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It is very nice to speak to an audience compmneauhly, not exclusively, of
Americans because we do think that in Ottawa we lsavnething to show you. We are
always grateful to the people who come. It igtéelbit like preaching to the choir. If
you are here, you are already one of the peoptextbao not need to send the message
to. But I think you will have seen that Ottawaigather attractive place. We think we
have some things to offer. Canada is a littldikét the good son in Tennessee Williams’
“Cat on a Hot Tin Roof.” The dissolute son Bifftiee prodigal son, married to Elizabeth
Taylor, and drinks too much. But his father camely about what happens to Biff.
There is another dutiful son who has children, wai@aking care of the business, who is
doing all of the right things. The father paysattention to him. That is the way
Canadians feel. We are the good son.

| wondered what | could possibly tell a professioaudience like this that you
would find worthwhile. | will try to make four pots: one is the importance of Canada to
the United States; second is the significance & threign policy to everybody, third the
importance of the U.S. rejoining the internatiocanmunity; and finally, the importance
of multilateral cooperation. You would expect rogdlk about the last in light of my last
job in public service as Permanent Representafi@Ganada to the United Nations

Probably you have been given background documentdiut there is no doubt
that the economic relationship between Canadatetnited States is unprecedented.
There is no other relationship like it. More trapees across the Ambassador Bridge,
between Detroit and Windsor (that is where the Asshdor Bridge is, the Friendship
Bridge is in Buffalo) than comes across the Pa&iion Japan. A billion and a half
dollars a day, approximately, of business is dofvea time when Americans are
worrying about security about what kind of relasbip you are going to have in the
Middle East, it is good to know that Canada islth8.’s major supplier of energy. We
are your first supplier of electricity, the firsigplier of petroleum products — not Saudi
Arabia. So if all else goes wrong, there is §ldinada.

| am sure all of you remember the movie “The Inea®of the Body Snatchers.
Aliens come and inhabit Americans’ bodies and pecgphnot tell the aliens from the
Americans. Well, Canadians are sort of like tHHtere is such cultural penetration in the
U.S. — you know, Peter Jennings, Celine Dion, Shawain, Margaret Atwood, Jim
Carrey — not John Kerry, Jim Carrey — although J8amy has a Canadian connection
also. He plays ice hockey. You play our hockeg,play your baseball; you play our
football, we play your football. President Bushladrime Minister Chretien, former
Prime Minister Chretien, both used the word “farhily describe the relationship at a
time when it was in such bad shape that they needfdd some way of explaining why
we were so mad at each other.

A word or two about 9/11, and this is, of coursat, a joking matter. 1 lived in
New York at the time. | was there. | experienitedt was a tremendously shocking
event. The first thing | did was to gather all stgff together and count noses to be sure
that nobody was missing. Seven of my junior offidead been in Windows on the
World, the restaurant at the top of the Trade @emtr dinner the night before. So, |



made sure they all phoned their parents and teloh tiihat they were ok. It was an
extraordinary day. One of the most extraordinhiggs that happened — | do not think is
well known — is that within 45 minutes of the figdane hitting the twin towers the
Canadian government had decided to accept everyndted trans-Atlantic and trans-
Pacific flight bound for the United States. Thesere two hundred and seventy aircratft, |
think, 35,000 people. They were all guided intm&dian airports and there they stayed
for a few days, in fact. In places such as Newdibaind and Nova Scotia

None of the 9/11 terrorists came from Canadeao mat know whether everybody
is aware of that, but | want to make that realacl- for a variety of reasons. None
came from Canada. Regrettably, it has becomelsmuegend in the US that some of
the terrorists came from Canada. None actually @ide New York Times did not print
the story of the 250 planes or 270 planes and%t@08 people until November 17
approximately, and they did that then only becdhaewas part of a deal when their
correspondent covering Canada quit. The corresganeas getting heat from the
editorial board to find the story of the terrorist§hey must have come from Canada.
Where were these people? Who were these peoplet Were their connections?”
When she could not find it, the Times decided tosgenebody who could. So finally her
effective parting price was they had to print tterysof the aircraft. But that just gives
you an idea. | accompanied the Canadian DepuiyePMinister to the New York Times
for an editorial board meeting on the first of Dedxer 2001. Even then, the editorial
board was still pressing him on the thesis thabtests came from Canada. Senator
Clinton has spoken publicly of terrorists who caneen Canada. Lou Dobbs of CNN
repeated this legend two years after the fagustlwanted you to let you know on this
occasion, God save us, they did not come from Ganaibt one.

After 9/11, for the first time since the Korean \M@anadian troops went into
combat together with the United States soldierdo hot think that is well known.
Further, the Canadians have been commanding thel K&AF force for the last six
months, and we have had about 2,500 — 3,000 ssldenmitted to Afghanistan. We
have spent $300 million in aid in Afghanistan. ogjether, through military contribution
and aid, we have spent more than a billion dollaifghanistan in the past couple of
years. It has become our number one foreign atragion. A lot of Canadians might
sometimes wonder why, but there are very good resfw that, not least the importance
of bringing stability to the borders of countriesnad with nuclear weapons.

In Canada, we took the initiative to create a “8rBarder” with the USA. It
may not have been apparent to you when you arheeel how smart it actually is.
Imagine what it would be like if we had tried to gleead with a “Stupid Border.”
(laughter) We spent $7 Billion to try to make stirat Canada does not become the back
door to into United States for terrorists. Anthihk that, probably, we are succeeding.
There are problems, and | would not want to leawdady with the impression that the
problems are all fixed. But we have made a Igirofyress in this area in the intervening
years.



It is a big relationship and big relationships é@@voblems. There are,
nevertheless, surprisingly few problems when yankthbout the scale. We always have
trade problems, and some of you will probably kradwut them in detail. When |
became director of U.S. Relations at the DepartrokRbreign Affairs, the issue that
was most burning at the time was a dispute betWarada and the United States on
softwood lumber. This just never goes away, ndenathat the regime is that we seem
to be working under. Mad cow disease is a cupestblem with the border being closed
on beef.

When you hear me speaking, you can hear a Canadeamt. It sounds close
enough to your own if | do not say “about” and “0uWWe are very similar. Canadians
consider themselves pro-American. In fact, witk ontwo exceptions, we are probably
the most pro-American of countries. Something k86 of Canadians, even during the
Iragq war, described themselves as pro-Americam exgle 70% of them were saying
they did not want to get involved in the war anetithought it was a mistake.

But there are some significant differences in galuHow significant and how
consequential these differences time will tell. e the biggest differences, that is
statistically measurable, is on religion and the@ant of attendance at church. 1 think
something like 40 or 50% of Americans consider thelwes to be church-goers. And in
Canada attendance is not more than 10 or 20%.cAtlrehes — | do not want to offend
any Canadians here who may be religious — buththecbes are largely empty. In fact, |
was at dinner last night at a restaurant callece“Church.” An entrepreneur had the
idea that there are a lot of churches in downtathvasare empty and he could start a
chain of restaurants calls “The Church.”

If you watched the Michael Moore movie, “BowlingrfColumbine,” (not the
other one), you will realize that we have rathdiedent gun control laws. Maybe you
were even asked about it when you came acrosstidertb We have no constitutional
amendment permitting the bearing of arms. In feame people think that the best
defense we have at the border is bears. (lauglear)constitutional amendment allows
us to arm bears. (laughter)

On social programs, you can see a sense of thextioé versus the individual.
Canadians are very attached to their social progirafanada is a kind of “middle class
land.” There are some people who are under therpoline and there are a few vastly
rich people, but generally speaking this is a lahdiddle class country.

Finally, and this is getting a little bit more pted, Canadians do not share the
American perception of the benevolence of Americaaign policy in the world. | will
talk a bit about foreign policy, and that will leatk inevitably to Irag and the
International Criminal Court. | do not think Ameains begin to understand — and | do
not mean this as a kind of condescension or argmgan do not think people understand
the extent to which American foreign policy affeoteer people, other places, almost all
the time. The average American is living his arlife not very much affected by
foreign policy issues. But that is not the casewhere. When Washington wakes up on



the morning, and this is a profound differencagsks itself what it is going to do with the
world, and when the world wakes up in the mornihgsks itself what to do with
Washington. U.S. foreign policy has enormous sssee— too many to list. World War
Il, Korea, the defeat of the Soviet Union, the eeminent of communism, stability now
in northeast Asia, the creation of the U.N., thepaigation of international law —
especially trade law. But it has also had itaufais. Iran in the ‘50’s, when Mossadeq
was overthrown — a democratically elected leadéraof — we are still paying for that
decision. Viet Nam, Chile, Iraq, Afghanistan. Tdés a serious gap between the U.S.
self-perception and the perception of other peoptaee U.S.

There are very powerful myths in the United Stat8eme of them are very
constructive myths. But listen to what John Kesayd in his nomination speech: “The
USA never goes to war because it wants to. We gaolio war because we have to.”
President Bush said in a Memorial Day ceremonyloraj ago: “It is not in our nature to
seek out wars and conflicts. We only get involwgten adversaries have left us no
alternative.” But if you go down through U.S. loist, that is not actually the case. There
were the Barbary Wars, the Mexican War, Nicarageadral times), Spanish American
War, the Philippine War, Cuba, Panama, Haiti, Gmala, Dominican Republic,

Vietnam, Cambodia, Grenada and Irag. Those atéhjanes that one could argue were
not forced on the US. So there is a gap betweanArericans see themselves and how
others see the Americans.

The reason | am saying this and | am being so ldutiee Robby Burns
observation, that to see yourselves as others@aewyl save you from many a — | think
he called it — foolish notion and blunder. | hd»een reading Clyde Prestowitz’'s book
“Rogue Nation,” because | have to deliver a papéne@American Political Science
Association in a couple of weeks’ time. | was liagdt on the plane on the way up here
today, and he goes through all of these thingemRhe beginning the United States has
seen itself, as part of its own mythology — andalVénave our mythologies — as apart
and, in some important respects, above. You rereeiMashington and Jefferson and no
entangling alliances and so on. With John Winthespthe Puritans were landing, he
was talking about “the shining city on the hillPresident Reagan, again used the term
“the shining city.” Here | have to say that it pgime a bit to make these observations. |
grew up in southern Ontario. | grew up at a tinleewwe watched television out of the
air, with the antenna on the roof. We used to w#te American channels. The local
football team in Kitchener, Ontario was the Clewel&rowns, and the local baseball
team was the Cleveland Indians. Had it not beemesdnd of patriotic gene, probably
the hockey team would have been the Detroit Redsvigwas, for a lot of people, but
not for me. Toronto was my team. In any casegre& up with the American dream, or
the Canadian version of the American dream. Andeadly believed it when we saw the
development of international law and the codifieatof law, the founding of the United
Nations - these idealistic principles that wereéa into actions

Now we have come to the International Criminal Gotlwe land mines treaty,
Kyoto. We are finding leadership not by examplelipuexception. The International
Criminal Court — the prospects, the possibilibéshat court harming Americans is so



remote as to be almost unimaginable. It is notgdetely, completely, completely in
every circumstance excluded that Americans woulttibd. But in any reasonable tally
of the pluses and minuses the balance is vasttiij@positive side it. It is intended to get
at the world’s monsters. It is not intended to@eAmerican GI's. Itis intended to
prosecute the Milosevics and the Pol Pots anddih&rhins, the Sadaam Husseins.
These are the kind of people that the Internati@mathinal Court is after. But we
couldn’t get the U.S. to join it, and indeed, th&Lhas carried out an active campaign to
undermine it, | am sorry to tell you, but that isactual fact. The U.S. effectively
imposed (a very strong-arm tactic) an interpretatibthe International Criminal Court
statute that turned the meaning inside out. Thalid$hat at the U.N. Security Council
with a lot of arm-twisting. It then tried to negae exemptions that would apply not only
to Americans but to anybody employed by the Un§éates, even Canadians.
Everybody would be exempt. | think that that exgece — (Kyoto also) — of

International Criminal Court came back to hauntliimited States on Iraq, because the
people who had allowed themselves to be presse@agreeing on the ICC resolved that
on Iraqg they were not going to do it again. Thera lot more to it than that, but that is
part of it.

There is a steady deprecation of the U.N. — stelaglyecation, constant
deprecation going on in Washington. | remembersihmav | watched — it was one of the
American neo-cons — talking about these Inspeckonggaux in the Iraqi desert, a place
as big as California. What would they ever findré? And did not the U.N. have any
backbone? When was it going to stand up for feself

We now know the decision-making process on thewaq We have read it now
in Woodward’s book, and so many other books — Ritl@darke’s book. We know that
the decision began to be made probably beforediréngéstration even came to office,
but certainly not very long after 9/11. Here | apeaking to you, and this is going to
sound a little aggressive, but | am speaking toly@eause you need to understand why
the US is so unpopular. Ed Djerejian, who was® dmbassador to Syria and a U.S.
ambassador to Israel, was asked by the admingstredicarry out a survey on U.S.
public diplomacy, particularly in the Middle Eadt.you look up his report, the key
chapter begins with the sentence: “The bottomitndesed dropped out of support for the
United States in the Moslem world.” And it has. sbme places positive views of the
U.S. are in single digits. Secretary Powell camthé United Nations — | was sitting
there — a week after he had been in Davos at thddViEconomic Forum where he got
into a debate with the Archbishop of Canterburyalbpeople, and he said the United
States had earned the trust of every man and waméchild on this earth, “and all we
ask is for a little bit of earth in which to bururosoldiers.” A week later he went to the
Security Council and talked about aluminum tubesua botulinum toxin (by the way,
that is Botox — as some wag said, | think it wasiMan Dowd, there was more Botox on
the upper east side of New York than there wasaq)] he talked about chemical
weapons. He related an hour and a half of paaisuhone of which have been borne out
by subsequent investigations. Nothing. The Sanyeif State of the United States,
representing the government and people of the UiStates in the Security Council tried
to persuade the world of the case for war. Nonshadt he said turned out to be true.



Vice President Cheney, on March™.ith Tim Russert on Meet the Press — you can
look it up, as they say — said, “We believe thatlttagis have reconstituted nuclear
weapons.” The moment that those words left histmqueople in the White House must
have known that that was not accurate. Not evemdhorious national intelligence
estimate said that was the case. That statementaoveected on September tH22003,
when he next appeared on Meet the Press. It canttishould, have been corrected by
noon of the same day he said it.

The point | am trying to make is that things haveegseriously awry in US
foreign relations. A lot needs to be done to getrt back on track. One of the things
that | am worried about, to speak very franklythiat candidate Kerry is saying that he
will be able to get the international communityctwoperate in Iraq, and that will make it
possible to withdraw American forces. | am nosace. There are many countries who
are saying to themselves, as Colin Powell wastsaidve said at the time, “you broke it,
you own it.” There are not very many people, evefacing the strategic situation that
we are facing — the danger that Iraq is going tmbe a failed state run by Islamic
fundamentalists — not even facing that danger grer@overnments willing to take their
soldiers and put them in harm’s way, for a decisiat they thought was the wrong
decision when the U.S. made it and which they waagainst. The Egyptian
ambassador — | was present at the time — went tigt8ecretary of State on the floor of
the Security Council and said, “This is going tstla hundred years if you go ahead with
this. Don't think that this is going to be eashhis is going to be terrible.” All Things
do not get solved on the floor of the Security Golimegretfully, as we all know.

The U.N. and why it matters. | talked about théedénce of view on the U.N.
The U.N. was made in another age by other peopletfer problems, but the idea of
multilateral cooperation is still indispensables We are seeing as a consequence of the
Irag war, you cannot get international approbatiba military act in the face of U.N.
opposition. | will contrast two cases: one is Kusovo case and one is the Iraq case.

In Kosovo, we went to war, (including Canada). Thhl. was left sitting on the
sidelines, because the Russians said they werg goweto any UN decisions to go to
war over Kosovo. They made it perfectly clear thauld veto a resolution to authorize
war. We made it perfectly clear that we would staind by and let the ethnic cleansing
continue. And we (NATO) acted. But in that caégpu had been able to take a vote in
the U.N., you would have got about 150 or 160 coestut of 190 supporting military
action. In fact, Canada thought about taking thim General Assembly in something
called a “Uniting for Peace” resolution. We regeattually, that we did not. After the
military action began, the Russians tabled a Ud@¢u@ity Council vote to stop the
NATO action. That resolution lost twelve to thrediich gives an insight into
international sentiment.

When it came to the Irag war, the sentiment waemsad. If you could have
taken a vote, a free vote, in the General Asseaillyat time, you probably would have
had 150 countries against intervention in Iraqofejust did not think that the case for
war had been made. And the difficulty is, that whige U.S. insists on acting in such



circumstances, the international opinion of the Lgbdes down. American esteem for the
UN goes down because the U.N. did not support toe and in all the rest of the world
esteem goes down because the U.N. did not stopaheor did not prevent the war.

But still, if you are looking for international apgiation of a military act, if you
want to get cooperation on terrorism, you havedal evith the U.N. Security Council. |
think that is one of the lessons that we are sesiwg (One of the lessons of the Kosovo
war was not to draw lessons too quickly.) Butssta of the Irag war, | think, is that
absent the affirmation of the international comntyjnyou cannot expect approbation of
an act of war or much assistance in the follow-up.

The U.N. is important but it is far from perfec@ertainly, negative feelings exist
in Canada as well. If you have ever spent anradtar in the Security Council, an
eternity in the General Assembly, you would knowywimere is so much criticism of the
place. There is a lot of “old think.” There i&iad of diplomatic sclerosis that has come
over the U.N. — or inertia. It just keeps on gpino matter what the problem, same
direction. The U.N. has done some amazing thirgss. actually much more effective
than it is given credit for. But it has seriouslgems. You have to distinguish between
the U.N. the member countries and the U.N. theetacat. The UN secretariat and the
UN agencies have done some extraordinarily goodkw@onsider the work of the
International World Food Program which fed 75 rottlipeople last year. The High
Commissioner for Refugees gave shelter to 22 miltieople last year. Vast amounts of
land mines were removed around the world by theresfiof U.N. Mine Action Service.
You could not take a plane here if it were notWoN. organizations. There is a vast
amount of work that the UN does that most peopteumaware of. It really is a cliché,
but it is true in this case, that if the U.N. diok exist we would have to invent it.

But the U.N. has some big problems. Some of tbélpms originate with the
Iragq war, but others are absolutely inherent insibw of “cut off your nose to spite your
face” mentality of a lot of developing countrieStill, the things that matter now, the
three or four really important issues, require fi@otive U.N. We have to draw up a
system for intervening in crises like the Congorflra Burundi, Rwanda. We have to
find a way of overcoming the European, the Wesiphatlea of sovereignty. It is one of
the great ironies, for example, that the Asians mtozlaim Asian values are so attached
to sovereignty and resist any kind of reform in thal. in this area. What they are
defending is actually a semi-defunct almost 400 péd European treaty.

If you are going to deal with terrorism, the U.Nlimdispensable. The U.N.
already has twelve counter-terrorism agreemenissues such as hijacking and
kidnapping and the “marking” of chemicals. If yare going to get international
cooperation on terrorism, these treaties are iedisable. They create norms, they get
absorbed into national laws, and they give everypoatiuding us, a possibility of
holding countries to account. The U.N. Security@ul has a committee that both
monitors behavior on terrorism and promotes compka This committee is where
countries including the US go to name terrorisugoand to try to cut off the sources of
their financing. | think a war on terror, justas aside, is an unfortunate concept,



because it is a war on a tactic, as the 9/11 Cosiomsaid. And while the attack on
New York is heinous and terrible, | do not think thvar on terror” is winnable. 1 think
we are maybe just being a little bit too delicatd e do not want to say what is
happening. What is really at issue here is a \aimst Islamist extremists, specifically
Al Qaeda and its allies. But if you are just gotogleclare a war on terrorism, and then
if you are going to include Iraq in that, and thieole Middle East issue, you are giving
yourself mission impossible. But one of the pothist the Bush administration is
absolutely right on, and | think almost every Aroari would agree, is that the potential
nexus of terrorism and weapons of mass destruidientremely dangerous. Something
has to be done about it. And this is one of tlaswhere the U.N. has work to do.

The other areas are poverty, health — particuteeblth, | would say. We are all
in greater danger from a virus than we are fromotests. This time last year, a little
earlier, somebody got off a plane from Hong Kond amonto and cost Canada a vast
amount of money and a number of people their liwd had to close down several
hospitals. There was an enormous quarantine. semuls of people were forced to stay
indoors. We are still paying the costs. | wathatStratford Shakespeare Festival a
couple of nights ago, and the place was half bdause people fear now to travel —
because of the terrorism, because of SARS, forevieatreason. What the SARS
experience showed is that we are not ready towitfathese kinds of issues, the world is
just not ready to deal with global public healtbuss, such as pandemics. In fact, the
Canadian government, to its discredit at the timequld say, resisted the efforts of the
World Health Organization to name Canada as a dangéourist place — Canada, a
dangerous place? — but with our medical system,¢myd that be? And we actually
actively resisted and put pressure on the WHOyt@thCanada. But in fact they were
right. We were not doing enough about SARS. We2wemplacent and unprepared.

We were not the only ones., at the same time | @weeatfuneral in the US, of a
very prominent New Yorker. His son had got ouhisfhospital bed to come and give
his father’s eulogy. It was very moving. But 8@ was so sick he went back to the
hospital — terrible flu. So what did people doRey all flocked to the hospital to see the
poor guy. Well, if he had had SARS, then the wiudlBlew York would have had to be
shut down. But nobody even thought about it. dswot in anyone’s mind. The hospital
did not prevent anybody from coming to see himeyftid not know that he did not
have SARS. This is a guy who traveled all the time

The point | am making is that you really do neadutilateral system to deal
with global problems. No country is able to suevanymore in this globalized system
which we have all brought on ourselves. NobodytbetNorth Koreans can wall
themselves off and think they are surviving. Sopiea is for the United States, as | said
at the very beginning, to come back into the matkital system of cooperation, exercise
the leadership that everybody has always beenwiigg to accord you, and let us get
on with making the rest of this century a littlegeexciting than it has been as it started.

Thank you. (applause)



Question: (unintelligible) saying, what would ydie for. And they asked
various teenagers that question. (unintelligittedugh | don't agree with the Bush
administration’s rationale for the war (unintelbég) my question for you is if the world
community, in terms of the leadership, the dictatbat make up most of the governing
(unintelligible) throughout the world did not suppfunintelligible) Canada or the
United States going in (unintelligible)

Response: | will rephrase your question a littteibyou don’t mind. It's not a
guestion of supporting the United States, it's agfion of doing what you think is right.
And | do not have any doubt that we would have dbagin that circumstance. Another
part of the premise, | think, is not quite correlftyou go to Freedom House, and you
can also check this is in one of President Bughe®shes, I've taken from the Freedom
House survey — the U.N. consists of 191 countdésshich about 120 are considered to
be democratic or at least partially free. So thid.lisn't really being run by dictators.
The most powerful country at the U.N. by mileshis United States, without any
qguestion. The U.S. dominates the U.N. It's nptaee where things happen to the U.S.
Nothing happens very much there that the U.S. ismttlved in one way or another. But
on the question of Kosovo, what would you die fod avhat would you get involved in, |
think you call them as you see them. On the dayptimbing began, (and the Canadian
air force was doing some of the bombing) there wWi&= 000 Kosovars who were either
refugees across the border — the definition ofged#s — or internally displaced. If you go
back and read the speeches of Kofi Anan, he wasgitge international community to
do something. What we got tangled up in was dffelst a Russian attitude on
sovereignty. And | think they were more concerabdut the application of that
principle to them in Chechnya than they were alleitSerbs. There was a certain time
in the negotiations at the end of the war thatleaight the Serbs were more willing to
end the war than the Russians were. But | digreds.think you “have to call them as
you see them.”

At the same time it makes sense to try to fix §ystesm. What we did in Canada
was to launch a commission a — and | highly recomdneto you — we established a
commission called the Commission on Interventioth 8tate Sovereignty. We asked
them to take on the question of what to do whemsagnty and humanitarian necessity
conflict. The first sentence in the U.N. chargetd “save succeeding generations from
the scourge of war,” and Article 2 of the chargeabout noninterference in the internal
affairs of states. How do you reconcile thoseghiwhen increasingly wars happen
within states? You might remember the Brundtlamehimission in the ‘80’s which was
charged with reconciling economic growth and enwvinental protection. At the time
they were considered to be two rather incompatd#as, but the Brundtland commission
reconciled them with the new idea of sustainableettment. We asked the same thing
with this commission. They have laid out someaxiely good standards and tests for
intervention, norms that need to be met. Theymeibed national sovereignty and non-
intervention with the idea of the ResponsibilityRmotect. If we can get the international
community to adopt that as a norm, then we willehdene something to get past the
obstacles that sovereignty has created.



But, you know, if people are dying by the thousaodthey’re being slaughtered,
you intervene.

Question: | had dinner with Canadian relatives éght and the dinner
conversation seemed to go much along the samedin@sintelligible) telling us some
of the things that we Americans may have (unirgadle) a myopic view of our own
place in the world. But everybody in this room kel training. Part of what we are
trained to do is to be able to argue the other. skied so | was curious, and the one
guestion | posed to my family was, can you honesdly that the world would be a better
place today if Saddam were still in power. Giviea justification for the armed
intervention in Kosovo, brutal dictators engagingjuasi-religious genocide against the
predominantly Muslim Kosovars versus Saddam'’s tityteowards the Shiites in
southern Irag, how would you make the argumentttietvorld is a better place with
Saddam gone?

Response: | would make two arguments in respangeat. In 1989, when the
Iragis gassed the Kurds, there were clear-cut gi®wcrimes against humanity,
genocide — clear-cut grounds for intervening. 991-92, when there was an uprising
among the Shi'a, and Saddam put it down brutdtigreé were grounds for intervening at
that time. Waiting twelve years to act calls igtestion your humanitarian impulse, |
would have to say. | will cite an independentrseyHuman Rights Watch, which is
being run by Kenneth Roth a former prosecutor engbuthern district of New York, in
Manhattan. Human Rights Watch has documentedhbet were no mass killings going
on or anticipated prior to or at the time of theasion. There was a lot of terrible
brutality — everybody knows about Uday and Qusay no mass killings. The second
part — the humanitarian impulse — has to be loa@itddirly carefully. | remember the
State of the Union speech, 2003. There was natadkit saving the Iragis. The
President talked about weapons of mass destruatidrierrorists. That was the case that
he made. Saving the Iragis has beemxgmost facto argument. But you said the world is
better off. Are you sure? If there is a civil warragq, is the world going to be better
off? Are Iragis going to be better off? If thenda and the Turks mix it up, if the
alliance between Israel and Turkey becomes disdalver Israeli support for the Kurds,
which is what the Turks now think is going on,hs world going to be better off? If Iraq
disintegrates, if that spreads into Jordan andaSyam not so sure you can make the
judgment now that the world is better off. | thiwkat you can say, without any fear of
contradiction, is it's a damn good thing Saddamathere. But what consequences of
stirring this pot up are going to be is too soosdag. Remember the warning of President
Mubarak of Egypt. You're going to create, he dai€President Bush, a thousand Osama
bin Ladens if you intervene in Iraq. There arelilon Moslems, and if you radicalize
1in 1000 or even 1 in 10,000, that is a circumstahat you do not want to happen.
Nobody wins that kind of a conflict by any ratiomgfinition of winning. It's too soon to
say the world is better off. It's even too soorthat sense to say the Iraqis are better off.
(applause)



