
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don't think that's right, but there are a lot of U.S.
ambassadors who were fabulous on t his -- both career
people and political appointees -- who take it upon
themselves as a great mission to support dissidents'
Human Rights. The dictatorships say that they are a
credit and others are just awful. They're just awful,
political and career. T hey hate it. They kiss it
off, they try to evade it. They try to evade
instructions from Washington; and, to some extent,
it's the luck of the draw who gets which country at
which time, because you're dealing in the State
Department with the bizarre and incomprehensible
personnel system that, you know, teaches you how to
speak Tajik and then sends you to Thailand.
MR. WOLLACK: And this is not a Bush issue
or an Obama issue, or a Democratic issue or a
Republican.
MR. ABRAMS: Although | would say this, it
is. Just to add one point on this, the State
Department does a poor job at training people for how
to be an ambassador in a dictatorship and fight for

freedom and human rights. | mean, there are, for



example, people who have had this experience now with
the State Department, and they're really not
neutralized by the Foreign Service Institute, for
example, in teaching new ambassadors. You know, | did
this in country 'x', and she did this in country 'y’,
and we're going to come and we're going to give a
couple of seminars on how you do this effectively, and
we'll do that.

MR. WOLLACK: Yeah, I think this was part of
what Secretary Rice was trying to do in her
transformational diplomacy initiative, and there were
a few courses at the Foreign Servi ce Institute, but
they didn't get very far.

MR. MCMANUS: Well, we have a lot of
guestions to get to and we'll try and be efficient.

MS. WINDSOR: Hi. Jennifer Windsor from
Freedom House. I'd like you both to comment on the
importance of people being int he right places where
they cana ffect policies. And one of the things that
| think that was very important in last administration
is that people were empowered throughout. Those that

cared about democracy and human rights felt empowered,
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and | think that one of the things that might be
happening now is that there aren't enough political
appointees in the system now that actually care about
democracy and human rights, and that's their job.
And, in particular | think that the National Security
Council  position has made the failure to sort of unify
democracy and human rights has really hurt, | think,

in weighing in on this interim period, which | agree
with Ken is a little too early. But the fact that

DRL, the Democracy of Human Rights and Labor, does
have an assistant secretary, the fact that the global
undersecretary is just coming on line, if you could
comment on the importance of people in addition to

policy statements, that would be helpful.

MR. WOLLACK: Well, Jennifer, | think that's

true. | think there are a lot of people in the
previous administration, like Elliott --
mention everybody -- that were deeply committed to

these issues and were willing to fight for these
issues. A number of times Elliott and his colleagues
fought for us in a lot of difficult situations and

oftentimes won those battles. And not only within the

and | won't

not
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bureaucracy, but overseas as well. But | will say
that many of them expressed a great deal of
frustration over the last few years of the
administration as w ell, because they felt they were
also outflanked by others within the administration
when other interests seemed to predominate.

| think if there is a problem, it is not
that there is a lack o f people who care about
democracy in the new administration. It's that there
is a lack of people, period. And I think part of this
is the vetting process. Part of it is the Congress.
There are a number of people who are | know deeply
committed that are being put on hold by one or two
senators. One third of my bo ard has been lost to the
administration. It's our loss.

| think it's the administration's gain. |
think all of them feel passionate and deeply committed
on these issues, so | don't think that there is a lack
of people. 1just think it's early in the
administration; and, the inability to get a few key
people in place, | think, has also had an impact, but

| think that will be rectified in the next couple
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months.

MR. MCMANUS: | have here in the center,
sir? Yeah.

MR. MASON: My name is John Mason. I'ma
retired diplomat.

MR. MCMANUS: Oh, hi John. I'm sorry.

MR. MASON: My name is John Mason. I'm a
retired U.S. diplomat. And | would like to ask both
Elliott and Ken about this subject in the Congress of
the United States. For our policies in democracy and
human rights to be successful, they should have some
solid support in today's polarized, political
atmosphere on the hill. Do you see some bipartisan
interest in the agenda that you two share?

MR. ABRAMS: The short answer, yes, | think
th ere's a lot of bipartisan support. | think it is
going to be harder to marshal it only because
bipartisanship is harder right now on any issue.
Nevertheless, you see it from time to time, if it
still exists; and, it serves as a kind of correct, in
my vie w. | think the administration, as I've said, is

weak on these issues and | think that we will see from
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time to time Congress wrapping knuckles and having a
nasty hearing and pulling them back.

MR. WOLLACK: Yeah, you know, | think
tradition ally Congress has been seen by d emocratic
activists oversees as their first address, as the
place that has often recognized their cause before
anybody else. | go back to what | said about Iraqg.

When the administration was not providing funding for
Democracy assistanc e in Iraq, there isn't an issue

more polarized on Capitol Hill than Irag. Yet, the

one issue that brought Democrats and Republicans

together was the provision of Democracy assistance to

Irag. And, as | said, it was initiated by Ted Kennedy

but supported by Leahy and Biden, and Lugar and Smith
and McCain and McConnell.

This was a bipartisan group from left to
right on this issue, and | always said to people at

the State Department if this group can come together

on something related to Iraqg, we ought to be building

on that. So | believe that there is, generally, a
deep well on these issues that also provide an

incentive for any administration to pursue some of
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these issues.

MR. MCMANUS: | fear we have time for just
one more question. On the aisle her e? Yeah, sir?

MR. PLATNER: Mark Platner, "Journal of
Democracy." | guess it's primarily for Ken. If we
accept the premise, which I'm inclined to that it's
premature to reach a judgment about the Obama
Administration on these issues, what would be you
sense of how much more time might elapse before we'll
have a clearer sense what some of the key issues might
be that one might look at to get a sense of where the
administration is likely to wind up?

MR. WOLLACK: I'm still trying to figure out
the Bus h Administration, so | don't know when that day
will come. | believe that there are things already
that are positive. As | said, | think budget requests
represent the positive trend and it should not be
overlooked. Itis often overlooked when people tal
about these issues. And if they sit there and crunch
the numbers, if the administration was not interested
in Democracy issues, why wouldn't they simply

straightline budget requests. There was no need to
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provide increases in MEPI, increases in the Mill ennium
Challenge.

If the administration was driven by an anti
Bush agenda, there would have been no incentive to
double the Millennium Challenge Corporation. Why?
From $870 million to 1.4 billion; everyone was
believing, arguing or asserting that MEPI would be
eliminated, but instead it went from about $40 million
to 80 million. If you look at country by country
allocations for democracy assistance, not all the
countries, but a vast majority of the countries had
increases. Well, if the administration wasn't
interested in democracy assistance, what incentive was
there in the up process to provide increases in the
governing justly and democratically?

So that's one indicator, | think; and |
think it's an important indicator. | think we're
going to have to look at this as we go along, just as
we have in any other administration, and we're going
to, | believe, point to things that demonstrate a deep
and abiding commitment. There are other times when it

will be low policy. There are other times it will b e

316



317

high policy. In my view, this is a continuum. These
are not huge pendulum swings from administration to
administration.

| do believe there is a legacy from the
previous administration that has hurt the public
debate on this issue. | have seenitin traveling
around the country. Two years ago, my Republican
counterpart, Lauren Kramer, and | visited world
affairs councils in about 15 cities around the
country. And we'd walk into a room, and they said,
"You can't impose democracy!" And we spent the
evening, and by the evening we've convinced everybody
to our side, but it took an entire evening. So there
are certain legacies.

The debate has been polluted to some degree
because of Iraq, because of some of the elections. It
was a time when everyone t hought elections were
terrible in the Middle East: Hamas, the brotherhood,
Hezbollah. Now, suddenly, because of Lebanon, because
the provincial council elections in Iraq, because of
the elections in Iran, suddenly now elections have

become popular. | alw ays believed that the pendulum



was going to swing back on these issues, because
people on the ground demand it and that ultimately we
respond to those demands here.

MR. ABRAMS: Just one final comment: we're
talking about two different aspects of democra
promotion. One part of it is programs of NEI, IRI,
the NED programs of other NGO programs like democracy
promotion programs paid for out of AID or MEPI
accounts and that we are going to have those or maybe
even more of those is a good thing.

That's o ne thing, but there's another thing,
and it's administration actions and words. And that
is, you know, the sort of State of the Union speech
once a year, the inaugural address once in four years,
but it's also a million daily decisions. It's a
decision e  ach day about precisely how to calibrate a
State Department press guidance about Uzbekistan. And
those are literally dozens and dozens and dozens of
decisions each day that reach Washington. And those
decisions are made, | think, partly in reflection of
people's sense of what would the president say if you

could get this to him. You can't get it to him,

cy

318



319

because there are hundreds of these.
But, if you could fight this one out and you
could get it onto his desk, what would he say?
Because that is what leads people in the Bureaucracy
high or low to have the energy to fight it out. Your
sense that, you know, the worse thing that could
happen is it will go the president. Then I'll really
win. So the view of how high is this on his agenda is
very importa  nt. These decisions are also made by in
any administration, | would argue, by a secret network
of people.
In any administration there's a kind of rule
system. Well, there is. It's a kind of rule system,
and in a Democratic administration, of course, i t's
liberal Democrats mostly; and, in a Republic an
administration, it's conservative Republicans who know
each other, and so that they know who to call. It
isn't always the org chart. It's behind the scenes.
One of the things | worry about in the case o f the
soon to be assistant Secretary for Human Rights is
he's had a great career of 30 years in the human

rights NGO, which means he's never been in government
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and doesn't know about this. And I think this kind of
rule system in the Bush Administration wo rked.
People knew who to call to get that press
guidance changed, and that ambassador or DCM told
something else. | don't see it yet in this
administration. Itis early. People are missing. |
hope I'm wrong, but | suspect I'm not.
MR. WOLLACK: |  think they're there. |
think they're there.
MR. MCMANUS: We are already out of time,
I'm afraid. 1'm going to ask our friends at the
Foreign Policy Initiative to reunite us a year from
now when we can begin making some more definitive
judgments. But, until then, please join me in
thanking Elliott Abrams and Ken Wollack.

[Applause.]
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VOICES OF FREEDOM: A CONVERSATION WITH DISSIDENTS

MR. FLY: For those of you who are just
joining us this evening, this is the final session of
the day as part of the Foreign Policy Initiative's
conference, Advancing and Defending Democracy. My
name is Jamie Fly, I'm the Executive Director of the
Foreign Policy Initiative.

Some of you have been with us for a long of
day of the panels, so I'm happy that you stayed on.
This session is called Voices of Freedom: A
Conversation with Dissidents, and it's going to be
moderated by Jeff Gedmin, President of Radio Free
Europe/Radio Liberty.

Jeff has been at Radio Free Europe/Radio
Liberty since early 2007. Before assuming that role,
he was director of the Aspen Institute in Berlin, and
prior to joining Aspen, he was EXx ecutive Director of
the New Atlantic Initiative of the American Enterprise
Institute.

We're very excited that Jeff was able to
join us this evening, and I'm going to turn it over to

him to introduce the panelists and get us going.
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MR. GEDMIN: Well, Ja mie, thank you very
much, and warmest thanks for Foreign Policy
Initiative. Welcome to everybody here at the W Hotel
in Washington, and welcome to C - SPAN audiences.

We have a terrific program, titled a
conversation -- Voices of Freedom: A Conversation
with Dissidents. And we have two leaders from two
leading countries.

First, to my left, Saad Eddin Ibrahim,

who is a sociologist, a writer, a scholar, currently
affiliated with Drew University, last year | think
with Harvard University, and is not only in Egypt the
leading, | would say, voice on behalf of a liberal
order, order of pluralism, of tolerance, of respect
for diversity, but because of his writing and because
of his intellectual heft, well known for exactly this
kind of work and advocacy throu ghout the Middle East.
So Saad, welcome to you, and we look forward to
hearing from you in just a few moments.

MR. IBRAHIM: Thank you.

MR. GEDMIN: And then to my right, Ali

Afshari, who similarly has a distinguished career in
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writing, also in politi cal activism and advocacy.
Both our colleagues tonight have spent time in the
West, in their home countries -- I'm sorry to
say -- inprison. Both of you, arrested for values
that you care deeply about and that you fight for.
Ali has been involved in p olitical
campaigning, including for then President Khatami of
Iran, among student groups, in particular, and is an
eloquent voice and spokesman for the reform minded
cause of the liberal reform in Iran. So Ali, welcome
to you, we're delighted to have you.
It seems to me that there are a number of
things  that we'll want to talk about, but I'd like to
start, Saad, with you, if | may. It seems to me that
one thing tha t Washington -- we in Washington -- are
guilty of is always looking to the past for a model
for the present and future.
And if you read the op - ed pages in the
United States, and you go to think tanks and meet with
people in various agencies of government, they will
often say, well, we've done this before; we know how

to help and support d issidents, we know how to promote
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democracy because we did it during the Cold War.
Well, we did, and it seems to me there must
be lessons we can learn, but also seems to me that
there must be differences. After all, we're talking
about -- atleastinth is panel, principally -- about
the greater Middle East and countries with Muslim
majorities in a different time, with different media.
Could you talk to us a little bit about what
the differences are and how you engage Western and
American policymakers o n what history tells us and
what's different now?
MR. IBRAHIM: Well, the cause i S the same.
Fighting for democracy and freedom and defense of
human rights is a common cause in the Middle East as
it was in Eastern and Central Europe, as it is
anywhere el se in the world.
But the way to help dissidents has to do
particularized, has to be country - based cases, because
you have, for example, on this panel two major
countries in the Middle East. Both of them are very
important, pivotal countries, as | say. But the

relationship with the U.S. is different.
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In the case of Egypt, it is a friendly
dictatorship, friendly authoritative dictatorship,
friendly with the U.S. as a government, but not with
the U.S. as a people. In the case of Iran -- and of
course my colleague can speak about -- atleast the
way it looks is that it is with a hostile regime.
And therefore while the case in Iran is
probably more clear - cut, in the case of Egypt it is
more nuanced and confused.
MR. GEDMIN: Well, maybe we can start th ere
with Egypt for a moment, and then we'll come over to
you, Ali, about Iran and the neighboring countries.
What do you say to people in West European
capitals and the United States who say, listen, Saad
Ibrahim, we believe in freedom and democracy and we
support you, we're sympathetic to your cause, but we
have other equities: we care about the peace process,
we care about stability, w e care about fighting
terrorism. W think that what is in place in Egypt is
autocratic, but maybe it's the best deal we can get
right now, maybe it's realistic. What do you say to

people like that?
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MR. IBRAHIM: Well, I'd say that we

have -- you have tried these autocratic regimes, in
the case of Egypt for the last 28 yea rs -- and what
have you gotten out of it? Nothing . Nothing in the

peace process. Not one inch beyond what the late
President Sadat accomplished. Not one iota. And yet
the regime is using its role in the peace process to
keep the pressure off.

Number two, the regime has skillfully
recognized that th ere is, what they would say,
pathological fear of Islamist. So it use s the
incident of a good showing by Hamas in Palestine or
the Muslim Brother hood somewhere else in the Middle
East to frighten you.

And instead of being frightened, you should
have spo ken to the true democrats, who stand exactly
in between the autocrats, the likes of the Mubarak

regime, and the theocrats, the likes of let's say the

mullahs in Iran -- |l don't want to speak on behalf of
Ali  -- orthe Taliban in Afghanistan.
So between, in the public space, between the

autocrats and the theocrats, there is a budding force.
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And that budding force is the democrats.

MR. GEDMIN: And how would you recommend
one -- inthe case of Egypt specifically, how does one
support them? Do they need material support? Do they
need money? Do they need rhetorical support? Should
it come from the bully pulpit of the President of the
United States? What kind of support is productive?

What kind of support could be counterproductive?

MR. IBRAHIM: All of the above, but ask the
dissident, ask the democratic activist of what they
need. | cannot speak on all -- on behalf of all of
them. | can speak myself, | need moral support, first
of all. I would demand that the American
administration, whether it's a Republican or a
Democratic administration, use creative conditionality
with an autocratic regime, because it's a friendly
regime, and say, well, you are friendly, but this is
our values, and we stand by it, and we have a
constituency in our own country i n the U.S. that
demands that our friends should observe the minimum
standards of human rights and of democracy.

And you have done that with the Soviet block



before. You have done after -- with Helsinki in 1975.

When the Soviet Union and the Eastern Bloc needed
food, trade, aid, technology, you said yes. The
Warsaw -- sorry, the NATO countries told the Warsaw
countries at the time, we will advance all of the
above if you open up your public space. And when they
did and they signed o n the dotted line, that was a
beginning of the dismantling of both authoritarianism,
totalitarianism in Eastern and Central --

We demand something like that. It doesn't
have to be exactly, but the spirit of this creative
kind of conditionality should be put in place.

MR. GEDMIN: To try to articulate some set
of standards and have some measure of accountability.

MR. IBRAHIM: Absolutely.

MR. GEDMIN: Ali, over to you. let me pick
up from one thing, one think that Saad said which
puzzles me or mayb e bewilders me -- it makes sense,
but | find it difficult -- and that was Saad's point,
if you want to help support the work of dissidents
from these kinds of countries, listen to them and

listen to what they do want.
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Now as you know, as President of Rad io Free
Europe/Radio Liberty, we broadcast to Iran. We are
not permitted by that regime to have a bureau inside
the country, so out of Prague, where our headquarters
sits, we have 40 distinguished Iranian colleagues.

| ask them frequently, what should t he
United States do, what should Western policymakers do,
what is the right set of policies or the right formula
to support the democratically minded opposition
movement?

But the problem is -- you know what the
problem is going to be -- we've got people as young as
25 and old as 75. Some came out of the country this
year, some came out 30 years ago. Some were social
democrats, some were green, some were Christian
democrats. Some want a parliamentary democracy, some
want a presidential democracy, some w ant a monarchy.

They all want decent, accountable
government, but, Saad, when | ask them -- that very
diverse, very complex group of people, who want
democracy in some way -- what should we do, how do we

support you, we get very different reactions. How
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does -- it's understandable that we're not dealing
with monoliths, but how does one puzzle through that
sort of thing?

MR. AFSHARI: Right, good questions. Let
me, too, look at the recent struggle in Iran. If you
see and followed that struggle, it's n ot ideology
struggle, and all different peoples, different
generations, different ideology, different cultural
view, they come together and they just want freedom,
better life and human rights in Iran.

And there is a consensus about that. The
problem th  at you mention on that, it's more among the
diaspora, outside of Iran. But also recently there is
advancement, and a better situation on that.

If you see there are some protests that have
beenheld -- outoflran,in U.S. and Europe -- and
you can see t he more people with different ideas. But
in Iran, | give it to you, it's a special case in
Iran, and it's not -- youcannot -- the similar case
in the world or in the Muslim countries. It's a
different case.

But | think that right now the Radio Farda,



Liberty, and also Voice of America, they are
successful because right now they have more audience
inside Iran. And they're effective in this, up here
inthe  -- also in recent protests, and they
cant -- broke the isolation policy that the
government wants to impose on that.

But if | want to ask -- answer to your
guestions, right now | cannot talk about the whole
parts of the Iranian dissidents, because it's very
divisive and different ideas. But there is a general
consensus that support human rights and peoples
demands in Iran, because right now in Obama's
administration, there is a change from the past
administration.

| agree, the militaristic approach was
unsuccessful on the last administration, but the
current administration, | believe that the curr
policy that they don't mention to human rights and
they just want to follow -- deal with the Iranian
regime about the nuclear issues and stability or
security issues, | think similarity it goes in the

wrong direction.

ent
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And first, in this - right now, it needs to
focus on the human rights issue as the one agenda that
is not negotiable, with the Iranian regime as a part
of the package, and | believe that to condition on
negotiation with the regime.

And then | believe that the continue to some
project like the -- giving grants, there are some
Iranian democratic initiatives and also supporting the
Voice of America, Radio Farda and some media like
that, because the situation in Iran has become worse
after the post - election. Right now there is more
crackd own against the democratic activists.

MR. GEDMIN: Well, Ali, take the one point,
about how -- Saad just spoke about how the support
depends on what individuals articulate as their needs,
but one thing one frequently hears about Iranian
oppositionists is that if they get too much help from
the West or the wrong sort of help from the West,
they're tainted; it's manipulated by the regime; it's
not productive, it's counterproductive. Is that true,
or are there guidelines or limits that you would

advise peop le in Washington, for example?
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MR. AFSHARI: No, | don't believe that,
because the regime always use s that. For example, if

you follow the policy of the regime, since 30 years

ago, every time a regime sentences -- aregime condemn
the opposition as a gent of the U.S.
For example, if you see the --  Mr. Mousavi,

he has a very left agenda and he has no affiliation
with any positive approach to the U.S. But right now
regime condemn him as an agent of the U.S. and follows
the velvet revolution in Iran.
| believe that's not true, and it depends
how U.S. frame their policy against Iranian regime. |
believe the support, it's useful, because if you see
the behavior of the regime, they fear about that, and
every time they mention on that.
For example, the hard - liner media several
times in weeks ago, they mention that there is
possibility that we have a negotiation between
Ahmadinejad and Obama in the U.N. Assembly gathering.
That's the sign that the regime does no t want
to -- thereis arelation betweent he U.S. and also

opposition in Iran.



MR. GEDMIN: In the case of Iran right now,
Ali, is -- we all agree that it's not one size fits
all and each case and each time has its own
particulars. In the case of Iran right now, would you
advise the United Stat es to be bold and strong
rhetorically in a public manner, or would you
recommend a quieter approach with back channels and
reliance on the Europeans to do certain things? What
do you recommend to the White House right now?

MR. AFSHARI: | recommend the
quieter  -- cooperation -- the Europe, that's the
better situation. But if they have support and agree
with the U.S. approach, but | believe the tough
diplomacy and strong position against Iranian regime,
because Iranian regime is authoritarian regime, and
it's behavior -- it's flexible when it feels more
stronger pressure exists against it.

If you show silent and weaker, they
come -- they want more and ask more. And right now |
believe that if you see what Ahmadinejad say, right
there -- Khameneiisap owerful man in the power

circle says they do not in current situation

336



don't want to compromise in the nuclear issues and
they want to continue on that.

And as several times Khamenei has told, he
needs to have hostile relationship with America and
wants to become the hero of fundamentalist Muslims in
the region.

MR. GEDMIN: You mentioned the nuclear
issue. | want to ask you the same question | asked
Saad at the top of the program. What about the person
in Paris, London or Washington who says, listen, Ali,
we care about human rights, but we have a nuclear
issue to deal with, and anything that interferes or
pushes that aside or draws attention away from th at
we're making a mistake; we like that, we want
democracy in Iran, we don't think it's happening soon,
right now, today, we have to solve the nuclear issue.

How do you answer them?

MR. AFSHARI: | believe that it remains true
in short term, the nuclear issue that's more than just
for West. But | believe that a democracy, if Iranian
people found, because right now Iranians amongst the

Middle East peoples has more positive approach to

he
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U.S. -- ifthey find that the U.S. does not care about
their situation , the democracy in Iran, it may be a

turn and a point, and they change their mind, and

support the hostile approach, the anti - American
approach that has -- we had in contemporary history
that approach.

And | believe in long term the U.S. damage
from this approach, and also | believe that because
Iran already has nuclear -~ uranium enrichment
ability, and | don't believe that anybody can stop
that, because it's software and -- if even you bomb
that, this or that, they can easily refurnish on that
and build again that ability.

Also | believe that if Iran has a democratic
and rational government, nuclear issues, that's not
the case. And as Israel has in the region and
Pakistan also has in region the nuclear issues, |
understand the problem will not work.

MR. GEDMIN: Saad, let me go back to you for
a moment. You talked about -- I think you call it the
pathological fear that some of us have in the West of

extremism and Islamists in some of the countries of



the Middle East.
First question is, you would pr obably
concede that there's legitimate fear, however --  maybe
pathological is inappropriate but legitimate is
appropriate.
And second, related to that, in a country
like yours, you are inspiring and convincing, but why
should people in the West believe t hat there's a large
constituency in Egypt of people like you? Could we be
deceived, not by you deceiving us, but we're hearing

what we want to hear. You're a liberal, you care

about liberal values, but is there a large
constituency for that in today's Eg ypt?
MR. IBRAHIM: Jeff, let me give you figures,

facts and figures. In the last election in Egypt,
fraudulent as it may have been -- thiswasin
2005 -- only 23 percent of the registered voters
voted. And this is a government figures, 23 percent.
Where are the other 77 percent? They abstained.
These are registered voters. These are
middle class. And why did they abstain? Because they

did not like either alternative. There was an
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autocratic regime that has been in power by that time
nearly 25 yea  rs, corrupt, inept. And then there was
an alternative, the Muslim Brother hood, organized,
solid, coherent, but they have a vision that the
majority does not like.
And therefore, as we learned from Professor
Lipset, whose wife is with us here, when voter s are
under cross pressure, they abstain. When there are
two competing things or two undesirable alternatives,
then choose between the undesirables, you cannot do
that, you stay home.
And that is a constituency that the
democrats like myself are countin g on. That's the
constituency that another liberal who will be here in
the States in less than two months, Ayman Nour, al
Ghad party, the party of the future, are tapping.
And it is that constituency that we like
Western democracies to keep propping, en couraging.
And one way of encouraging, to withhold your support
from the dictators in the region. Even if they pose
as friendly, but | don't think a dictator can ever be

friendly to a democracy, a genuine democracy.
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So he may be expedient, opportunist, but
don't believe that he is really friendly. He is there
for himself.
MR. GEDMIN: That sounds convincing as well,
but it seems to me that the United States is
confronted with the reality of, at times, forging
tactical relationships. | don't think an ybody in this
room -- | may be wrong --  but democrats though that we
all are, and supporters of democracy, support
instantly breaking bilateral relations with Saudi
Arabia and isolating or undermining the regime.
Every analogy, Saad, is imperfect, and th IS
is certainly a limping analogy, but what if someone
said to you, we're for what you want and we want to
support it, but we don't want to destabilize this
government; we don't want to revisit the Iran
experience where we get rid of one autocratic
regime -- inthat case, 1979, the Shah, and
well - intentioned as the motive was, it was a disaster
and we got something even worse. What do you say to a
critic like that?

MR. IBRAHIM: I'd say that we have beside a
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negative experience like Iran, we have about h undred
positive experience worldwide. From the time of the
Portuguese uprising against dictatorship back in 1974
until today, there has been a hundred countries, like
Egypt, like Iran, who have made the transition. And
only one or two made the wrong tran sition.
And therefore, do not use that -- the
exception, exceptional cases, exceptional negative
cases to punish all the potential positive cases. And
we have even countries in which Islamists ran for
office and it wasn't the end of the world. They are

very responsible in Kuwait, in Jordan, in

Turkey -- one of your oldest allies in the Middle
East, Turkey, since the mid - '40s, has been very close
allies.

Well, the Islamists see justice and
development party, which is in the Islamist party, has
run for election, and has respected the rules of the
game. So as a calling for conditional --  creative
conditionality with the regimes, | say, Western
democracies should have similar creative

conditionality with even social movements and other
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political parties i n that part of the world, in the
Middle East, that you will not recognize them, you

will not deal with them if they do not respect the

rules of the game.

And you always have the card, and believe
me, everybody wants to be recognized by the United
States, even those who have been professional at
bashing the United States right and left, yet they
want to be recognized by the United States. They
realize that their legitimacy is contingent on being
recognized by Western democracies. And that is not to
be be littled. This is a very important card, not to
mention other incentives that you can give.

MR. GEDMIN: Thank you. Let me ask Ali one
more question, then we'll open up to the audience for
guestions and comments. Ali, say a word about what is
making Ir  anian voters tick right now.

| met with an Iranian who had come right out
of Tehran about 10 days ago in Europe, and this
gentleman is from the capital, from Tehran. He is
a -- comes from science, hard science. He described

himself as previously apolit ical, not terribly
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involved in any particular cause or campaign, and he
told me that he, his family, his friends, his
colleagues are now highly motivated politically. He
told me that the regime had gone too far, lied too
much, and crossed red lines, and h e would never accept
this government again.
That's one individual, an educated
individual who had come out briefly to Europe. Is
that representative? What could you tell us through
your alliances, your networks, your source of
information about what is making Iranians tick right
now, a couple months after the elections this summer?
MR. AFSHARI: Interesting issues that - |
would like to talk about that. Right now the
situation is different than before the election.
Before the election, people want to walk because they
want to just -- Ahmadinejad. But after the election

and what's happened in Iran's political sphere, they

changed to some semi - revolutionary situation. People
wantto -- more radical change inside the political
structure.

And what -- you told about the gentleman
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that recently came out of Iran. It's true, because
the -- it's very interesting that in the new part of
the society, especially among the youth generation,
that they didn't have any interest of politics in
recent years. The n politicized during this green
movement, and they are the new army of democracy in
Iran. And as the reports really, in Tehran, showed
that the movement is alive, and all efforts of the
regime to -- killing people, to harassing them, to
forcing them to fo rce confession, to raping - all
that efforts has not been successful and cannot stop
people to continue the struggles.

And | believe that the regime, and
especially Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Khomeini, they
lost totally their legitimacy inside the societ y, and
they just control of the intelligence service,
military, especially the Revolutionary Guards, what's
the factors for survive. But definitely it cannot
work for the long - term.

And also another interesting issue is the
gap between the clergy and th e government in the

votes, because in Shia's custom, high clergy should
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see by his eye or by eye of his a gents the moon to
declare the Fitr Eid, Eid Fi tr, but just Khomei ni
announce the Sunday as the Fi tr Eid, but the other in

the high clergy, all of them announced Monday would be
Eid Fi tr. And it shows that -- the gap between the

clergy and the government.

MR. GEDMIN: And there are presumably gaps
within the clergy, too, now, rather significant
divisions.

MR. AFSHARI Exactly, divisions, and they
no longer support the regime, especially Khomeini's
approach. And they believe that it should be -- he
should be changed or he should be change his policy
and his mind.

And | believe for that reason regime is not
as strong as before, and there is much mor e
possibility for a change in Iran.

MR. GEDMIN: That's an exciting prospect. |
think with that, Ali, thank you, and Saad, | think we
should turn it over to our audience and invite our
distinguished gusts to ask questions. And if you

would please ident ify yourself.
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QUESTION: Abe Greenwald of the Foreign
Policy Initiative. | have a question for Mr. Afshari.
The regime in Iran says that they're cracking down in
order to preserve the principles of the revolution.
Similarly, or in a mirror image, the reformers are
often found talking about preserving the true spirit
of the revolution. They chanted -- continue to chant
Allahu Akbar.

What's your sense -- is there a significant
portion of the reform movement outside the framework
of the revolution?

MR. AFSHARI: Good questions. The green
movement comes of two levels. First level is the
challenge between section of the regime, section of
the true revolutionary principles. That's, for
example, Mr. Mousavi and Khomeini is the symbol of
this gap betwee n those groups.

But also there is a struggle between the
civil society forces and the Iranian  people, and it's
they just want democracy and better life. At this
moment they accept it as a first step, then the

leadership of Mousavi or the reformist part, because
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they show -- has not given up what the government and
continue to struggle to them and provided opportunity
for people to choose what they want in that process.
But on the future, | believe that more
chance is for the agenda of this outside of t he frame
of the regime. Maybe if they inspire by some part of
the revolutionary principles, but they just leave the
secular democracy in Iran. And | believe that
Mr. Mousavi or Mr. Karobi, they don't have so much
time to continue -- to keep their leaders hip in the
situation.
In next couple of months, if they cannot
succeed in this process, it will be happen in new wave
of some revolutionary situation in Iran will be
happened. And probably we will have the same
experience like the constitutional movemen t 100 years
ago in Iranian history, also like the Islamic
revolution is a kind of the velvet revolution. That's
most capable for the situation of Iran.
MR. GEDMIN: Thank you. Let's take another
guestion.

QUESTION: This is a question for Dr. Saad.
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Why do you think there is a kind of great -- seemingly

great reluctance on the part of Americans to really

support the liberal, pro - Western forces in the Middle
East? And do you think that this counter - harrative
that Americans usually give, which is stabi lity versus

change, is it an excuse or they really believe that?
MR. IBRAHIM: Well, | think that question
probably should be directed toward American
policymaker, but if | may take a crack at it. | think
it is basically an excuse. The bureaucracy here likes
to deal with the bureaucracy there, and they want to
maintain the status quo.
And when | say "the bureaucracy," | mean
State Department, American Embassy in Cairo and other

capitals, the army, the Pentagon. And speaking in

all  -- when we were in Prague three years ago, at the
end of -- three years ago, 2007, President Bush
surprised the meeting by declaring himself -- this was

a meeting of democratic forces both in Eastern Europe
and in the third world -- and he said, I'm a dissident
like you, so conversation was, dissident? And

everybody cracked, everybody laughed, as you are
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laughing now.
He said, oh, I mean it, | am a dissident in
Washington. Do you see anybody from the State

Department with me? Do you see anybody from the

Pentagon with me? And he kept counting different
institutions in the U.S. who -- according to

him -- are undermining his freedom agenda. And he

said, but | still have 18 months -- at the time it was
18 months, this was June 2007 -- and I'm going to keep
trying.

What I' m really trying to say is that the
bureaucracies in the U.S., as everywhere else, seem to
outlive elected leaders. And unless you really
overhaul the bureaucracy to serve a given policy, then
the tendency is to go just that.

So every excuse is used, and they mentioned
some of the excuses. One is the peace process, and |
said, this is nonsense, and if they think that Mubarak
will deliver anything -- we have a saying in Arabic,
this is like the devil aspiring to go to heaven. It
will not happen.

And if  they think that Mubarak will deliver,



351

he did not deliver, and you probably noted when he was
here two months ago -- he kept saying | have two more
years, give me a chance, | have two more years. If he
had not delivered in 28 years, you wonder, wh at would
make him immediately deliver in two -- |1 hope he's
right, I hope he will deliver. Maybe he had something
up his sleeve. But | keep saying, this is like the
devil's aspiration to go to heaven.
The other thing that's often -- already
noted, is that fe ar of the Islamists, something that
even as a secularist myself, | do not share. And
because | know that if a fair and free election is
conducted in Egypt today, according to our straw
polling was in the last election and other elections,
the maximum they will get is 30 percent. And if they
get 30 percent they should be entitled to 30 percent
of the seats in parliament.
But it is not the majority and they would
not be able to vote. That is my stand, but in order
to convince the establishment in Western democracies
of all the above, it is taking me a lot of time and it

is an uphill fight. So | hope everybody here in this



audience will at least debate these issues and put it
on the agenda. And as | said, whatever you are afraid
of, put it on the agenda.

Which takes me to one of the questions that
Ali was trying to answer, and for Radio Free Europe
and other media, what if there are many voices in
Iran, what if there are many voices in Egypt, even if
you could not find a consensus, | think these voices
should be reflected.

That is the essence of pluralism. This is
the essence of democracy. Let people in the West know
there are more voices in Iran, in Egypt and elsewhere,
the Middle East, and as | said, so long as they
respect the rules of the game, p ut them to the test
and make your continuous dealing or transacting with
them contingent on respecting the rules of the
democratic game.

MR. GEDMIN: Well, it's certainly the
essence of debate and pluralism in the United States.
Thank you. Next questio n.

QUESTION: | have a question for Saad Eddin

Ibrahim. Even establishments who favor the status quo
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face the problem that leaders who head the status quo
don't live forever, and Egypt, as you pointed out, now
has a ruler who has been in power for 28 ye
aging and there is likely to be a change in Egypt in
some way in the next few years, whether the
establishments want it or not.

I'm just wondering if you might be able to
say anything about if a change takes place at the top,
what the role of the U.S. government, Western

governments might be, and whether that would be an

opportunity when people who want to support democracy

might be able to take an active role.

MR. IBRAHIM: Thank you for the question.

ars and is

Egyptians like to joke in politics, and the latest

joke was, on the last birthday of Mubarak, which is
May 4th, and he reached 84 years of age, and the joke
is that he was given a tortoise, a turtle, yes, as a

gift. And he said, what is so particular about

getting this. So somebody said, well it

over 120 years. He said, really ? W e'll see.

(Laughter.)

So the guy has aspiration for immortality.

ves to
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He does not think that he will die or that he will

depart us soon. But assuming that he went, because

his father died at the age of 94, so he comes from a
family that lives a long time.

But having conveyed that, | think there are
three standing scenarios on the scene right now. One
scenario is inheritance scenario, the North Korean
scenario, the Kim Il - Sung scenario, and that is the
le ader installing his son to inherit the power after
him. This is one scenario that the entire family and
the ruling party are working to implement, to make it
real.

The second scenario is an army takeover,

because army has been really the ruler behind th e

scene or the power behind the whatever for the last 60
years, since 1952. And they may not accept the son,
Gamal Mubarak, Mubarak Jr., to be the ruler,
especially because he is not very popular with the
Egyptian people, for reasons that we get into late

And then the third scenario is a national
front scenario, and that is a scenario that | and many

Egyptians in the audience are working for, and that is
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to get the liberal democratic forces, the whatever
parties are on the scene, to create a front and to
assume power probably with the help of some kind of a
popular uprising or whatever, to prepare the country
in the next four to five years for a true democratic
governance.

And the transitional model for going from
non - democratic to democratic has been , again, tried in
those many countries that | mentioned before,
including, let's say, Chile, Argentina and so on,
so -- Portugal, Spain. So we have models of
transition that is orderly and under the international
eye, watchful eye, and | think Egyptians a re capable
of doing it. After all, many people here may not know
that Egypt had its first parliament back in 1866.
That is ever before Germany was created, before Italy
was created.

So we have tradition. Egyptians are
capable. So please do not undere stimate what the
democratic impulses are in my country, or in the
region, for that matter, because not just Egypt. Ali

mentioned the velvet revolution in Iran around the
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turn of the 20th century, 1904 or '06. That was a
revolution. We had a similar one in Egypt 20 years
earlier, and so on.

So the region has all of these ingredients.

It is a question of, again, enabling them to take hold
and to strike roots and to be sustainable.

MR. GEDMIN: It seems to me, Saad, that
there are two mistakes that we repeat time and again,
and one mistake is falling into the trap of thinking
that authoritarian regimes are stable, and history
does show us that they are, time and again, inherently
unstable, no matter how fierce or invincible they look
at a certain point.

And the other mistake you just alluded to,
and we keep repeating that mistake, Ali, | think, time
and again, too -- we think that a certain country or
certain culture can't be capable of democracy or
liberal thought because of religion or because of
his tory or because of some particular thing that's
happened in its history. We've done that with China
until Taiwan, we did that with Korea until South

Korea, we did it with Latin America until Costa Rica,
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we did it with Africa until Botswana, we did it for
some time with Germany and Japan after the war, we did
it with Portugal right through the 1970s. So | wanted
to add that.

Let's go to another question from the
audience, please.

QUESTION: | wonder if | can ask our Iranian
colleague a two - part questio n. One, what do you
think  -- | know this is very hard to predict - but
what is the likelihood that the internal process in
Iran will give us a way out of the showdown we see
coming over the Iranian nuclear issue -- thatis, kind
of save us by changing th e game so dramatically that a
new resolution that we don't see available now becomes
available?

Second, barring that kind of major
discontinuity in Iran internally, what's your best
feeling based on the people you're talking to, of the
internal reaction to either crippling sanctions from
the outside world -- however one defines those - or
military action, most likely by Israel, but perhaps by

some broader coalition?
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MR. AFSHARI: About your first question, |
believe that in current situation, Iranian r egime,
they do not give up nuclear program, they continue on
that. But the nuclear is not the final destination,
it's a tool on the hand of the regime. It's some
political game.

And they want to use this game to reach to
the security policy in the regi on and in the world,
first. And they continue and they have some check and
balance within the positive and negative sides. |
personally believe that if there is a very tough
sanction against them, for them to prevent them to
sell oil, I think that's the point that maybe the
Iranian regime change their policy and stop nuclear
issues.

But the second part, I'm -- from my contact,
my point of view, | believe that the majority of
Iranian people or the Iranian political activists,
democratic activists, they a re opposed to military and
especially from the Israel. And I think that may be a
little bit disaster on Iran in the region, and it

increase the instability and the terrorism in the
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region.

But about the sanction, it's divisive. Some
parts believes that the sanction -- some sanction, not
all parts of the sanction may be useful, some smart
sanction that just targeted the regime and do not
damage a lot of peoples survives and people's lives in
Iran.

But they need to consider human rights
issue. For exam ple, for the election in Iran, not
just about the nuclear issue that was the goal of the
sanction, beside the nuclear issues also at free
election in Iran, for example. And use some smart
sanctions, some pressure against Iran, at the same
time continue to negotiate with Iran, but some
conditional negotiations about this process, | believe
that it may work.

MR. GEDMIN: Ali, can | follow up to John's
guest ion about military intervention? What |
frequently heard before the elections in June 12th is
someth ing you alluded to, many Iranian oppositionists
saying, good heavens, if you do that, it's going to

push the opposition into the arms of the regime; they



will find or feel that they have to stand by their

country and government against a foreign interventi on.

Is that actually still the same today? You
said many of the activists you know would oppose an
intervention, but if -- take Israel aside. As John
said, if a broader international coalition felt
obliged to strike at the nuclear facilities, how would
the democratic opposition react today in the new
light, in the new circumstances?

MR. AFSHARI: You know, democratic
opposition, they oppose military. Also they oppose to
continue the nuclear programs without the arguments of
the international communit y. And they believe that
Iran, it should be governed -- it should better
government stop temporarily that program and give the
confidence and argument of the international nuclear
agency and then continue on that.

But if -- they oppose the war, but if t he
war happened, I'm not sure that they support the
regime or they join to the regime, because in our
contemporary history, we had a situation

in -- after -- duringthe second world war, the allied
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countries -- Russia, Britain and U.S. attacked to Iran
and asked the Reza Shah's position in Iran.

In that time the opposition not only did not
support Reza Shah, also they supported the countries
who attacked Iran. And in some -~ now | believe that
Israel is different, but in the allies and the
international community, if they do war or some
military approach against Iran, before that people
oppose on that, but after that happened, I'm not sure
that they support regime or join to the regime and
struggle with countries who attack Iran.

MR. GEDMIN: Thank you. Next question,
please.

QUESTION: | wonder if both of you would
share a little bit of your perspective on being a
political prisoner, Mr. Afshari, particularly now,
what you think people are going through inside Iran,
and would both of you talk a littl e bit about what you
think the differences when foreign countries intervene
on your behalf, does it make a difference and what
should they do?

MR. AFSHARI: Political prisoners right now,
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or in my personal experience, do you mean?

MR. GEDMIN: His personal.

MR. AFSHARI. My personal experience, | was
arrested several times, but the longest one, it's two
years continuously. But the toughest one, that was
for one year continuously | was in solitary
confinement, and | was tortured physically and
psy chologically.

In that time they condemned me and sentenced
me to overthrowing -- for overthrowing the regime by
using the American agenda. In that time they believed
there was a plan to ask the Iranian regime, George
Tenet, the former head of the CIA, h e designed that
plan and sent to Iran, and the agent brought to me and
for such activists like me, because in that time | was
a student leader in Iran.

And they forced me to do a confession, TV
confession, and talked about that plan. Th at's
interesting, they gave me papers, but Kayhan press, is
a hard - line press in Iran, and it was an article, and
th ey asked me to use that article to do my confession.

And several times draft -- go and come back,
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between me and interrogators, and then they brought to
th e -- group of experts, a group of interrogators.
They sent me back and asked me to do some corrections,
and after several times it went. And finally they
took me in front of the camera and | read from the
papers what we prepared and the present, and also I
think four times, every time between seven and eight
hours the examiner practiced in the present.

And in fact it was fill, exactly in the
fill, but they appeared to the people he's a voluntary
interview by TV and | asked myself. And up until
right no  w, in some courts and also in some TV, that
experience repeated for another political activist
that right now they are in the prison, and the same
experience repeated.

And unfortunately it's the very brutal
policy of the regime that they use that. And a Iso
the -- another bad experience that some activists face
in that recent arrest, that's the rape, and they did
rape against boy and girls in the prison. And
Mr. Kar roubi, one of the reformers, he has struggled

against that. He wrote a letter and officia lly and



publicly mention on that. Unfortunately the regime

shot down his political party, his magazine and his

media, and tried to prepare the authorities to arrest
him.

And right now -~ but the recent rally in
both days again gave energy to the people and momentum

to the movement, and | believe that it's hard for
regime to continue this crackdown.

MR. GEDMIN: Ali, thank you. Saad, your
experience, personal experience having been arrested,
politically imprisoned?

MR. IBRAHIM: Well, | was in and ou t of
prison three times. The first time was the worst,
because that's where torture took place, and that's

when | lost my health a great deal. That's why I'm

walking with a cane. | used to be a runner actually,
before | went to prison. | came out in a wheelchair,
and | had to -- later on four surgeries in John

Hopkins hospital in order to be able just to stand.
However, after that first experience, my
case became a cause célébre , anditis the second time

and the third time that Western democracies be gan to
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exert pressure on the Mubarak regime. And there was
the usual -- the regime said, oh, see, Western
countries, especially the U.S., is defending him. It
shows that he's an agent, a foreign agent. This was

actually one of the charges.

However, in  side the prison itself, it was an

interesting, because when President Bush suspended
$150 million from the Egyptian from the American aid

to the Mubarak regime, and the prisoners read about

it, they said, oh, you are worth $150 million? And

all of a sudde n my stocks in prison jump.

(Laughter.)

And this is not a laughing matter, because
usually it is killers who are the most respected in
prison and feared, followed by drug dealers, who have
a lot of money, and they can bribe everybody and they
can have a lot of comfort and a lot of amenities in
prison.

And then comes a distant third political
prisoners like myself. However, that was exception,
when a political prisoner was talked about as being

worth $150 million, | topped both the drug dealers and
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th e killers.

And then 9/11 happened when | was in prison,
in my second imprisonment. And that was a very
interesting, because once the Bush administration
began to do bombing of Afghanistan, and a lot of
prisoners in one of the cell block began to request

and to pressure the prison authority to be transferred

to my cell block -- again, believing the government
allegation that I'm really an American agent -- and
therefore if Americans are so -- so they may bomb

their own cell block, but they will not bomb t he cell

block | was in.

(Laughter.)

So the prison authorities actually had to
plead with me to explain that this is not going to
happen, because there was no room in my cell block for
all of those people who requested. So there were some
very interest ing episodes.

Being a sociologist, of course, | put my own
sociological imagination to work in prison in order to
make the experience at least palatable and useful,

especially because in my case, | had been to that



prison three times before my case. The first time,
when | was doing my research on Islamic
militants -- some of my claim to fame is my early work
on Islamic militants, some of whom were in prison.

The second time was a human rights defender,
when | established a human rights organization. |
used to frequent this prison and other prisons to
investigate cases.

And the third time, when | went as a
prisoner myself. And surprisingly, | found some of

the people | studied 20 years earlier still in prison,

and they welcomed me, of course, in thei r own way in

prison, and they ask if | need anything. Of course |
was in solitary confinement, by the way, but they

managed to get to me through all kind of tricks,

because they had been there for 20 - plus years, so they

knew the ropes inside the prison.

So there are many stories like that. And
some are harsh, some are interesting, some are
entertaining, but a lot of education, a lot of
self - discovery, a lot of also understanding the system

because the prison becomes a microcosm of the society
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at large. And we have one here who was a director, a
warden in one of the prisons sitting there, Mr. Aifi,
and he can testify to everything I'm saying.

So, yes, it was a mixed experience, painful,
lost three years of my life. Out of the seven years |
was convict  ed, | spent three, and then | was
exonerated by the high court. And the high court is
an independent court in Egypt. It's the only
independent court that the regime has not succeeded
yet in controlling. But otherwise, they have created
all kind of paral lel systems to the judiciary system
like emergency courts, military courts, state security
courts, and | was convicted initially in the first and
second trial by one of those kangaroo courts, called

the state security court.

But ultimately, when | went t o the high

court, me and 27 of my colleagues who were actually
put in prison with me from Ibrahim center, were
exonerated or the ruling was overturned and we were
freed.

MR. GEDMIN: Saad, thank you. It seems to

me we've been very fortunate for a number of reasons
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to have these two gentlemen with us in this program.
Thanks to Foreign Policy Initiative. It was, | think,

wise to have leading representatives from arguably the

two most important countries in that part of the

world. For reasons of populati on, | think Egypt is

the largest, | think, with 83 million, and Iran

follows  --
MR. AFSHARI: With 71 million.
MR. GEDMIN: With 71 million it follows,
just north of 70 million. But also because of the

real existing and potential intellectual importance,

Sunni and Shia respectively, throughout the region.

But above all, thanks to Foreign Policy Initiative, we

have two gentlemen here in this program who are

articulate, eloguent, a nd as the last answers
underscored, genuinely courageous and make --  have
made and continue to make genuine sacrifice, something

we can all learn from and inspires us. So, Ali, thank

you very much; Saad, thank you very much; To Foreign

Policy Initiative, and all of you.

(Applause.)
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