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  Who can deny that we now live in a safer world …?

  George W. Bush



  ABOUT THE AUTHOR


  Luc Debieuvre is a French national who lives in Paris and travels frequently to the Middle East, where he has also been posted. A law graduate (Panthéon Sorbonne, Sciences Po), he spent his career in banking, most recently as head of an Arab bank in Paris. Between 2003 and 2005, he wrote fortnightly chronicles for the UAE-based Gulf News, one of the most inﬂuential English-language Arab dailies in the Gulf. He is also a board member of the Institute for International and Strategic Research (IRIS), a Paris-based think-tank.


  FOREWORD


  A mutual friend approached me in 2003 saying that Luc Debieuvre was interested in writing a column for Gulf News. On asking about his background I was informed he was a banker, not a journalist.


  I was surprised. Not surprised because a Frenchman wanted to write for an English-language newspaper published in the Arabian Gulf, but because here was an accomplished and well-known banker, keen to analyse and comment on international affairs and politics, and not just limit his writing to ﬁnance and economics.


  Accustomed to receiving such requests from journalists, academics and columnists, I was intrigued by Luc’s offer and decided to take him up on it. In the post-9/11 world, global politics and the relationships between East and West, North and South, rich and poor, Christianity and Islam, have been in a state of ﬂux. To my mind, someone unconnected with the media establishment and looking at the issues from a different perspective could bring freshness and clarity to the opinion pages of Gulf News.


  That judgment was spot-on. In his columns published in Gulf News over a period of 18 months, Luc Debieuvre fostered a lively debate and commented on the issues of the day in an inimitable and incisive manner. Not subscribing to stereotypical views and beliefs, he enlarged the debate by exploring different avenues of thought and brought a uniquely European ﬂavour to the table. His writing stimulated discussion and prompted considerable reader interest, as evidenced by the large number of people who wrote in to the newspaper in response.


  The period of Luc’s association with Gulf News has been among the most signiﬁcant and memorable in recent history. The aftermath of America’s War on Terror that brought in its wake the events in Afghanistan and the continuing misadventure in Iraq has unleashed forces that the world will have to contend with and endure well after the protagonists have left the stage. Perhaps it was these events and the West’s motivations in driving them that motivated Luc Debieuvre to comment on these matters.


  The continuing turmoil in the Middle East, the Palestinian struggle and the impact of this volatile region on the global economy will undoubtedly continue in the months and years to come and I hope Luc Debieuvre will continue to analyse and unravel their intricacies in the future.


  In this book, an attempt has been made to collate and present to readers in one convenient package 18 months of Luc’s writings in Gulf News. In this laudable venture I wish him all success.


  Abdul Hamid Ahmad

  Editor-In-Chief

  Gulf News

  Dubai, United Arab Emirates


  INTRODUCTION: TWO YEARS LATER


  A fortnightly chronicle provides a much better opportunity than a daily commentary to look at an event with some distance, placing it within a wider reasoning process which can help us to understand it while simultaneously linking it to the current course of events. The republishing of such chronicles would therefore be nothing more than the recording of an instant testimony, something weighted with the feeling of the moment and, at best, a possible source of information for future historians wishing to explain how a speciﬁc event was understood or analysed the day it took place.


  Why, then, should these ﬁfty-two articles be gathered together in the same book, if they were intended only to be current reactions in which interest would disappear as the underlying events pass by?


  There may be many explanations, not least the basic difference that exists between a book and a newspaper. Books survive, whereas time seems to consume newspapers. Any author willing to see the insuperable heights of his thoughts engraved forever in the marble of a written testimony aimed at future generations will opt for a book. It is the cheapest way to satisfy an ego, and authors have egos. But, more seriously, there are two main reasons to proceed this way.


  First, a succession of apparently different events may constitute the sequences of a single major event that ultimately becomes deﬁned by all these developments and latest outcomes. It puts itself within a wider context progressively deﬁned by such input. As an example, each chronicle devoted to a speciﬁc aspect of the Israeli–Palestinian conﬂict becomes an element of a more global history about the Palestinian ﬁght for freedom. Each article is linked to another one and helps to describe a global situation, explain a cause and foresee a likely future. The virtue of repeating should not be forgotten either. “The only democracy in the Middle East”, as some people like to name it, practises a continued violence which tends to go unnoticed, precisely because it continues. It is therefore important to show it relentlessly, to denounce it again and again, and never to allow good feeling people to fall asleep with the insurance of their own conscience being at peace, simply because they are unable to do anything about it and eventually become accustomed to it.


  Second, a columnist is someone who takes a risk – intellectually, at least. It is true to say that sometimes these risks seem to be rather safe ones, as few people tend to remind us what was said of an event a few months after it occurred. A well-known French analyst, now heading one of the major French think-tanks, made himself notorious when he predicted that former President Bush Senior would never intervene in the Gulf. Another analyst, who writes weekly apparently unbiased chronicles on any historical or political matter in the French daily Le Figaro, did even better when predicting both that Bush Junior would not invade Iraq and that Senator John Kerry would win the presidential election. Back to a not-so-distant past, I’m also reminded of the cover page of the French daily Le Monde, dated 30 April 1975: “In Phnom Penh, a cheering crowd welcomes its liberators.” After such an exploit, any outside observer would feel some kind of embarrassment and could think that a certain dignity would commend them to keep quiet for a while, or at least to apologise to their readers. After all, who doesn’t make mistakes? But some people don’t; they continue to write and tell the world their version of the truth. This is a rather common practice in countries like France, where people are divided between the ofﬁcial thinkers, and the rest. The so-called intellectuals and other ofﬁcial specialists know what they are talking about, by deﬁnition. They hardly accept dissonance; look at the furore that accompanied the publishing of Pascal Boniface’s (founder and director of IRIS) book Est-il permis de critiquer Israël? (Are we allowed to criticize Israel?) (Editions Robert Laffont, 2003). Dr Boniface, a former adviser for international affairs of the French Socialist Party (PS), wrote an internal note and then later a book about the Israeli–Palestinian conﬂict. He fell victim of a truly organized campaign against him in the press on the grounds of anti-Semitic behaviour.


  As for members of the “civil society”, they are kindly requested to stand by and keep quiet. Yet reading, listening, exchanging views and experience is something that can easily occur in addition to a daily professional occupation. In this respect, it has been a great honour, indeed a great pleasure, that Gulf News has readily welcomed my columns. But it has been an even greater satisfaction to see that many of my earlier comments, analyses and predictions, have proven, with time, to be true – however unfortunate in some cases. The American war in Iraq has been a terrible example in this respect. We never gave credit to the false reasons put forward to justify a pre-emptive war by an administration which had already made its decision; we hardly believed that the Americans would be welcome as liberators by the population as a whole, especially if they were about to stay for a while; we could not imagine that the war would be over in June 2003 nor that the US could end it with its currently available forces; most importantly, we did not accept the concept of unilateralism, not because it would be arrogant and counter-productive, but because we found it fundamentally inefﬁcient. “They can make the war alone but they will need the rest of the world to make the peace,” French President Jacques Chirac said at the time. The present situation in Iraq is no reason for satisfaction, the famous “I told you so”. But it is no reason either to keep quiet just because one has been proven right. In the 2003 autumn issue of the French magazine Politique Internationale, Amin Taheri explained, one by one, the reasons why the US was legally authorised to go to war in Iraq and why the war was going to be a success. The reasons were false and the results are what we know. At the same time, other people held different conclusions, and they were right. A year and a half later, this book is a tribute to them.


  Among the most debilitating ideas put forward by George W. Bush’s first administration, the concept of the “Broader Middle East initiative” takes the lead. Imposing democracy by force, starting an election process when people have no work, no food and no security, lining up each and everybody along the same Western pattern supposed to be the world standard, deciding on behalf of others what is good or bad for them – all this is simply stupid and arrogant. But, more importantly, it can have devastating effects upon those in the region who have been working step by step towards democracy – a reasonable march, unhurried and suiting local characteristics, enabling the concept to take its roots genuinely. Besides those rulers in the United Arab Emirates, Qatar and elsewhere who are the new political pioneers of the Arab world, one institution can play a major role in the implementation of democracy so much better than Mrs Condoleezza Rice’s ukases: the press. Therefore, before readers return to the chronicles collected in this book and let their imaginations work again, let me tell them how bright some futures may be in the region as long as institutions like Gulf News continue to work the way they have done thus far.


  My thanks go not just to this institution but to all those who play an outstanding role in offering freedom of speech and promoting democracy.


  Luc Debieuvre, July 2005



  2003

  A YEAR OF LIES


  TIMELINE WORLD NEWS 2003


  
    
      21 January: France and Germany declare they are opposed to any war in Iraq. 

      27 January: Baghdad refuses to accept disarmament.

      14 February: UN inspectors say they can’t find any banned arms in Iraq. 

      27 February: Iraq claims it will destroy its missiles.

      1 March: The Arab League makes public that it opposes war in Iraq.

      15 March: There are rallies across the world in protest at an impending war in Iraq.

      17 March: US President George W. Bush tells Saddam Hussein that he has 48 hours to leave Iraq, or there will be a military invasion.

      19 March: Saddam Hussein does not leave. The US enter war with Iraq. 

      4 April: US troops break into Baghdad.

      9 April: US forces gain control of Baghdad.

      1 May: Bush delivers televised address calling for an end to major combat in Iraq.

      16 June: The UK begins an enquiry into the so-called weapons of mass destruction.

      3 July: Massive reward offered to Iraq by US for the capture of Saddam Hussein.

      22 July: Saddam Hussein’s sons killed after their hideout in Mosul is revealed.

      August: UN Secretary Kofﬁ Anan issues several critical statements about the conduct of the war in Iraq by the US.

      29 August: Ayatollah Mohammad Baqir al-Hakim, the spiritual leader of the Supreme Council for Islamic Revolution, is killed in a bomb blast at Azzamiya mosque, Baghdad.

      1 November: US says Iraqi handover to be speeded up.

      3 November: Blasts hits Baghdad Green Zone. US Congress says budget for Iraq is OK.

      Fall 2003: For the ﬁrst time, the EU plans and conducts military operations without recourse to NATO resources and capabilities in Macedonia and DR Congo.

      14 December: Saddam Hussein is captured.

    


    


  


  
    MATTER OF AUTONOMY AND THAT OF SURVIVAL


    6 MARCH 2003


    The United States of America decided on it, and we are now contemplating the apparently unavoidable arrival of a war that this country wanted, and which was not imposed on it.


    Throughout time, philosophers have endlessly discussed war, its possible legitimacy or absolute rejection. Other generations will pass on before a unanimous world deﬁnes what would be a just war. Others, who considered as a starting point war as an unavoidable phenomenon, have preferred to think of what could be the best way to win it. A supreme art has been to avoid war altogether. This in a certain way is what has underpinned the action of France these last months.


    But how could one stick to these considerations when, in a horribly practical manner, France will have to take a position on the use of its right of veto at the Security Council: only those who don’t play cards do not see the inanity of such debate. While this right does not have any meaning other than the one to exercise a threat, it puts whoever uses it into one or the other camp once the threat is executed. More simply, the question is to know whether France should or should not support the war, and those who make it.


    A ﬁrst anecdotal answer would be to say that since those who do not hesitate to fence off their country’s policy in the columns of the Wall Street Journal recommend supporting it, it is vital to hold on.


    With discussion among the political left being reduced to “No to war” because it is war, or “No to war” because on top of that it is a war against the Arabs, it lacks consistency. In a parallel reasoning, it would be “Yes to war” because Iraq is a danger for Israel. But Israel is also a danger for Palestine and, despite the fact that Israel has not respected the hundreds of resolutions voted for by the United Nations since 1967 compelling it to free the territories it has occupied in an illegitimate way through the use of force (there are no more than 18 resolutions relating to Iraq today), one hasn’t yet gone to war against Israel. On the contrary, discussions go on, moving forward as in Oslo or backward as with Ariel Sharon. It is obvious that war against Iraq has no factual justiﬁcation, unless a new international law on intervention is decided on – the practical aspects of which would be nothing less than the opinion of the most powerful. Other dictators, unfortunately, oppress their people. Other states, unfortunately, go on representing a serious threat to the international community, and still the whole world is not permanently at war with them. Other elements thus led the United States to decide on that war: a declining relationship with Saudi Arabia, a willingness to control immense oil resources or to preach a new crusade, which used to be called a “colonial war”. However, isn’t the true question for us Europeans of a different nature? Are we not on the verge of reliving the Suez crisis of 1956, being alone at this time in front of the United States? And wouldn’t the war against Iraq be a simple lure when tolls the knell of Europe?


    Indeed, what can the position of France be today and which space can be saved for it in the near future? One knows the international context. On the one hand, there are many of those countries which think that they cannot have the luxury of a completely independent policy and have no choice but to rely on the support of others, especially that of the United States. On the other hand, one also knows more or less the position of the Arab states in the region. Besides those whose freedom of speech is inversely proportional to the cover of their budget by the United States, many of these states are embarrassed by the position of France. Beyond an apparent solidarity, these states are managed by a governing minority elite who, for various reasons, decided long ago to stand by the United States, whereas public opinion, the so-called “Arab street”, becomes increasingly Islamic with each day that passes along the rhythm of Israeli exactions, thinking that aggression against an Arab entity is aggression against Islam. Most cleverly governed states in the region sail between these two reefs, fully aware of their limited room for manoeuvre. At least France, when in the Atlantic bosom, used to represent a nuance if not an alternative. In the case of total victory by the United States, France’s present position means it risks isolating itself in the region.


    That said, the alternative is no more heartening. If victory by the United States is not total and military operations last longer than expected, or if there is an explosion of terrorist acts in the Middle East or worldwide, or if extremist Islam strengthens to the point that it may become a governing power in some countries, France’s situation is still no better. Some Arab states in the region justify their support of the United States under the pretext of the existence of a link between Iraq and Al Qaida: no honest observer can imagine any such link between Islamic fundamentalists and a substitute of exotic Stalinism. An explosion of fanaticism following the inception of a war in Iraq cannot be seen as a fantastic notion. The alternative for France would thus reduce it to following the United States in their crusade – probably in the uncomfortable situation of a last-minute alliance – or to pride itself on its virtue as a third world headlight of multipolarity, and peacefully wait for Islamic forces to gain power, although these will not respect it either.


    Avoiding such extremes has been a driving force of our diplomacy in recent months, but deadlines get closer. And a graceful exit through Europe seems to be the only way to break this false logic imposed by the United States. When French industry is still wondering whether it has a chance to secure an arms supply contract in the region without realising the extent to which issues have changed, it is high time we distanced ourselves from that zone in order to return to the central point this war in Iraq would try and hide – that is, the nature of the relationship between Europe and the United States. The question for France is relatively simple: is it in its interest that a strong Europe develops, even though it opposes, albeit peacefully, other existing forces? Great Britain showed that a different choice could be made, which can be perfectly justiﬁed so long as one knows which camp one sits in. If the United States have worked so hard in recent months to divide Europe, this is precisely because they prefer to deal with isolated and smaller partners than with a united and consequently stronger partner. We like the United States and haven’t forgotten the links we have with them. However, we may also have diverting interests, and we alone will be less and less in a position to protect them. This is why this war has revealed so much about international relationships in Europe, as we shall soon witness. A hardly born political union is already dead. It should thus be created again, on a fair basis this time, starting with a limited nucleus of states – Germany, Belgium, France, The Netherlands – that are prepared to agree on the main issues. It is a matter of autonomy, and thus of survival. This in order that a new Suez doesn’t put an end to Europe and, in time, to France.

  


  
    BIG BROTHER GIVES RISE TO NEW COLONIAL POWER


    24 MARCH 2003


    So they did it. Alone or nearly alone. They claimed to be supported by 80 countries yet hardly a handful is providing them with forces. They said they wanted Iraq to get rid of weapons of mass destruction when they just wanted to get rid of a government they did not like. Their claim that Iraq had re-launched a nuclear programme was denied by the UN Inspectors. Actually, they never gave a chance to peace. A new star has just appeared in the world constellation, a star that will now light up for us, act for us, think for us. It is probably too early to draw conclusions in terms of new post-Cold War equilibrium. Unfortunately, it is not too late to inform you that a new colonial power is born.


    In making decisions on its own, the American government has tainted democracy for everyone, violated international law and paved the way for tyranny. Because France helped them to create a nation 250 years ago, America believed they were the only ones to understand democracy. It seems some teaching may still be needed. Democracy starts when you respect others. It normally goes with votes. Thus, one cannot say that “diplomacy collapsed” because it did not win a majority of votes. The UN Security Council did not have a majority on the US proposal to lead war against Iraq. A majority was not there, and a result cannot be considered as “unreasonable” just because it does not ﬁt one’s expectations. This is a fact, and going against facts is not a constituting element of democracy. War can be led through many different vehicles; using words is obviously one of them. When Mr Aznar claims that “international law was disrupted by the fact that a resolution authorising war could not be accepted by the UN Security Council”, he is distorting facts. British Prime Minister Tony Blair was acting in a similar way when he shamelessly declared that “the only way to preserve peace was to vote for the US-sponsored resolution”, which was nothing else but an authorisation for war. Everybody knows the old Roman saying “Si vis pacem para bellum [If you want peace, prepare yourself for war]”. In the language of America, this has become “If you want peace, vote for war”.


    A legal war is a war that is made by a country in a move of self-defence, or that is authorised by the United Nations. This is the basis of international relationships, and this is the reason why the United States have been trying to obtain a resolution from the UN authorising them to lead war in Iraq. They would not have looked for it if they did not need it. But as they could not obtain it, they said they did not need it. This is not a lack of democracy; this is cheating. The fact that Saddam Hussein cheated as well is not justiﬁcation enough: when one goes on using the same petty means as one’s enemy, tyranny is not far away.


    And precisely, tyranny starts when whoever is accused of a crime has to prove ﬁrst that he is not guilty. Democracy works the other way round. But America did not prove anything. Tyranny is also when people start thinking on your behalf. As everyone knows, an Arab state has just been put up for sale. Not one of the states that has already sold itself for money and that is prevented from being put up for sale again. But we are now talking of Iraq, which Americans have indeed just put on their buying list. Yet, force will say that this is a restrictive sale: only American companies are invited to bid. As Wall Street Journal put it:


    
      By going it alone, the US will open a new chapter in nation building … they will do everything, from repairing Iraqi roads, schools and hospitals to revamping its ﬁnancial rules and government payroll systems.

    
Big Brother will even think for you. Has George Orwell not been translated from English into American?

    But this is not the worst of it. This conﬂict, as the new crusaders put it, “marks shift from the containment of enemies to pre-emption”. When the sole super-power claims the right to launch pre-emptive war, at will, one can be seriously anxious. As an analyst, Martin Wolf, put it in a deliciously worded understatement: “Breaching the legitimacy of the UN and putting a premium on the use of force over the rule of law is to assume a heavy responsibility.” Indeed, especially when all this is relying upon the sagacity of Bush Junior and his friends. Arrogance linked to the faith of the newly converted seems to lead them in a major wrong direction: the belief that after they intervene, a magic wand will turn Iraq and other countries in the region into liberal democracies. That said, who can now feel safe? Surely not other dictatorships elsewhere, which may be good, but also those who do not share the Bush Administration view of democracy or what is suitable for people. For instance, whom does America have in mind when it says that the new developments in Iraq will allow for “other serious changes in the region”? With some sense of irony, it could happen that those states who were the strongest supporters of the United States could be the ones who will be forced to change leadership ﬁrst.


    Needless to say, it is furthermore hardly possible to trust the American government when it tells its would-be followers that the situation will now evolve in Palestine. How, indeed, could anybody seriously believe that a coalition of activist Jews together with fundamentalist Protestants will take the future of the Palestinian people into consideration? This would be as sensible as saying to the Palestinian people that they will now be protected from Ariel Sharon’s actions by the Spanish army.


    Now that war has begun and that every sensible human hopes it will not last, people will start to reﬂect on what has happened. Indeed, nobody is a supporter of the regime of Saddam Hussein, and what Iraqis are about to suffer may be little compared to what they have suffered over the last 20 years. Who would not feel concerned for the Iraqi people? But besides the unpredictable internal and external consequences of an illegal armed action, a major concern remains the right given to a super-power to impose edicts all over the world and decide by itself what is good or not. France (and many others countries) tried to oppose that vision of international law. It was dragged through the mud by an unbelievable campaign of hate from the Anglo-Saxon camp. The words heard on that occasion were actually of little importance; as for the jokes made at their expense, the French usually do not understand them. As long as “Freedom” fries are made the same way as “French” fries and Inspector Colombo keeps his exhausted Peugeot car, life will go on. These negative words are only a reﬂection of the uncomfortable and lonely situation in which the new reduced coalition now stands. More worrying could be the concerted action of the various media means of the Murdoch empire, because it is another side of emerging and growing hegemonic attitudes in our world. Yet, as long as we know who they are working for, this should be kept under control. Actually, the French are not angry; they are simply appalled. They do not fear any US retaliatory measures against them after the war in Iraq, because war itself is the result of the new relationship emerging between America and Europe. As a French analyst, Guillaume Parmentier, a Professor at the Law University in Paris, recently wrote:


    
      Weakening the security council, dividing NATO and splitting the European Union – the three institutions on which the US has built its foreign policy for the last ﬁve years – would prove a very heavy price to pay to get rid of a tinpot dictator. (Politique Internationale, Winter 2002).

    
“God Bless America!” They need it.

  


  
    REST OF THE WORLD HAVE LOST THEIR LOVE FOR THE US


    7 APRIL 2003


    A favourite game among analysts these days is to try to predict what will happen next in the region once the war is over. A major problem, however, is that all analysis depends on so many conﬂicting hypotheses that it has become possible to predict almost anything and everything.


    An obvious example is the outcome of the war itself. A starting (and indisputable) point for consideration is the ill-conceived strategy of the Bush Administration, according to which both the efﬁciency of used weapons and spontaneous friendly welcome for the liberators by the population would have led Saddam Hussein’s regime to collapse within a few days. The only element taken for granted is that, thanks to America and the arrogant Donald Rumsfeld, the despotic leader Saddam Hussein is on the way to martyrdom – not to mention a likely worldwide rise in terrorism, a dramatic economic slowdown and a clear perception that war, which is not a video game, will cost hundreds of millions of dollars and yet achieve little more than the reﬁnancing of American companies, through their winning of reconstruction contracts.


    Yet, the way analysts predicted a seven-day war sharply contrasted with questions they seemed to ask openly last week about America’s capacity to win. War was won before it started, and it would be lost when it had hardly started. We continue to have no doubt about the final issue, yet the harm is done. Scenes of absolute despair, wounded children and jammed hospitals, together with pictures of civilians searched by the US army, mean that the traditional image of the American soldier will be spoilt for a long time. Furthermore, whatever happens next? Who will reasonably believe that America will now be able to run Iraq? Even though, in a last-ditch effort, they would not pursue the Rumsfeld plans to set up a Mafia-type management of the country, they will have to take Arab pride into consideration if they do not want to ﬁght one billion Muslims.


    For the rest, commenting on the future of each country in the region is like saying that if things go well, then everything will go well, and the other way round. One may prefer to keep one’s head above these troubled waters and start to concentrate on the actual issue of tomorrow: not the way Iraq should be managed nor “taken to private” as Robert McFarlane, Head of the US National Security Council, wrote in the Wall Street Journal. One may simply enquire: how do we now want the world to be managed and world affairs led? In that respect, two very opposite views are emerging.


    On the one hand, countries led by the Bush Administration believe that the world is in disorder, and that this should be ﬁrmly corrected with appropriate measures. This is a logic of strength, of “willingness” against the “unwilling”. There is no room for doubt in the ﬁght between “who has guts and who has not”, as the Murdoch press might write. America was attacked on 11 September 2001. It had to defend itself with the help of its friends, and those who are not with it are against it. Unfortunately, these are many: there’s the “axis of evil”, of course, but there are also other places where local policies do not ﬁt with what the Bush Administration thinks is good for them. This is why, as Colin Powell put it, “it is possible that a success in Iraq allows for fundamentally reshaping this region in a positive way, which also progresses American interest”. More than the quest for oil, which cannot be totally denied when so many internal reports have insisted over the last years on “an absolute necessity for the US to secure a better access to oil reserves”, this is, we believe, the underlying attitude of the Bush Administration’s involvement in Iraq – and tomorrow elsewhere.


    The only problem is that world affairs are more complex, and simple logic doesn’t always apply. For instance, is it worth reminding ourselves that Osama bin Laden probably did more against the US with a couple of knives than any other country with more sophisticated weapons? And what did US-sponsored regulations on money laundering do in the ﬁght against terrorism, when one knows that a few stolen credit cards used in automatic teller machines provide enough cash to organise an attempt such as the one on the USS Cole? In other words, is not the “pure strength” attitude somewhat archaic in today’s world?


    This question goes far beyond whether the transatlantic rift between the US and Europe should be repaired, or if the UN should play a role tomorrow in Iraq. The American Marines will not run Iraq after the war, and they are not ruling Afghanistan either. Sticking solely to the Iraqi problem is like keeping one’s nose over a bicycle handlebar. Today’s world is diversiﬁed and complex, and future situations will probably become increasingly complex. It is also becoming increasingly dangerous; new crises will emerge and the world will have to ﬁnd new solutions for them. Some countries believe the world is so disorganised that one should make the utmost effort to avoid disorganising it further, and so escape the unnecessary shocks and confrontations. This doesn’t rule out the principle of war provided it is authorised by the recognised international institution, which is the United Nations. It may also require new ideas, such as creating a new corps to disarm international forces or a new corps of human rights soldiers. But above all it implies a logic of co-operation, of working together. In a multilateral approach, there is an ability to build bridges, to maintain contacts between different entities, to gain from the experience and, ﬁnally, to make people draw nearer. As the French Minister for Foreign Affairs D. de Villepin recently put it, “It is time to generate a positive logic and, beyond past declarations or irritation created by unnecessary bad words, rediscover the virtues of diplomacy.” This is not utopia, but human respect and a contribution to a better organised world.


    The future of Europe lies within these lines. Actors willing to have their views taken into consideration will have better chances to do so if they are stronger rather than weaker, especially when dealing with a single super-power. The question is whether Europe should simply be an ally of the US within a transatlantic alliance, with the right to talk but with no real decision-making power, or, on the contrary, to exist by itself and in so doing be a sort of counterweight to America or to any other future hegemonic powers. The UK made a choice of its own, which is perfectly defendable. However, other countries may prefer to reinforce existing structures and, through a multispeed process, lean towards a so-called “core Europe”, as Belgium is proposing when inviting Germany, Luxembourg and France to join a defence summit in Brussels next week. On the other hand, building Europe doesn’t mean going to war with the United States: economies are mixing in a growing manner, industrial and ﬁnancial ﬂows make barriers disappear. (Incidentally, it was enough to remind the Bush Administration that 650,000 American citizens work for French-owned companies to forget about a serious boycott.) But why couldn’t Europe express its own vision of the world, its own values, its own approach to other people, other cultures? As Villepin said: “The West must come together to face the common threats … The new US strategic doctrines of primacy without constraint, and preventive wars fought by a coalition of the willing, have engendered a new approach of divide and rust.” Philip Stephens, a regular contributor is right to add in the Financial Times that “France’s ambitions for a multipolar world in which the US too is constrained by the rule of international law is unachievable for as long as Europe is fractured”. Thus, why not start immediately putting back together whoever wants to be put together? For the rest, America may win the war, but they’ve already lost “hearts and spirits”.

  


  
    PALESTINE A PROMISED LAND, YES … BUT TO WHOM


    24 APRIL 2003


    At a time when the Bush Administration wants to make the world believe that a coalition of activist Jews and fundamentalist Protestants is now prepared to review the situation in Occupied Palestine, we should be reminded of some basic pieces of truth that subtle propaganda has tended to write off over the years. Actually, the position of the US on Palestine, especially since 11 September 2001, is contrary to both moral and international law. To start with, shouldn’t the question of the creation of a Jewish state be raised before the question of the creation of a Palestinian state?


    Although nobody is prepared to go backwards, no one can pretend to analyse the current situation without having recourse to history. The creation of the Jewish state in 1948 is a historically dated event, a reappearance of a situation that prevailed wide and large 2000 years ago. Creating again a situation in a world that did not stand still (would anybody seriously consider that Israel was created out of virgin unoccupied lands?) could only be the result of an exceptional event. The exceptional event that justiﬁes the creation of Israel is the Holocaust; and thus the creation of Israel was the price that Europe thought it should pay in order to cleanse itself of a Europe-initiated tragedy. Yet, what is the responsibility of the Palestinian people in the Holocaust?


    A community of different people used to live there, a population who could rightfully think that having been there for more than 2000 years, they were at home there. However, the Israelis, in turn, “created” the Palestinians by expelling them from their land and sending them into exile. How could they not feel injustice? The lack of Arab responsibility in the Holocaust, the deep injustice suffered by the Palestinian people, the Israeli occupiers’ shamelessness and arrogance and, ﬁnally, the maintaining of an old principle of international law that something obtained by force cannot be legally validated, cannot all be ignored. If the Israeli state rightfully thought that it was not safe within the pre-1967 frontiers, the international community should have protected it and answered its legitimate fear about its own survival, but not left it do whatever it wanted, starting with the disrespect of the many resolutions voted against it at the UN which, in a typical example of American duplicity, Colin Powell forgets to mention.


    Sooner or later, the Israelis will have to learn how to live together with their neighbours, unless the ﬁnal choice is one of ethnic puriﬁcation of the Palestinian people, which Ariel Sharon’s policy looks like in close association with the neo-conservative Americans for whom a white Jew who reads the Bible will always be preferred to a bearded Muslim who reads the Holy Qur’an. The Palestinian issue cannot reduce, as the Israeli Professor of Linguistics at Tel Aviv University Tanya Reinhart recently wrote, to “an alternative between doves looking for an apartheid and hawks looking for ethnic puriﬁcation” (Israel/Palestine: How to end the war of 1948, Seven Stories, 2002) especially when, off the record, the main participants agree on these commonly approved parameters:


    


    
      	the mutual recognition of two states, back to 1967 frontiers with international protection




      	a just and agreed resolution on the plight of Palestinian refugees




      	the dismantling of illegal Jewish colonies in the Occupied Territories




      	the internationalisation of Occupied Jerusalem, revered by the three monotheist religions.



    


    The Oslo process allowed for mutual recognition and conﬁrmed the principle of the creation of two states, but this is some way off. Americans insist today that any progress towards peace should be a prerequisite to any move towards the Palestinians; they have also decided that Yasser Arafat is no longer the right interlocutor. But conﬁning Arafat to his ofﬁce or invading autonomous territories did not reduce the number of attacks. “Arafat will thus go on being treated as responsible for terrorism even though it is the work of groups which have fought against him for years, and who are spared”, wrote the former French affairs minister Hubert Védrine in Politique Internationale. Chancelleries will try to substitute Arafat, who was not elegant enough to be perfect, and in the meantime blind terrorism will continue; Osama bin Laden, to whom Palestine is all but a priority issue, will continue to be highly regarded in the Arab Street. Whatever the nature of the link existing between Bin Laden and Palestine, we carry on thinking. What Americans refuse to acknowledge is that any improvement on the Palestinian issue would start to make Arab public opinion distance itself from Al Qaida or any future followers. On the contrary, maintaining the present US policy will, in the end, come to let demography solve the issue by itself; that will only require a few generations, which is nothing compared to eternity.


    The whole of the rest is ridiculous. The current Israeli prime minister, Sharon, is being ridiculous in giving his own deﬁnition of terrorism, while the former prime minister, Menachem Begin, took pride in it and used to shell Palestinian villages in the 1930s, voluntarily killing civilians, in order to achieve a political goal.


    Richard Perle is being ridiculous using the word “terrorism” whenever action comes from enemies of the US, and “collateral damages” if it comes from themselves. “It is not acceptable to have recourse to the murder of civilians in order to achieve political goals,” writes Perle, who in ‘The Axis of Evil’ in Politique Internationale, Spring 2002 is probably alluding to the French Resistance during the Second World War whose members the Germans used to call “terrorists”. A bomb over Hiroshima, the psychological impact of which has never been denied, was not terrorism; but a Palestinian who kills an unlawful Israeli settler on his land is a terrorist. When a father causes the bus he drives to explode in a gesture of absolute despair, one cannot deduce that all Palestinians are against the existence of an Israeli state. Worse, this rhetoric is now well established by a diplomacy which, for years, has been blinded by its inability to disclose the links existing between those who took recourse to bombs and those who ﬁnanced them. Not everything can be explained through “terrorism” which, incidentally, cannot be fought off merely by military means either. As the French General de Gaulle put it: “Israel organises on territories it conquered; an occupation which cannot go on without oppression, repression and expulsion. And a form of resistance develops against it, which it calls terrorism.”
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