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Preface
When President Barack Obama stood before a vast crowd at Cairo
University on June 4, 2009 and gave a speech entitled “A New
Beginning,” his words signaled just that for many Muslim communities around the world. For the most part, these communities
responded to President Obama’s extended hand with optimism
and respect. More than a year and a half later, however, many
would argue that U.S.-Muslim relations have begun to regress
in the wake of the limited concrete changes that have actually
taken place in U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East following the
President’s promising speech.
During the second year of Barack Obama’s presidency, the
Fares Center for Eastern Mediterranean Studies hosted a conference entitled “Engaging the Middle East: After the Cairo
Speech,” one of the Center’s many events that provide a forum at
Tufts University for the discussion of topics affecting the Middle
East and the Eastern Mediterranean region. An exceptionally
talented group of scholars, journalists, policymakers, and members of the U.S. military and the U.S. Foreign Service gathered at
Tufts University on October 14-15, 2010 to review the status of
American-Muslim relations and other regional issues more than
a year after the speech at Cairo University.
Among the many topics analyzed by the conference participants were the ongoing wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the lack of
progress in Israeli-Palestinian negotiations, the tense relationship
between the U.S. and Iran, and the dangers presented by increasing turmoil in Pakistan. Participants offered analysis of these
major issues in addition to policy prescriptions for the U.S. government intended to facilitate progress in their resolution. Many
lamented the perceived deterioration in American-Muslim relations following what appeared to be a moment of hope in June
2009. As in years past, speakers noted the caliber of their fellow
panelists and the high regard with which this annual conference
has come to be recognized. Audience members, from within the
Tufts community and beyond, enriched the debate further with
their insights and questions.
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This publication, the Fares Center’s seventh occasional paper,
contains a series of summaries of the panelists’ lectures. Preceding
these summaries is a brief introduction to the common themes of
the conference and a selection of the policy prescriptions recommended by the speakers.
I would like to recognize the extraordinary group of people
whose contributions, support, and advice made the conference
and this publication possible. They include: H.E. Issam M. Fares,
founder of the Fares Center and former Deputy Prime Minister
of Lebanon; Mr. Fares I. Fares, trustee and member of the Fares
Center executive committee; Tufts University President Lawrence
S. Bacow and the Office of the President; Provost Jamshed
Bharucha and the Office of the Provost; Dean Robert M. Hollister
and the Jonathan M. Tisch College of Citizenship and Public
Service; Dean Stephen W. Bosworth and The Fletcher School;
Dr. Malik Mufti and Dr. Drusilla Brown and the International
Relations Program at Tufts University; Dr. Richard H. Shultz and
the International Security Studies Program at The Fletcher School;
Dr. John L. Esposito and the Fares Center Academic Committee;
the members of the Fares Center Executive Committee, including
Dr. Jamshed Bharucha, Mr. Richard E. Blohm, Mr. Fares I. Fares,
Dr. Laurent Jacque, and Mr. Jeswald Salacuse; the Fares Center
Advisory Board, with special recognition for the support of Dr. M.
Lee Pearce; the Honorable William A. Rugh, Edward R. Murrow
Visiting Professor of Public Diplomacy at The Fletcher School
and former Visiting Scholar at the Fares Center; Dr. Vali Nasr,
Professor of International Politics at The Fletcher School, and
Dr. Ibrahim Warde, Adjunct Professor of International Business
at The Fletcher School, both Fares Center Associate Directors,
as well as the rest of the Fares Center staff; and finally, a special
thank you to Mr. Anastassis G. David for his contribution.
Dr. Leila Fawaz
Founding Director
The Fares Center for Eastern Mediterranean Studies
Tufts University
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Introduction
By the time former U.S. President George W. Bush left office in
January 2009, U.S. relations with the Muslim world, especially
throughout the Middle East, appeared to be at an all-time low.
Wars in Iraq and Afghanistan continued to undermine America’s
reputation in the region, and despite efforts to curb Islamic
extremist activities, extremist groups continued to present dangers
throughout the region. A new president’s taking office offered the
opportunity for a fresh start in Muslim-American relations and the
U.S. could potentially begin to regain the trust and friendship of
Muslim communities across the Middle East.
There is little doubt that the hand extended by President
Obama during the Cairo speech of June 2009 signaled a promise
of a new phase in American relations with Muslims, especially
those in the Middle East and South Asia. In several speeches to
the Muslim world that took place during his first year in office,
most would agree that the President said “the right things” to
mend soured relations. Additionally, the appointments of Richard
Holbrooke as Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan
and George Mitchell as Special Envoy for Middle East Peace during President Obama’s first days in office indicated to the world
that he prioritized American foreign policy in the Middle East.
Now that the President has been in office for more than two
years, the world has had time to reflect on his performance thus
far in the Middle East. Many would argue that the achievements
over these two years have been limited. From the outset, President
Obama took a firm stance with Israel, and for the first time in
many years Israel felt less secure of its preferential treatment. There
appeared to be a brief moment of hope for the Israeli-Palestinian
peace process when Israel agreed to a ten-month moratorium on
the construction of settlements. Unfortunately, the moratorium
was both short-lived and ineffective.
Negotiations with Iran, which seemed promising at the beginning of President Obama’s tenure, were hindered by post-election
turmoil within Iran while an opening for progress on nuclear
negotiations—this time in Geneva—closed yet again without
securing an agreement. Since that time, negotiations over Iran’s
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nuclear program have been placed on the back burner. In Lebanon,
the international tribunal on the assassination of former Prime
Minister Rafiq Hariri threatened to cause an outbreak of violence,
as Hezbollah braced itself for the possibility of an indictment.
Continued mistrust between the political elites of Iraq has inhibited progress in establishing an effective government there. At the
same time, Iraqi refugees have now become the second largest
refugee population in the world.
While U.S. efforts have more or less effectively ousted al-Qaeda
from Afghanistan, the group has now established a stronghold in
northwestern Pakistan and has secured global reach through a
network of partners. Pakistan has become more unstable than
ever and could represent the next frontier of violent conflict if
not managed properly. Meanwhile, President Obama’s December
2009 announcement of troop withdrawals from Afghanistan,
some argued, signaled to the Taliban that all they must do is wait
for the U.S. to depart before they can retake power.
It is clear that most of the issues facing the U.S. in the Middle
East when President Obama was inaugurated continue to challenge
his administration to this day. Domestic setbacks—specifically
the global economic meltdown, high unemployment, and the
healthcare debate—surely inhibited the President’s ability to
make progress on these issues over the last two years. Yet, while
there have been setbacks, President Obama did set the right tone
at the beginning of his presidency by offering words of respect to
the Muslim world. Hopefully, he can still draw on the good will
engendered by those words and begin anew his efforts to make
tangible progress on key issues in the Middle East. The opportunity is not yet lost and the avenues for potential partnerships to
develop and successful collaborations to proceed still exist. For
the U.S. to take advantage of these opportunities, the Obama
administration must continue to demonstrate respect and a
willingness to negotiate and compromise with the people of the
Middle East through its actions as well as its words.
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COMMON THEMES

Given this context, the Fares Center for Eastern Mediterranean
Studies hosted the conference “Engaging the Middle East:
After the Cairo Speech” at Tufts University in October 2010.
Referencing the groundwork laid by President Obama’s speech,
invited speakers from academia, the press, civil service, and
the military reflected on Muslim-American relations across the
Middle East and South Asia, noting where progress was made
and where there was room for significant improvement. During
the two-day conference, panelists discussed much more than
the President’s role in restoring Muslim-American relations;
they offered poignant analysis of key concerns facing the region.
The panel sessions addressed issues including Israeli-Palestinian
negotiations; the ongoing situations in Iraq, Iran, and Lebanon;
the war in Afghanistan and the context next door in Pakistan;
the rise of a new conflict paradigm based on irregular warfare;
America’s relationship with the Muslim world; and the potential
for employing soft power rather than military force across this
region. Both keynote lectures discussed and lamented the lack of a
coherent, over-arching Middle East strategy—a reality reiterated
by other panelists.
The following themes were pervasive during the two-day
conference:
•


Action
speaks louder than words.
Since his inauguration, President Obama has given
several noteworthy speeches addressing Muslim communities around the world, including addresses from
Cairo and Istanbul and his video message marking the
Iranian New Year, but people across the Middle East
and South Asia are waiting for the follow-up to these
expressions of respect and intention. Already, the seeds
of goodwill sown in Cairo have begun to wither. Real
progress on key political issues is urgent to demonstrate that the President’s words were genuine.
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•

•

•
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America’s relationship with the Muslim world has
consistently been defined by its differences rather
than its commonalities.
The discourse expressed by many U.S. politicians, and
occasionally by the American media, often gives credence to the notion of a “clash of civilizations” between
the West and Islam. As President Obama stated in his
Cairo speech, “So long as our relationship is defined by
our differences, we will empower those who sow hatred
rather than peace, and who promote conflict rather than
the cooperation that can help all of our people achieve
justice and prosperity.” The U.S. and the Muslim world
share many joint objectives, yet opportunities for cooperation have long been overlooked in favor of a focus on
the differences that characterize the two regions.
U.S. engagement in the Middle East over the last decade
has been primarily military-based and has underutilized
important elements of soft power.
America has been engaged in two wars in the Middle East
for the better part of the last decade, yet these military
efforts have not necessarily resolved the many issues that
confronted America in this region at the beginning of the
twenty-first century. It is time, many panelists argued, for
the U.S. to pursue more palatable forms of engagement
with the people of the region, based, for example, on educational, economic, and intellectual partnerships rather
than on a military presence. Doing so will not only benefit the U.S. and these communities, but could also work
to alleviate the tensions that continue to breed extremist
activities in the region.
America has not developed a coherent, overarching
framework for addressing its most pressing and most
achievable objectives in the Middle East.
The U.S. has been waging a series of battles—both military and non-military in nature—across the Middle
East for the past decade with limited coordination

among independent endeavors. Many of these efforts
are interrelated and the U.S. would benefit from taking a step back and developing a regional framework in
which its objectives are achieved harmoniously, rather
than in conflict with one another.
•

T he selection of Israeli settlements as the key issue to
spark U.S. re-engagement in Israeli-Palestinian negotiations was perhaps ill advised.
When President Obama chose to negotiate the settlement issue in order to demonstrate U.S. commitment
to Israeli-Palestinian peace talks, his administration
may not have given proper deference to the serious
repercussions of failure. Despite the achievement of a
brief moratorium on settlements, which was riddled
with loopholes, the President was not able to secure
long-term Israeli cooperation on curbing the construction of settlements. Many interpreted this failure
as a sign of the inability of the U.S. to effectively serve
as a mediator powerful enough to elicit compromises
from both sides in the resolution of this difficult conflict.

PRESCRIPTIONS FOR CHANGE

More than a year and a half after President Obama’s Cairo address,
his administration’s Middle East foreign policy achievements are
somewhat limited. Undoubtedly, U.S. domestic constraints hindered the President’s ability to achieve many of the objectives
outlined in his speech. Given this lack of progress, panelists at the
conference offered recommendations on how President Obama
could reignite America’s foreign policy agenda in the Middle East
and begin to make progress on promises outlined early in his
presidency. Their suggestions included concrete steps to restoring
America’s image in the region, and emphasized the need to move
beyond military engagement, which has been the cornerstone of the
U.S. presence in the Middle East for the last ten years, and the need
to strengthen other elements of partnership and collaboration.
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Panelists, occasionally in disagreement with one another, recommended that the U.S. administration:
• Shift its focus from religious differences with Islam toward the
resolution of political issues affecting the Muslim world.
• Strengthen forms of engagement other than the security
paradigm by fostering economic, diplomatic, and intellectual
relationships with Muslim communities.
• Empower Muslim communities and pursue collaboration
based on education, science, and technology.
• Continue to develop and improve upon strategies to wage
non-conventional warfare, where necessary, given that the new
irregular warfare conflict paradigm is here to stay.
• Make known its opinion regarding what a “fair” resolution to
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict would constitute.
• Continue to pursue a policy of deterrence in Iran, maintaining
the sanctions regime, in hopes that the Iranians will eventually
oust their current government.
• Reflect, as well, on the possibility that Iran’s request to pursue
peaceful nuclear technology is legitimate, assuming that it
agrees to international inspections.
• Transition the American presence in Afghanistan from
military-based engagement to a more sustainable, long-term
presence in which Afghans assume control over military and
law enforcement operations.
• Recognize the validity of some of Pakistan’s security concerns.
• Utilize relationships with India and Pakistan to cultivate trust
between the two nations.
• Support various facets of post-conflict reconstruction in Iraq
including training parliamentarians; ensuring access to education, healthcare, and employment; and embracing the Iraqi
military.
• Emphasize the importance of police reform, the rule of law, and
good governance in Iraq and Afghanistan as the U.S. military
withdraws.
• Respect the sovereignty of nations.
• Be more modest in its pursuits and objectives in the Middle
East.
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*

*

*

The recommendations offered by the panelists confirm that
the U.S. has made some progress in improving its relationships
with communities and nations across the Middle East since the
end of the Bush administration, but their comments also confirm
that America has a way to go in order to achieve the objectives
established by President Obama at the beginning of his presidency. While President Obama sent the right message to reverse
worsening relations with the region, all participants agreed that
concrete action is the necessary next step. The President still has
time to act upon his assurances, and as the economy recovers and
domestic issues settle slightly, he may well be capable of doing so.
Amelia Cook
MALD 2008
The Fletcher School
Tufts University
Note: All conference participants were given the opportunity to
review the following summaries.
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Keynote Address: “Is There a Workable
U.S. Strategy for the Middle East? No!
Then What?”
SPEAKER:

Leslie H. Gelb, Former correspondent for The New York Times;
President Emeritus and Board Senior Fellow, Council on Foreign Relations

CHAIR:

The Honorable Stephen W. Bosworth, Dean, The Fletcher School

Leslie Gelb began the keynote lecture of the 2011 Fares Center
conference with a caveat: he is not a Middle East expert, but rather
an expert on U.S. foreign policy who has spent his life moving
from conflict to conflict worldwide. The central premise of his
lecture was the lack of American strategy in the Middle East and
the difficulties of developing an effective foreign policy strategy
for this complex region.
Following an introduction by Fletcher School Dean Stephen
Bosworth, in which Bosworth noted Gelb’s transformative role
at the Council on Foreign Relations and his Pulitzer Prizewinning journalism, Gelb set about to explore this “hot button”
of American foreign policy known as the Middle East. He began
by defining the concept of “strategy,” a term that signifies to
Gelb being “clear-eyed” about one’s objectives and making them
achievable. Gelb argued that U.S. engagement in the Middle East
has been led by a series of impulses and pressures—resulting
from domestic demands related to oil, concerns about terrorism, U.S. democratization efforts, U.S. military presence in the
region, and American commitments to Israel—rather than by a
comprehensive strategy.
Part of the reason that the U.S. does not have an effective
Middle East strategy, Gelb stated, is that there is no more complex region in the world. The Middle East and its global relevance
incite an emotional response, argued Gelb. He noted the specific difficulties caused by America’s relationship with Israel. He
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reviewed the state of affairs in Lebanon, Jordan, Syria, and Egypt,
and commented that American interest in countries across the
Arabian Peninsula is due only to its fear of losing access to oil.
Gelb remarked on the foolishness of the American involvement in Iraq, which destroyed the sole regional counterweight to
Iran and has caused a significant mess within the country itself.
The danger of Iran, in reality a poor and powerless country, has
been blown out of proportion, Gelb contended. Many of the
region’s problems are domestic or regional in nature, and therefore the U.S. can only do so much to influence them.
None of these nations, however, should cause the U.S. as much
concern as Afghanistan and Pakistan. Gelb expressed apprehension over America’s presence in these two countries, where
he believes a U.S. presence is neither sensible nor logical. After
all, the initial American objective in Afghanistan of eliminating
al-Qaeda has been rendered irrelevant by the group’s now having global reach. American desires to protect Pakistan, on the
other hand, seem odd given Washington’s lack of ability to fix
Pakistan’s internal problems and Pakistani military support
for the Taliban, which fight U.S. forces in Afghanistan. As well,
few countries have given the U.S. more problems than Pakistan.
While Iran is threatening to create nuclear weapons, Pakistan—
an extremely unstable country—already has them. Across a troubled region, Gelb pointed to Turkey as one of few bright spots,
due to its pragmatic Islamic government and economic progress.
Given this laundry list of highly complex issues, it is understandable why the U.S. has had so much trouble creating a
workable strategy in the Middle East. Gelb suggested first and
foremost that the U.S. become more modest regarding its objectives and the extent of its power to achieve those objectives. He
commented that the list of vital American interests in this region
is actually quite limited. Furthermore, Gelb recommended that
the U.S. work with regional leaders such as Egypt and Iran (actually, despite appearances, a natural ally). He also suggested that
the U.S. gear its Middle East policy towards the future of these
strategic partnerships and move away from the worries it is currently preoccupied with. To do so, the U.S. will also need to look
at the nuclear issue from Iran’s point of view. Given that coun-
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tries such as North Korea, India, Israel, and Pakistan already possess nuclear weapons, Gelb argued that Iran’s request to pursue
peaceful nuclear technology is not unreasonable and calls for an
understanding response. He advised that the U.S. pursue a policy
of deterrence toward Iran, continue with sanctions, and encourage Iran to open up its nuclear programs to inspections. At the
same time, the U.S. should illuminate the consequences for Iran
if it develops nuclear weapons and the missiles to deliver them.
Meanwhile, the U.S. must scale back its efforts in Afghanistan
and Pakistan so that it can focus on Iran and other more complicated and more important matters to U.S. interests. The U.S.
must develop a sustainable long-term presence in Afghanistan,
based on the Afghan people quickly assuming principal responsibility for their own defense—with Washington in a supporting
role. Pakistan, on the other hand, consists of approximately 180
million people over whom the U.S. cannot expect to exert control. Gelb suggested letting China or India take some responsibility there.
In conclusion, Gelb argued that the U.S. must not entangle
itself in situations where it is not likely to succeed. America’s
“impulses” in the Middle East have propelled it toward failures.
And failure represents a dangerous loss of power. Above all, Gelb
concluded, America must be far more modest in its pursuits
within this complicated region.
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Session I: The Arab-Israeli Conflict
SPEAKERS:

Ruth Margolies Beitler, Professor of International Relations and Comparative Politics, United States Military Academy, West Point
Robert H. Pelletreau, former U.S. Ambassador to Bahrain, Tunisia, and
Egypt; former Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs
Shai Feldman, Judith and Sidney Swartz Director of the Crown Center for
Middle East Studies and Professor of Politics, Brandeis University
Rami G. Khouri, Editor-at-Large, The Daily Star (Beirut); Director of the
Issam Fares Institute of Public Policy and International Affairs, American
University of Beirut

CHAIR:

Nadim N. Rouhana, Professor of International Negotiation and Conflict
Studies, The Fletcher School

Ruth Beitler began by analyzing Israeli Prime Minister (PM)
Benjamin Netanyahu’s decision not to extend the moratorium
on settlement building beyond its original ten months. She noted
that PM Netanyahu must hedge his bets while maintaining his
coalition and ensuring that the Palestinians remain at the table.
The ruling Likud party, which does not have a majority among the
coalition, is in a sense held hostage by the objectives and concerns
of the other members of the coalition, including the Labor Party,
the Shas Party, and the Jewish Home Party. Beitler noted that
after examining his relationship with the Obama administration,
which offered inducements for Israel to continue the moratorium
given the mid-term elections, and with the Palestinians, who have
limited options beyond negotiation, PM Netanyahu concluded
that there might be sufficient U.S. pressure to encourage President
Mahmoud Abbas to remain at the table despite continued settlement building.
While the number of new settlements actually being built
is fairly small, Beitler contended that their existence has enormous symbolic significance. Additionally, discussions regarding
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the Israel Oath proposed by PM Netanyahu, in which non-Jewish citizens of Israel must pledge their loyalty to a Jewish and
democratic state, present another issue of major symbolic value,
although again the number of people it would actually affect
is small. Beitler commented on the difficultly of creating a liberal democracy based on citizens taking a religious oath. PM
Netanyahu has requested that the Palestinians recognize that
Israel is a national home for the Jews in exchange for coming
to the table. Interestingly, this pre-condition for negotiations
has significant impact on the Palestinians’ right of return. Once
negotiations resume, if the establishment of borders is the first
issue addressed, Beitler noted, then the settlement issue will be
inherently resolved, as land becomes either a part of Israel or
Palestine.
Given this complex picture and the balancing act that PM
Netanyahu is attempting to navigate, Beitler reviewed his
options, commenting that they “are not good.” He could call
for early elections, but in doing so risks the security of his own
political position for the sake of the peace process. Or, he could
work on his coalition.
Beitler concluded that in the face of failed negotiations, only
Hamas and Iran would benefit. The positions of parties on both
sides will harden further, and move farther apart. For negotiations to work, on the other hand, Israel will have to concede on
several extremely volatile issues, including relinquishing the settlements and returning to 1967 borders. Palestine, for its part,
will have to concede on the issue of right of return. Beitler closed
pessimistically by noting that all of these issues unfortunately
have been discussed in the past without progress.
Robert Pelletreau discussed the tone set by and the impact of
President Obama’s Cairo address. He noted the disastrous set of
Middle East challenges that the President inherited when he came
to office in January 2009. These include Iraq, where reconciliation between Shiites, Sunnis, and Kurds remains illusive; Iran
and its conservative clerical leadership, which resists engagement
with the West; a resurgence of the Taliban in Afghanistan; unrest
in Pakistan; al-Qaeda extending its reach; and the unpromis-
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ing state of Arab-Israeli negotiations. Despite these challenges,
President Obama set about taking action, including the appointments of Richard Holbrooke and George Mitchell as Special
Representatives to the region. He used the moment in Cairo to
call for a new beginning between the U.S. and the Muslim world.
In his speech, the President noted the importance of the ArabIsraeli peace process and asked that initial steps be taken there,
including that Palestinians abandon the use of violence, Israelis
cease settlement-building, and Arab states step forward.
Unfortunately, Pelletreau noted, it soon became clear that this
elevated rhetoric was not matched by the realities on the ground.
Stopping Israeli construction of settlements proved near impossible. Even the ten-month moratorium on settlement building was filled with holes and contingencies such that there was
not a single day during the ten-month period when settlements
were not constructed. Furthermore, using the settlement issue
as a first step was ill advised, Pelletreau argued, as it heightened
the importance of the issue in the eyes of Palestinians and represented a test of the ability of the Obama administration to secure
Israeli cooperation. The second mistake made by the U.S. was its
assumption that the Saudis would allow the Arab Peace Initiative
to be utilized as a malleable inducement for the Arab-Israeli
peace process. The Saudis, on the other hand, intended for the
Arab Peace Initiative to be enacted contingent upon a successful
Arab-Israeli peace negotiation. These two setbacks immediately
hindered progress on Arab-Israeli negotiations for the U.S.
Simultaneously, U.S.-Israeli relations appeared to cool off
during the course of President Obama’s first year. Israel felt its
“special” relationship with the U.S. had weakened. Time soon
proved, however, that despite the President’s open criticism of
certain Israeli policies, Israeli security and cooperation remain
key American priorities.
As Mitchell’s understanding of the situation on the ground
grew, he pressed for proximity talks as a gateway to a second
wave of American engagement. Yet despite a successful meeting
between President Abbas and PM Netanyahu in September 2010,
the ten-month moratorium on settlements was not renewed.
Sadly, Pelletreau concluded, these realities point to a continua-
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tion of the status quo as the most likely outcome, in which the
U.S. strives “to manage the situation, rather than resolve it.”
Shai Feldman reviewed the major reasons why there is an eightyfive percent chance that no breakthrough will be made in ArabIsraeli peace negotiations, and the reasons why there is a fifteen
percent chance that one will. On the pessimistic side, there are no
leaders today who are capable of making breakthroughs as there
have been in the past. Second, PM Netanyahu is working with a
right-wing government. Third, the settlers are gearing for a fight
in case there is a breakthrough and their existence is threatened.
Fourth, President Abbas presides over a fractured entity, known
as Palestine, which is divided between two geographic regions—
the West Bank and Gaza—and two political parties—Hamas
and Fatah. Fifth, it is unclear whether this situation is truly an
American priority. Sixth, it is uncertain whether a breakthrough
in this situation would actually assist the U.S. in resolving its
many other challenges in the Middle East. And, finally, the U.S.
has perhaps overestimated its ability to serve as a mediator in this
debate.
On the other hand, several reasons exist that encourage parties on both sides to push for a breakthrough. First, Feldman
argued, in the absence of an agreement Hamas will be the only
credible alternative to lead Palestine, because Fatah is neither a
more competent nor a more honest organization. Second, Salam
Fayyad’s state-building plan will likely collapse if the top-down
approach does not align with the bottom-up approach. Third, in
the absence of a breakthrough, the creation and training of a new
Palestinian security force under Fayyad’s plan will be vulnerable
to the Hamas narrative that it will only serve to protect Israelis.
There are also several key issues on the Israeli side that support the small chance of a breakthrough. First, PM Netanyahu
has emphasized his commitment to this process; if he fails,
Feldman argued, he and his colleagues will lose credibility.
Second, PM Netanyahu has no domestic excuse for inaction. As
Feldman noted, he “cannot say he can’t, because he can.” Third, if
Iran is truly a threat to Israel, then Israel cannot risk its relationship with the U.S., the only country capable of containing Iran,
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by continuing to stall progress. Fourth, there is no alternative
resolution to the current campaign to delegitimize Israel. Fifth,
barring a breakthrough, Feldman asked, how will PM Netanyahu
be able to realize his vision of turning Israel into a regional economic force? The prime minister realizes that the political reality
cannot be severed from the economic reality.
In closing, Feldman hypothesized that the Obama administration will continue to pursue negotiations, and he is banking
on the small chance that all of the parties involved will ultimately
“do the right thing.”
Rami Khouri outlined four dimensions to President Obama based
on the President’s past experience. These include the President as
community organizer, law student/professor, politician, and basketball player. Each of these dimensions portends its own course
of action. The community organizer seeks to mobilize people.
The law professor pursues the rule of law and the rights of people.
The politician is willing to make compromises, pander to the
crowd, and negotiate deals. Finally, the basketball player engages
in a game of strategy, assessing when it is time to press full court
and when it is appropriate to take a timeout.
Khouri described eight significant issues that President
Obama faced when he came to office, including: the security of
energy sources, Israel and its security, Iraq, the battle against terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, Afghanistan, public
diplomacy within the Muslim world, Iran, and the Arab-Israeli
conflict. The President recognized that each of these issues was
interconnected in various ways. He specifically understood the
role that the Arab-Israeli conflict plays in forming public opinion
in the region. Therefore, his administration attempted to address
all of the issues simultaneously. Unfortunately, Khouri argued, it
lacked an effective strategy for doing so.
When President Obama came to power, the reputation of the
U.S. was in such peril in the Middle East that the U.S. could hardly
accomplish anything there without employing military force.
Across the Middle East, the U.S. had lost respect as well as its ability to instill fear. At one point, Khouri noted, the Arabs, Turks,
Israelis, and Iranians were simultaneously refusing American
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requests, something of a novelty in recent history. President
Obama understood that credibility had to be restored in order for
the U.S. to move forward in the region.
Following President Obama’s first year in office, the verdict
on his performance in the Middle East among Americans was
mixed, while among Middle Easterners it was largely negative.
The U.S. has expressed determination in its re-engagement on
the Arab-Israeli issue. However, Khouri remarked, the largest
hindrance to U.S. involvement in the negotiations is that even the
key players still do not know the American position on the major
issues under review. The U.S. must make known what it believes
is a fair resolution to the situation. Khouri suggested that, while
Israel and the Palestinians have made some historic concessions,
ultimately all parties must examine the offers on both sides and
determine which offers are aligned with international law and
are also realistic. Only then can the negotiations move forward
effectively.

Session II: New Strategies for Managing
Old Conflicts: Iran, Iraq, and Lebanon
SPEAKERS:

Farideh Farhi, Adjunct Professor of Political Science, University of Hawaii
Barbara Slavin, Journalist and Author
Randa M. Slim, former Vice President and current Board Member,
International Institute for Sustained Dialogue
Deborah Amos, National Public Radio Foreign Correspondent

CHAIR:

Robert M. Hollister, Dean, Jonathan M. Tisch College of Citizenship and
Public Service, Tufts University

Farideh Farhi limited her remarks to Iran, where she argued
that the Obama administration has pursued a series of tactics
rather than an overarching strategy. While President Obama
continued to employ the general “carrot and stick” strategy of
former President Bush, he hinted at a strategic reorientation in
U.S.-Iranian relations in which the two parties would negotiate with each other. Initially, Iran appeared to be open to this
possibility.
In his Iranian New Year speech, President Obama took a new
approach by avoiding the historic tendency of trying to drive a
wedge between Iranians and their government, or among the
Iranian leaders themselves, and made it clear that the negotiation
process would not be advanced through threats. Iran responded
positively to President Obama’s overtures, through a direct message from Ayatollah Khamenei, who nevertheless warned that
the old style of communication backed by pressure would not be
acceptable. The Ayatollah suggested that Iran was interested in a
process of give and take. The June 2010 election in Iran, however,
derailed these negotiations temporarily.
In October, both sides met in Geneva and drafted an interim
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agreement that involved confidence measures, including the
removal of substantial amounts of uranium from Iran. However,
there were concerns that the agreement with external powers
would lend legitimacy to the Iranian government, which continued to commit domestic human rights abuses. As a result,
no deal materialized in Geneva. The Obama administration
ratcheted up sanctions once again, and in response, President
Ahmadinejad escalated his anti-American rhetoric while simultaneously claiming that Iran was ready to negotiate.
The contours of a final agreement are visible, argued Farhi.
Under such an agreement, Iran would maintain some of the
enrichment that it has already undertaken while allowing a
thorough inspection regime and accepting the condition not to
enrich beyond five percent. Unfortunately, both the U.S. and Iran
will have trouble selling an agreement to their respective publics.
How can President Obama make a deal with a country that has
openly challenged the 9/11 narrative, Farhi asked? How can the
Iranian leadership sell a U.S. agreement as a victory to its people
given the increased sanctions? In conclusion, Farhi noted, the
real losers in this process sadly have been the urban middle class
and the private sector in Iran.
Barbara Slavin contended that President Obama deserved significant credit for his attempts to negotiate with Iran during his
first year in office. This is far more than any other American
president has done. She also noted that the June 2009 election in
Iran severely affected the likelihood of successful negotiations. It
became difficult for the U.S. to ignore the human rights violations
taking place in Iran in response to the post-election protests. At
that time, the leadership in Iran was becoming increasingly paranoid about its own security situation, leading to increased abuse
of the opposition and allegations of foreign interference.
Engagement, Slavin argued, means something different to
each side. For the U.S., engagement is a means to an end. The
U.S. hopes ultimately to contain Iran’s nuclear program as well
as other behavior that the U.S. regards as objectionable. For Iran,
engagement serves as a way to obtain the respect of a global leader
without making any significant concessions.
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Slavin argued that the U.S. intends for Iran to buckle under
the weight of increased sanctions. Meanwhile, perhaps due to
a slowing in Iran’s nuclear program, the Obama administration appears to be feeling less urgency about achieving a diplomatic resolution of the issue. The current U.S. objective, claimed
Slavin, is to prevent the production of a nuclear weapon long
enough for domestic pressures in Iran to reduce the belligerency
of the Iranian leadership. As a side note, in the unlikely event of
successful negotiations between the U.S. and Iran, Slavin commented on the difficulty of undoing the strict sanctions that have
been implemented recently.
In regard to domestic pressures, Slavin hypothesized that the
Iranian leadership appears to have “weathered the storm” of the
Green Movement but faces major challenges in the future. The
biggest concern before the government now will be the reform
of a major subsidy program that costs the government approximately $100 billion per year. The leadership is concerned with
public response to the changes it has begun to enact to this program. Strikes have already taken place in response to an attempt
to increase the value-added tax on bazaar merchants, and the
public has been frustrated with increased airplane and train
fares. Yet, Slavin contended, unless the price of oil falls below $70
per barrel, the Iranian regime should be able to withstand these
public pressures. Slavin concluded that the most that we can
hope for in any continued negotiations is limited cooperation on
issues such as Afghanistan and perhaps Iraq, but the core stalemate will likely remain in place as long as President Mahmoud
Ahmadinejad is in office.
Randa Slim addressed the ongoing crisis in Lebanon over the UN
investigation into the assassination of former Lebanese Prime
Minister Rafiq Hariri. The current crisis was fueled by the publication of media reports indicating that the tribunal might implicate Hezbollah in the murder. In response, Slim noted, Hezbollah
launched a campaign to discredit the tribunal beginning in April
2009. Hezbollah leader Hassan Nasrallah publicly commented on
the first phase of the tribunal, which focused on Syrian involvement,
as biased. The second phase, leading to the release of four generals
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held without bail for four years pending possible charges of involvement in the assassination, was acceptable, according to Nasrallah.
And finally, he claimed that it is yet to be seen how the tribunal will
behave during the third phase.
As a result of the media accounts, Hezbollah officials are now
convinced that the indictment will implicate them. Slim outlined
the three most important concerns for Hezbollah: first, an indictment would damage the reputation of Hezbollah across the region
and it would become recognized as a terrorist organization; second, an indictment risks inciting the outbreak of Sunni-Shiite
violence; and third, an accusation that Hezbollah used its military
arsenal to assassinate a leading Sunni Muslim would damage the
regional support network for its resistance movement.
The stakes of the tribunal are equally high for [the then]
current Lebanese Prime Minister Saad Hariri, Slim noted. His
constituency would not tolerate failure to cooperate with an
international tribunal aimed at determining his father’s killer.
Slim outlined the key elements driving the current Lebanese
crises, including Sunni-Shiite tensions, weak state institutions
incapable of providing a framework to prevent political crises,
a society suffering from identity fissures, and the involvement of
regional players in Lebanese affairs, especially Syria and Saudi
Arabia. She argued that it is in the interest of both Saad Hariri
and Hassan Nasrallah to avoid violence in resolving the current
crisis. Hezbollah’s exit strategy, she predicted, will be to ensure
that the tribunal’s prosecutor cannot prove his case “beyond a
reasonable doubt” and they will utilize pressure tactics to force
Hariri to choose between stability and justice.
Hezbollah currently stands at a crossroads between resisting
and governing, Slim argued. As for justice, Slim does not personally believe that Hezbollah was responsible for Hariri’s assassination,
because the organization had nothing to gain from it. However, she
noted the possibility that a rogue cell loosely tied to Hezbollah could
be responsible. The American role in this process, Slim concluded,
should be to refrain from commenting on the tribunal’s work beyond
expressing support for it, and to support the Lebanese Army, which is
the only state institution capable of preventing civil strife in Lebanon.
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Deborah Amos began by reflecting on her presence at President
Obama’s speech in Cairo, noting that when he began his speech
with, “as-salamu alaykum,” the audience responded with a uniform intake of breath before thundering applause—a sign that the
Bush administration was over and that the Arab world believed in
the promise of the new, charismatic President. Sadly, Amos noted,
by now the sentiments evoked in Cairo have all but disappeared,
and the moment of good will has essentially been squandered.
Amos focused her remarks on the political context in Iraq. Due
to persistent distrust among the Sunni, Shiite, and Kurdish political
elites of Iraq, she argued, no one truly “won” during the March 2010
elections, and the parliament remained divided. Over the summer of 2010, she attended a series of workshops in Beirut hosted in
honor of a selection of newly elected female parliamentarians from
Iraq. As these women understood it, it was their job to use Iraq’s oil
wealth to the benefit of the country. A group of newly elected male
politicians had shunned these female parliamentarians from negotiations over a new Prime Minister. Meanwhile, Amos noted, many
male politicians spent their leave abroad, leaving them ignorant to
the growing internal cynicism within the country.
Amos also pointed out the extreme nature of the current
refugee situation in Iraq. The estimated number of internally
displaced Iraqis exceeds one and a half million, while UNHCR
documents 200,000 Iraqi refugees living outside the country’s
borders—likely a grave underestimate, as many exiles do not
sign on with the UN office. Still, the reported numbers make
Iraqi refugees the second largest refugee population in the
world. Very few of the exiles, who are primarily Christian and
Sunni Arab, have expressed intentions to return home. There are
increasing issues with trafficking in Iraqi woman and children
along unmonitored borders, Amos added. Within refugee communities, children often abandon schooling in order to work.
Most of the refugees came from Iraq’s elite middle class—those
who could afford to leave when war broke out. Today, these same
Iraqis are becoming a new underclass in the Arab countries
where they have sought refuge.
More than nine months after the March 2010 elections, Iraq
continues to lack an effective governing coalition. A contingent
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of Green Zone politicians still exists, but most were beaten in
the polls by politicians who were successful in organizing on a
grass roots level, such as Muqtada al-Sadr and Nuri al-Maliki.
Those who could not afford to leave the country, Iraq’s original
underclass, are those who will inherit the power, Amos noted,
while the moderates and liberals have become weaker by the day.
In conclusion, Amos suggested that the U.S. undertake several
specific initiatives in response to the current state of affairs in
Iraq. These would include: embracing the Iraqi military; training
female parliamentarians; supporting job programs, scholarships,
healthcare, and the exiles; and, finally, preventing the underclass
from becoming a breeding ground for the disenfranchised.

Session III: Afghanistan and Pakistan
SPEAKERS:

C. Christine Fair, Assistant Professor, Edmund A. Walsh School
of Foreign Service, Georgetown University
Shuja Nawaz, Director, South Asia Center, Atlantic Council
Trudy Rubin, Foreign Affairs Columnist, The Philadelphia Inquirer
Michael E. O’Hanlon, Director of Research and Senior Fellow,
The Brookings Institution

CHAIR:

Malik Mufti, Professor of Political Science, Tufts University

Christine Fair expressed concern over the number of U.S. soldiers and officers who do not understand why they are in
Afghanistan. The U.S. explains its presence there for two main
reasons: to prevent al-Qaeda from having a safe haven and to
stabilize Afghanistan in order to thwart the further destabilization of Pakistan. Fair responded to this reasoning, claiming
that al-Qaeda has already for the most part been routed out of
Afghanistan and is now well established in Pakistan. Further, she
would argue that Pakistan is responsible for the (de)stabilization
of Afghanistan, rather than the other way around.
In a discussion of U.S.-Pakistani relations, Fair commented
on America’s support of the Northern Alliance in Afghanistan,
an organization that Pakistan sees as a proxy for India. In
some regards, Pakistani fears are justifiable; the Indians are in
fact involved in Afghanistan and have supported the Northern
Alliance, Fair argued. But many in Pakistan take this link further: they ascribe responsibility for all attacks that occur within
their borders to India, whether or not India is actually involved.
American dismissal of Pakistan’s security concerns, whether
these concerns are founded or not, will imperil the U.S. position
there. Fair urged the U.S. to see the world as Pakistan sees it, and
recognize the ties between the U.S. presence in Afghanistan and
the internal security of Pakistan.
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Fair expressed significant concern about the efficacy of the
current U.S. counter-insurgency strategy in Afghanistan, which
is based on a post-colonial model in which the insurgency can
effectively be differentiated from the civilian populace. This is
not the case in Afghanistan today. Furthermore, the high cost of
continued American presence in Afghanistan and the low probability of success are worrisome. Fair believes the true epicenter
of U.S. efforts to fight al-Qaeda should be located in Pakistan and
as long as the U.S. continues to focus on Afghanistan, Pakistan
will remain a secondary theater.
In conclusion, Fair proposed that the U.S. get out of the counter-insurgency business in Afghanistan altogether. As it stands,
the U.S. relationship with Pakistan is dependent upon Pakistan’s
role in supporting U.S. efforts in Afghanistan. Fair recommended
that the U.S deal with Pakistan as a separate entity instead. In
doing so, the U.S. must develop more useful “carrots” that over
time can assist Pakistan in achieving some of the incremental
measures that will lead to its long-term stability.
Shuja Nawaz emphasized, along with many speakers, the high
hopes felt across the region for President Obama following the
Cairo speech. With others, Nawaz predicted, however, that the
new U.S. President would not be able to “walk on water,” and that
an inevitable gap would form between what was promised and
what could be accomplished on the ground.
Nawaz noted that historically U.S. aid to Pakistan has
increased when a military regime is in power and decreased in
times of democratic leadership. President Obama attempted to
break this pattern in order to develop a more stable, long-term
relationship with Pakistan. The President’s talk at West Point,
however—when he announced pending troop withdrawals from
Afghanistan—left Pakistan believing that the U.S. would abandon an unstable regional situation and that Pakistan would be
left to pick up the pieces.
Nawaz also addressed Pakistan’s internal security, specifically focusing on the insurgency in the Federally Administered
Tribal Areas (FATA). This insurgency was the first major internal
insurgency in Pakistan’s history, and was a direct result of the
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U.S. invasion of Afghanistan. In reaction to the insurgency, the
Pakistan Army erred when it sent non-local forces who did not
know the terrain well and were not Muslim to the region. These
troops were seen as an alien force, and their presence strengthened both the insurgency and local hatred of the Pakistan Army.
Punjabi militants, who were part of the jihad in Kashmir,
added an additional volatile element to the Pakistani insurgency.
They trained local militants inside FATA and provided initial
bomb-making skills. Nawaz argued that Pakistan’s response to
the insurgency has been lacking. The inadequacy of the civilian
administration’s response has inadvertently increased the military role there. As evidence, entire areas of Pakistan have been
handed over to the army to control, and civilians are expected
to follow military lead in those areas. At the very least, this
increased militarization will hinder the restoration of democracy
in Pakistan, Nawaz claimed.
In conclusion, Nawaz commented on the strategic relationship that the U.S. has now developed with both India and
Pakistan, which offers an opportunity for America to help these
two nations reconcile their differences. The U.S. should utilize
“strategic altruism” to help assuage some of Pakistan’s fears
regarding India and reduce the need on both sides for increased
militancy, Nawaz concluded.
Trudy Rubin offered a journalist’s perspective, utilizing the metaphor provided by the death of British aid worker Linda Norgrove to
explore the inherent confusion in U.S. policy within Afghanistan.
Norgrove ran an extremely effective foreign aid project, which
was successful in part because it employed an almost entirely
Afghan staff and interacted out in the open with the population,
rather than living behind closed walls or inside armored vehicles
as most Western aid workers do. Rubin’s interviews with people in
the region showed that they were supportive of the project, despite
the fact that many feared that their support endangered them.
Norgrove was kidnapped while driving to the opening of a
new irrigation project. According to Rubin’s investigation, it
appeared there were several opportunities to work with community elders in order to negotiate Norgrove’s release. However, a
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U.S.-led rescue effort resulted in her death, most likely from a
grenade fragment thrown by an American soldier. Rubin argued
that Norgrove’s death was perhaps the result of a contradiction
between counter-insurgency (COIN) and counter-terrorism tactics and ideologies—the former emphasizes civilian engagement
as a strategy, the latter can lead to a kinetic response in this type
of situation.
Rubin continued to elaborate on the confusing nature of the
U.S. strategy in Afghanistan. She noted the campaign spearheaded by General Stanley McChrystal, which aimed to change
the psychology of the war and convince Afghans that the Taliban
could in fact lose. This campaign included a reintegration program for Taliban members, a program that unfortunately still
has not gotten off the ground. The overall plan was to weaken
and fragment the Taliban on many fronts, especially politically,
militarily, and economically.
Following President Obama’s West Point speech, however,
Afghans intuited that the U.S. was leaving the region and therefore the Taliban would return. At this point, McChrystal’s “psychology” strategy fell apart, Rubin argued. Given that the U.S.
has scheduled its departure, it will be very difficult to achieve
the compromises with the Taliban that it hopes to achieve. The
focus of the U.S. presence there has become kinetic once again.
Unfortunately, Rubin concluded, it is unlikely that this strategy
will succeed; after all, the Taliban only has to “wait us out.”
Michael O’Hanlon responded to several disheartening assessments
of the situation in Afghanistan with “a case for hope.” He began
with a discussion of why Afghanistan matters and why a rapid U.S.
military departure would be unproductive. First, a U.S. withdrawal
would be extremely harmful to the thirty million Afghans who
will remain, particularly the women. Second, the U.S. attempted to
depart quickly once before, following the Soviet retreat in the 1980s,
and it was not effective. Third, the argument that a large, ungoverned or Taliban-governed “Pashtunistan” would be no worse for
American security than small al-Qaeda cells in places like Yemen
and Somalia is misguided. A “Pashtunistan” of this nature could
become a fifteen to twenty-five million-person sanctuary capable
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of providing refuge to groups like al-Qaeda or Lashkar-e-Taiba. It
is naive to believe that the Taliban would suddenly shun al-Qaeda,
O’Hanlon argued, should the U.S. depart. The case against disengagement is, therefore, very strong. This is not to say that a continuation of the current strategy is better, O’Hanlon added.
On the hopeful side, several things are going well in
Afghanistan. First, most of the violence is concentrated in small
areas and Kabul is more or less a functioning city. Additionally,
Afghanistan has experienced roughly an annual ten percent
increase in economic growth over the past decade. While some
of the growth stems from opium sales, military contracts, and
the influx of aid, quality of life in Afghanistan has improved for
most Afghans. Access to education and healthcare has improved.
Ultimately, polls show that upwards of eighty percent of Afghans
prefer the current state of affairs to a return to Taliban rule.
O’Hanlon agreed with other panelists that the July 2011 troop
drawdown announced by President Obama was counter-productive, especially given that the President’s Afghanistan policy is
far more robust than he made it sound. Afghanistan is and will
remain a top U.S. foreign policy priority, despite any withdrawal
of military personnel.
In closing, O’Hanlon offered his thoughts on a potential
back-up plan, a “Plan A-minus.” He argued against the use of
long-range counter-terrorism, as proposed by some officials
today, because such tactics tend to fail due to their lack of on-theground intelligence. O’Hanlon suggested that President Obama
voice stronger support for the current strategy of counter-insurgency tactics. If this course of action fails, O’Hanlon concluded,
the President should fall back not on a plan B representing major
change, but on a “Plan A-minus,” that is, a more nuanced shift
from the existing strategy, which would involve phasing out the
American military presence in Afghanistan over a two to four
year period during which time the U.S. would continue to train
the Afghan army and police.
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Webcast Keynote Address:
“Strategic Directions in the Middle East”
SPEAKER:

General (Ret.) John P. Abizaid, former Commander of the United States
Central Command (2003-2007); Distinguished Chair, West Point Combating
Terrorism Center; Distinguished Visiting Fellow, Hoover Institution

CHAIR:

Richard H. Shultz, Professor of International Politics and Director, International Security Studies Program, The Fletcher School

John Abizaid noted that while many aspects of the strategic landscape in the Middle East have remained the same over time, the
security environment in 2001 was characterized by the U.S. role
as an unrivaled superpower. At the beginning of its campaign
in the Middle East, the U.S. operated with essentially unlimited
resources. By 2010, the rise of potential rivals to American power
was palpable and where resources were once unrestrained, today
they are severely limited by the domestic environment in the U.S.
Thus, Abizaid argued, the U.S. must now determine what affordable strategic maneuvers are available to it in order to advance its
existing campaigns in the Middle East.
Abizaid claimed that, despite past presumptions, no foreign
power has controlled or will control the Middle East. Given that
reality, he outlined four strategic issues in this region that currently face President Obama, as they faced President Bush before
him, including: the rise of Sunni militant extremism; the rise of
Shiite militant extremism—specifically in Iran; the continued
Israeli-Palestinian conflict; and Western dependency on Middle
Eastern oil.
Abizaid lamented the fact that while some might find the categorization “Sunni militant jihadism” offensive, America has not
developed any accepted terminology for describing the main contingent of people in the Middle East that it is there to fight. This
group operates in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Yemen, Saudi Arabia,
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and elsewhere, and it has grown rather than declined over the
last nine years. The narrative forwarded by this loosely associated
group of militants has spread into the U.S. and Europe. In order
to effectively battle them, Abizaid argued, the U.S. must begin by
developing an accurate categorization of who the group really is
and what their ultimate objectives are.
According to Abizaid, while Sunni extremism consists of
a disparate collection of groups with similar objectives, Shiite
Islamic extremism is spearheaded by a single nation-state:
Iran. The movement began with the Iranian revolution in 1979.
Although the majority of the Iranian public does not accept it,
Shiite extremism presents a significant danger within the region
and to the U.S. specifically due to the threat of war between the
two countries.
The situation in Israel and Palestine, as well, portends the outbreak of war in an extremely volatile region if nothing is done
to resolve it. The global community must address this conflict,
Abizaid claimed, and work towards some form of resolution if
it wants to avoid the outbreak of further turmoil in the eastern
Mediterranean.
Finally, Middle Eastern oil continues to significantly impact
the global economy. While cost-effective and efficient alternatives to oil may be successfully implemented in the future,
Abizaid expressed concern over the immense power this commodity holds over the world and the damage caused by this
dependency.
Over the past nine years these four factors have remained the
most powerful issues facing the U.S. in the Middle East, Abizaid
argued, yet the U.S. has still not developed a comprehensive and
effective strategy for battling them. Unlike during past campaigns, such as WWII or the Cold War, no framework exists
today that will allow for unified strategic action. Abizaid stressed
that an effective version of this framework would battle Sunni
Islamic extremism with a combination of military, economic,
informational, and diplomatic power in cooperation with the
people of the region and would involve a shift from American-led
military operations to locally-controlled ones. Simultaneously,
the U.S. must further its policy of containment in Iran until the
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Iranians themselves move to oust the current government. And,
finally, the U.S. must encourage the Israeli-Palestinian peace process as best it can, and move to reduce its dependency on foreign
oil. Unfortunately, Abizaid concluded, these objectives must be
accomplished at a time when American power and influence in
the world have become compromised by the increasing influence
of other nations and when its resources are severely constrained.
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Session IV: Conflict and War Today
SPEAKERS:

Richard H. Shultz, Professor of International Politics and Director,
International Security Studies Program, The Fletcher School
Querine H. Hanlon, Dean of Academic Affairs, College of International
Security Affairs, National Defense University
Hassan Abbas, Quaid-i-Azam Professor, South Asia Institute, Columbia
University
John A. Nagl, President, Center for a New American Security

CHAIR:

Stephen W. Van Evera, Professor of Political Science, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology

Richard Shultz introduced research he recently undertook with
Querine Hanlon and other colleagues, which examines changes in
the global conflict and security paradigm since the end of the Cold
War by assessing the sources of instability and conflict and determining patterns among them. Beginning in the late 1990s, some
among the security studies community began to notice an increase
in irregular warfare. General Rupert Smith, an officer in the British
Army, noted a change from the industrialized warfare of the past to
a new form of “war among the people,” which involved both state
and non-state actors. General Stanley McChrystal commented on
this change, as well, noting that in this new type of conflict, U.S.
armed forces should not focus on the insurgency, but rather on the
population in order to protect them from the “violence, corruption,
and coercion” of the insurgency.
Utilizing the findings from his research with Hanlon and
others, Shultz outlined some of the basic characteristics of the
new, twenty-first-century conflict paradigm. Armed groups and
other non-state actors, often aided by authoritarian regimes, are
employing irregular tactics in conflict. Many of these groups,
Shultz argued, are not necessarily local groups, but often have
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regional and even global impact. The significant quantity of
weak, failing, and failed states in existence today, which have
greatly increased in number over the last thirty years or so, facilitate this new conflict and security paradigm. Shultz and his colleagues concluded that this new type of warfare is here to stay
primarily because the presiding conditions that foster it show no
signs of receding.
Shultz pointed out that the roughly fifty percent of the world’s
nations that are either weak, failing, or failed provide a haven
for these armed groups to form and grow. Many of these states
are unable to control their territories and/or groups that reside
within them. Shultz described those he refers to as “enhancers” who empower these groups today. Oftentimes, authoritarian regimes cooperate with armed groups, helping the groups to
extend their influence. Additionally, it is often difficult to gain
an understanding of the groups because they consist of many different types of aggressors, including terrorists, criminals, insurgents, and militias, each of which has a unique mission and a
distinct set of tactics that they utilize to achieve their objectives.
In conclusion, Shultz argued that this new conflict and security paradigm is especially persistent in the Middle East due to
the large majority of weak and failing states that exist there.
Querine Hanlon contended that a primary driver of insecurity
today is the fragility of many states, a reality that has increased
the complexity of today’s security environment. Armed non-state
actors take advantage of these states to pursue their objectives.
The security situation has become more complex as the number
of states has increased over the last century from fifty countries to
approximately two hundred today. More than half the global population, Hanlon added, lives within the borders of fragile states.
Hanlon, Richard Shultz, and their colleagues have developed
a framework for characterizing states in this new security paradigm. Countries are characterized first by type, as either strong,
weak, failing, or failed, a typology that is determined by several
factors, including their ability to control their territory, their
capacity to perform the core functions of the state—especially
the provision of security—and their vulnerability to challenges
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to their legitimacy. Hanlon and her colleagues also characterize
states by their system of governance, either democratic or authoritarian. Hanlon noted that there are less than forty democratic
states in the world, most of which are considered strong. There
are approximately seventy authoritarian states in the world, most
of which are weak, failing, or failed. The exceptions to this category include Iran, China, and Russia. In the Middle East, most
states are either weak democracies, or weak or strong authoritarian states.
Utilizing these two characterizations—strength of a state and
system of governance—all states can be placed along a continuum. Hanlon posited that all strong states, whether democratic
or authoritarian, derive their strength from competent institutions of coercion. Essentially, these states, which range from the
U.S. and the countries of western Europe to China, Russia, and
Iran, “maintain a monopoly on the use of force within their borders.” Strong democratic states tend to rate highly in GDP growth
and political freedom. In strong, authoritarian countries, state
institutions are competent but tend not to be constrained by
the rule of law; instead they rely on coercion to rule. More than
half of the world’s strong, authoritarian states are located in the
greater Middle East, and they are likely drivers of instability and
conflict in the region.
Failed and failing states number approximately twenty around
the world, including Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iraq, and Yemen in
the Middle East. Hanlon noted that these states exhibit limited
territorial control and face serious challenges to their authority. Armed groups exploit these weaknesses to their advantage.
Ultimately, Hanlon concluded, these armed non-state actors
have “transformed the peripheral forums of twentieth century”
warfare into the “battleground of the twenty-first century.”
Hassan Abbas voiced support for the hypothesis of co-panelists
Richard Shultz and Querine Hanlon that when it comes to providing a safe haven for non-state armed groups, much depends
on whether a state is weak or strong. However, Abbas argued,
war changes societal dynamics in significant ways. A country
that once may have maintained functioning state institutions
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will likely not as a result of war. Abbas continued by noting that
the prevalence of militants in the Muslim world has expanded
recently, and while President Obama appears to have developed
a strong vision in response to this threat, bureaucratic hurdles
within the U.S. government seem to hinder action.
Focusing on South Asia, Abbas outlined seven key features
of militancy in the Muslim world today. First, most militant
groups are a product of conflict, not the other way around.
Second, increased militancy is also the result of the degeneration of religious political thought in Islam. Third, conflict zones
provide these groups with sanctuaries from which they are able
to organize and expand. Fourth, publications in print and on the
web incite modern militants and their constituencies and attract
recruits. Fifth, police action in response to these groups has been
markedly absent. Where the military is trained to kill, police
forces are trained to work according to the rule of law—to gather
enough evidence to prosecute armed groups through the courts.
Allowing this process to unfold will inherently strengthen the
rule of law in these struggling states, Abbas argued. Sixth, militants utilize peace deals to their advantage by compromising for
a brief period of time, then breaking these compromises as time
passes and expanding their reach. Finally, a new generation of
militants exists that is pursuing a form of leaderless jihad.
Abbas outlined two presiding challenges for U.S. foreign policy resulting from this increased militancy in the Muslim world.
First, as the U.S. develops its foreign policy towards South Asia, it
must consider the significant South Asian diaspora living in the
U.S. and Europe and understand that its South Asian policy will
have domestic consequences. Second, the use of drones by the
American military, while partially effective, is extremely controversial. For the most part, collaborators in their use are not willing to take responsibility for drone attacks.
In closing, Abbas recommended that U.S. efforts in the region
focus less on the military response to militant Islam and more on
police reform. Finally, the U.S. should pursue de-radicalization
strategies and better utilize the sectors of the populace that are
willing to stand up to the militants.
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John Nagl argued that by the end of the twentieth century the
U.S. had become so superior to its enemies in conventional warfare that the latter could no longer hope to compete conventionally, forcing them to engage in new strategies of combat. While
the first Gulf War offered evidence of just how good the U.S. had
become at conventional warfare, the experiences of the British in
Malaya and the U.S. in Vietnam offered two cases in which conventional armies were forced to learn to fight irregular warfare.
Reviewing several of the core elements of counter-insurgency
efforts, a strategy that arose out of the shift from conventional to
irregular warfare, Nagl noted that emphasis was placed on several key objectives, including: gathering intelligence, protecting
the population, establishing secure areas, isolating the population from the insurgency, supporting the police, denying the
insurgents sanctuaries, and embedding advisors within indigenous forces. Nagl and colleagues utilized some of these best practices to write the U.S. Army/Marine Corps counter-insurgency
field manual; in fact, many of its principles were supported by a
RAND study of counter-insurgency campaigns. Experience has
shown that in response to irregular warfare one cannot “kill or
capture” one’s way to success; there will always be others who
will rise up and fight in place of the fallen. Instead, Nagl suggested that the best tactic is to alter the way people see their
world. Additionally, it is critical to train and support national
security forces, both police and military.
In addition to the military-based tactics outlined in the counter-insurgency manual, Nagl and his colleagues outlined several
non-military objectives necessary to a successful counter-insurgency fight. These objectives tend not to fall under the purview
of the military and include providing services to the population, facilitating good governance, and assisting with economic
development. The U.S. must also pursue a successful information operations campaign that aims to increase support for the
national government and addresses the shared objectives of both
the government and the counter-insurgency.
The U.S. Army/Marine Corps counter-insurgency manual
was published in December of 2006. Since then, it has been downloaded across the globe millions of times. General David Petraeus
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put the manual to the test in Iraq and helped break the sectarian cycle of retaliation, Nagl argued. He recommended that the
U.S. push for the establishment of a functioning government in
Iraq. An Iraqi government would likely want to establish a security relationship with the U.S., a move that is in both countries’
interests. In closing, given the likelihood that irregular warfare
will continue to increase in prevalence, Nagl suggested that the
U.S. prepare itself to continue improving its counter-insurgency
tactics.

Session V: Engaging the Muslim World
SPEAKERS:

John L. Esposito, University Professor and Founding Director, Prince
Alwaleed Bin Talal Center for Muslim-Christian Understanding, Georgetown
University
Marc Lynch, Associate Professor of Political Science and International
Affairs, Director of the Institute for Middle East Studies and the Middle East
Studies Program, George Washington University
Emile A. Nakhleh, (retired) Senior Intelligence Service Officer and Director of the Political Islam Strategic Analysis Program, Central Intelligence
Agency
Muqtedar Khan, Associate Professor of Political Science and International
Relations, University of Delaware

CHAIR:

William A. Rugh, Visiting Scholar, Fares Center for Eastern Mediterranean
Studies, Tufts University; Edward R. Murrow Visiting Professor of Public
Diplomacy, The Fletcher School

John Esposito described President Obama’s initial commitment to
the Middle East as a foreign policy priority. More than two years later,
the question on the table is how has the President advanced his commitment? In response to this question, Esposito introduced the most
recent Gallup Poll data, which offer insight into how Muslims view
President Obama’s performance. While the Obama administration
has pursued some successful domestic initiatives, including programs
to promote entrepreneurship, disease eradication, scholarly exchanges,
and women’s education in Muslim-majority societies, critics argue that
these are only cosmetic changes. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the
lack of progress on the Israeli-Palestinian issue, and continued relations with authoritarian regimes belie any real progress.
Gallup Poll data on Muslim-American relationships, collected
between 2006 and 2010 across fifty-five countries or areas, suggest that Muslims residents of the Middle East and North Africa
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(MENA) place the highest importance on Muslim-American
relations. Generally, the poll found that MENA residents believe
that these relations have worsened over the last year, but they are
divided as to the reason. For a large majority, the fault lines lie
primarily along political or religious differences. Among those
who believe political differences are the reason for the deterioration in Muslim-American relations, most feel that violent conflict
can be avoided, while those who believe religion is the source of
tension tend to be more pessimistic about avoiding conflict. Very
few of those surveyed felt that cultural differences were the cause
of worsening of relations. Part of the problem, Esposito argued, is
that while sixty-three percent of Muslims believe that predominantly-Muslim communities respect the West, only twenty-eight
percent believe that the West respects the Muslim world. Data on
Americans, fifty-three percent of whom claim that the West does
not respect Muslim-majority countries, support this statistic.
In response to the Gallup Poll data, Esposito provided several recommendations. He suggested that the U.S. increase its
focus on local initiatives and partnerships that address concerns
beyond the security field, chiefly in economic development, technology, and science. In its diplomatic relations, he recommended
that the U.S. emphasize respect and negotiate jointly beneficial
policies.
In conclusion, Esposito stated, “we need to worry a lot less
about how to communicate our actions and much more about
what our actions communicate.” Specifically, Esposito proposed
that U.S. politicians, journalists, and citizens shift their focus
from religious differences to the resolution of political concerns.
Marc Lynch offered insight into the Obama administration’s
“theory of the case,” an explanation of what President Obama
was trying to accomplish in reaching out to the Muslim world.
The President felt that the mending of Muslim-American relations was critical to restoring America’s image across the globe.
According to Lynch, President Obama and his team were under
no illusions that they could repair America’s image overnight,
but felt that the inauguration provided for a new beginning.
The President focused his message on issues facing the U.S. that
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nations around the world have in common and therefore could
become a basis for cooperation. However, at the root of the problem, Lynch argued, is the fact that the President over-promised
and under-delivered, and this created a perception of failure that
ultimately undermined the message.
President Obama did not expect to repair relations with the
Muslim world simply by expressing words of respect. He understood that the U.S. would simultaneously have to address the
political grievances at play in the Middle East. Additionally, he
understood that progress hinged upon his ability to re-frame
America’s relationship with the Muslim world in such a way that
it was not based on terrorism. According to Lynch, the President
intended to build networks of common interest and specifically
to reach out to Muslim youth and develop relationships grounded
in common pursuits, such as new media, education, science, and
technology.
These efforts appeared to pay off initially, but have since lost
steam among many Muslims. Lynch explained this loss of belief
in President Obama’s intentions as the result of two main factors: the President may have promised too much and delivered
too little, and tangible changes did not materialize. The choice
of Israeli settlements as a key issue, and the failure of these negotiations to produce meaningful results, became a symbol of the
President’s lack of delivery. The inability for many to differentiate
between the Bush policy of 2008 and President Obama’s current
policy signaled to critics a lack of concrete transformation. This
transformation, noted Lynch, primarily occurred between 2003
and 2008, when the Bush administration implemented most of
the changes that the U.S. felt capable of making.
Given that President Obama has been unable to make substantial progress on these key issues, Lynch recommended focusing
on a concern where progress could be made, such as portrayals
of Islam by U.S. politicians. Their use of anti-Islamic rhetoric is
extremely irresponsible, Lynch argued. Ultimately, it strengthens al-Qaeda’s narrative that a culture clash exists between the
Muslim world and the West and weakens America’s ability to
address this critical gap in understanding.
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Emile Nakhleh set the stage for the Cairo speech, noting that
five years prior to this speech the U.S. administration had gathered data on Muslims that uncovered information relevant to
President Obama’s address. First, the data showed that Muslims
felt that Muslim-American tension was policy-driven, not due to
differences in core values. The specific policies of greatest importance were related to Iraq, the Arab-Israeli conflict, Guantanamo,
and the stereotype of terrorism applied across the Muslim world.
President Obama was therefore aware that these key issues must
be addressed in order to improve Muslim-American relations.
Nakhleh pointed out that the President took action to address
many of these issues, including the appointment of a special representative to the Arab-Israeli conflict, announcements regarding
the closing of Guantanamo and troop withdrawal from Iraq, and
the delivery of several key speeches aimed at improving relations
with the Muslim world.
Based on this history, Nakhleh outlined six key arguments
regarding U.S. engagement with the Muslim world. First, engagement and public diplomacy will not succeed in a vacuum, but
must be accompanied by tangible initiatives that improve people’s
daily lives. Second, Washington must pursue a more nuanced
approach toward engagement, including establishing relationships with Muslim communities, not only with regimes. Third, the
U.S. must accept that the resonance of the Cairo speech has dissipated. Fourth, the U.S. should engage with credible indigenous
groups, because these groups understand their community’s needs
best. Fifth, engaging the Muslim world is not simply an American
agenda; it is a global process and therefore must involve cooperative efforts. And, sixth, it is in the interests of both parties for the
U.S. to engage broader segments of Muslim societies in an effort to
improve their quality of life.
Engagement is a critical process for the U.S., Nakhleh argued,
both because it is a confirmation of American values and because
it will benefit America’s national security. Challenges will
inevitably arise. For example, while the U.S. sees engagement
as a global concern, many of its potential partners in western
Europe see it as a domestic issue. The ongoing regional conflicts
will inevitably hinder engagement. Tensions in many countries
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between authoritarian regimes and civil society will impede
progress. Engagement with religious groups will be especially
difficult, as will building the capacity of national governments.
Simultaneously, preventing excessive government involvement in
the engagement process will also be tricky.
Given the unique nature of each Muslim society, Nakhleh
asserted that engagement must be tailored to each context. The
process will not be quick and the U.S. will have to prioritize it for
many years. A focus on empowering communities—despite resistance by regimes—will be crucial. In closing, Nakhleh argued
that although engagement will be difficult, we must consider the
alternative.
Muqtedar Khan noted that while panelists are calling for U.S.
engagement with the Muslim world, the U.S. has in fact been
engaged with the Muslim world for centuries. The U.S. should
thus be focused instead on transforming its current style of
engagement. It must also recognize that public diplomacy goes
beyond the action of state department officials. “Everybody
engages in public diplomacy,” argued Khan, “even those who
burn the Quran.” To illustrate his argument, Khan pointed out
that some who advocate negotiating with Iran do so because they
believe that a military strike will ultimately fail, not because they
believe that it is the correct way to engage. He emphasized that the
U.S. cares about Iran only because of its relationship with Israel,
a fact that Iran is very aware of. This sort of demeaning approach
will not lead to successful engagement.
Interestingly, Khan pointed out, the U.S. has chosen to engage
with its lackeys rather than with its adversaries—groups such as
the Iranians, Hezbollah, Hamas, or the Muslim Brotherhood.
What purpose does it serve, Khan asked, to engage with those
who are already on your side? He suggested that the U.S. should
engage its adversaries. Currently, the message the U.S. has sent to
Muslims around the world has been that they are not worthy of
engagement.
What America has failed to recognize, Khan noted, is that
engagement through dialogue fundamentally transforms both parties who partake in it. Historically, the U.S. has expected dialogue
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to lead to the successful attainment of its objectives, without the
U.S. having to change, compromise, or shift its position. This is
not how engagement works, Khan argued. Thus, when President
Obama came to office he had to prepare to engage the Muslim
world, but also to transform the U.S. in the process.
Khan also pointed out that war as a means of engagement is
not effective, as the heightened threat to American national security, the increase in Islamophobia, and the deflated American
military of today demonstrate. In order for the U.S. to successfully engage the Muslim world, the U.S. must first work on itself
such that it can credibly claim that its population is no longer
anti-Islam. The U.S. must also back up its words with actions.
The election of President Obama, a man who Muslims believe
understands them, offers an opportunity to successfully pursue
these objectives. Unfortunately, no future U.S. president is more
likely than President Obama to achieve these goals. If he fails,
concluded Khan, it will have lasting and devastating implications
for future U.S. engagement with the Muslim world.

Plenary Session: “The Future of
U.S. Soft Power in the Muslim World”
SPEAKERS:

Shibley Telhami, Anwar Sadat Professor for Peace and Development,
University of Maryland, College Park; Non-Resident Senior Fellow, Saban
Center for Middle East Policy, The Brookings Institution
Chas W. Freeman, Jr., former U.S. Ambassador to Saudi Arabia; Chairman,
Projects International
Ayesha Jalal, Mary Richardson Professor of History, Director of the Center
for South Asian and Indian Ocean Studies, Tufts University

CHAIR:

Vali Nasr, Professor of International Politics, The Fletcher School; Associate Director, The Fares Center for Eastern Mediterranean Studies, Tufts
University

Shibley Telhami began with a discussion of the concept of the
“Muslim world,” which he argued does not accurately capture
the series of unique communities to which people want to refer
when they use this term. Such a characterization lends itself to
the unproductive belief that the troubles in the Middle East are a
“Muslim thing.”
When relations between the U.S. and other societies sour,
Telhami contended, the U.S. tends to look at cultural, social, and
religious differences to explain the disintegration of relations.
Given the close relationship between India and the U.S., such a
cultural/religious divide between the U.S. and the Muslim world
seems an unlikely cause. Yet many Americans assume that being
Muslim will define a person’s relationship with the U.S. more than
any other aspect of his or her identity. In reality, for most people in
the Muslim world, Telhami pointed out, political issues rather than
religious ones determine how they feel about America. Therefore,
the actions of individuals like Terry Jones, who publicly burned the
Quran, are not the problem but rather a symptom of the problem.
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Given that Muslim communities’ grievances with the U.S. are
issue-based, Telhami set about describing what these issues are.
In a reiteration of what other panelists have said, he noted that the
Arab-Israeli conflict is the most important prism—“the prism
of pain”—through which Arabs view the United States. The
American military presence in Iraq is also critical. Additionally,
issues such as the religious divide between Sunnis and Shiites are
not as important as previously assumed, as a poll of Sunni Arab
countries showing support for the Shiite organization Hezbollah
during the war in Lebanon in 2006 demonstrated—although it
certainly remains an issue within countries that contain a SunniShiite mix.
The Obama administration has attempted to alter the paradigm
of how the U.S. interacts with the Muslim world, for example by
referring to “Muslim communities” rather than to “the Muslim
world” and by suppressing the paradigm of the “clash of civilizations” pushed by many analysts during the Bush administration.
While this shift in paradigm is productive, Telhami concluded that
the U.S. will have to tackle the key issues that Muslim communities
care most about in order to make real progress.
Chas Freeman lamented the fact that throughout the American
campaigns in the Middle East the U.S. has given little regard to the
deaths of foreign forces and non-combatants while it has meticulously tallied the deaths of its own. Such an imbalance in sympathies does not garner the U.S. any allies. Each death, Freeman
argued, “deserves our grief.” In reference to America’s damaged
reputation in the Middle East, Freeman eloquently stated, “all that
is necessary to be hated is to do things that are hateful.” America’s
apparent indifference to the colossal damages and disruption the
wars have caused the region further damages its reputation.
Freeman painted a sorrowful and realistic portrait of war as a
traumatic, frequently immoral, and immensely destructive affair.
He utilized comparative statistics to illuminate the depth of the
impact of the U.S. wars and other ongoing conflicts in the Middle
East. In reference to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, Freeman
noted that as a proportion of the national population the number
of Israelis killed since the 2000 intifada would be equivalent to
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the deaths of approximately 45,000 Americans and the number
of Palestinians killed during this same period would be equivalent to approximately 460,000 Americans. Such realities are not
conducive to peace or goodwill and continue to induce extremist
activities on all sides. The surge in anti-Islamic hate speech within
the U.S. reinforces the existing antagonism, he added.
In a similar recounting of statistical comparisons, Freeman
noted that the number of Iraqi deaths caused by the Iraq war,
which could range from 100,000 to 1,000,000 would be equivalent to the deaths of between one and thirteen million Americans.
The proportions of Iraqi refugees and internally displaced persons
are even more significant. As a result of these realities, Freeman
argued that the U.S. is amassing a huge contingent of enemies with
personal, religious, and nationalistic reasons for seeking revenge.
The only successful American response, Freeman argued, is to
find alternatives to military interventions as the primary instrument of American foreign policy in the Middle East. The U.S.
must also remember its own historic tradition—espoused long
ago by John Quincy Adams—of respecting the sovereignty of
other nations. There are some situations that invasion and occupation will not resolve. The campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan
have exposed the limits of American power, Freeman concluded,
and demonstrated that the U.S. must address its dangerous overreliance on military instruments of statecraft.
Ayesha Jalal described the checkered past that has existed
between the U.S. and Pakistan, a relationship that has primarily
been characterized by the deployment of U.S. hard power to the
region—presently in the form of drones—to the exclusion of the
more appealing elements of American culture. Many Pakistanis
have long questioned the wisdom of signing military pacts with
the U.S., given that historically these arrangements have not
resulted in the betterment of the Pakistani people, the majority
of whom remain extremely poor, but rather in the enrichment of
a select few.
Jalal pointed out that despite the far reach of the Muslim
world, the U.S. has done little to reach out to countries beyond
the boundaries of the Middle East. For example, the Obama
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administration has not yet extended a hand to the largest Muslim
country in the world, Indonesia. At the same time, the U.S. has
not been willing to broach the truly tricky issues, such as the
topic of Kashmir. Kashmir is emblematic of the sorts of difficult
issues that the U.S. must address, not evade, Jalal claimed.
Rather than continuing to pursue a military-based relationship with Pakistan, Jalal argued, the U.S. should take the opportunity to employ elements of soft power, through such avenues as
popular culture, consumer products, and intellectual exchanges.
In order to do so effectively, however, the U.S. must acknowledge
that Pakistan has more to offer than a safe haven for terrorists.
It must allow American students to study in Pakistan and vice
versa. It must facilitate cultural, intellectual, and commercial
exchanges. In closing, Jalal aired a video performance of a group
of Pakistani musicians funded by the Coca Cola Company as an
example of the sort of mutually beneficial “thoughtful indulgence” that the U.S. could and should offer Pakistanis in place of
its current military-based relationship.
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author of Sovereign Creations (Cornell University Press, 1996) and
Daring and Caution in Turkish Strategic Culture (Palgrave Macmillan,
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at King’s College of London, a life member of the Council on
Foreign Relations and the Veterans of Foreign Wars, and a member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies. Nagl was
a Distinguished Graduate of the United States Military Academy
Class of 1988 and served as an armor officer in the U.S. Army for 20
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U.S. Information Agency from 1964 to 1995. He served as U.S.
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Development at the University of Maryland, College Park, and a
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and U.S. strategy in the war on terror. His recent publications are
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The Fares Center for
Eastern Mediterranean Studies
The mission of the Fares Center for Eastern Mediterranean
Studies at Tufts University is to create an academic environment
for the promotion of greater understanding of the rich heritage
of the Eastern Mediterranean, and of the significant challenges
that this region faces at the beginning of the twenty-first century.
The Fares Center acts as a major focus for cross-regional and
cross-cultural analysis, providing a forum for the articulation of
a broad diversity of viewpoints in the belief that this will serve as
an effective means of conflict resolution.
The main countries concerned are Jordan, Lebanon, and Syria,
and the neighboring countries of Cyprus, Egypt, Greece, Iran,
Iraq, Israel, and Turkey, together with any other country or region
of the world whose history and politics affects them. The region’s
history and its pivotal role in world politics have attracted the
interest of scholars concerned with fields as diverse as the origins
of writing and the beginnings of modern science. In focusing on
the Eastern Mediterranean, the Fares Center is a rich source of
current information and data on the area, encouraging the consideration of policy issues from an international perspective.
In addition to constituting a valuable resource for Middle
Eastern Studies majors and graduate students in other fields, the
Fares Center’s university-wide links to the existing curriculum
include collaboration with a number of schools, departments,
and programs at Tufts. Visiting fellowships are offered annually to prominent and promising scholars from abroad, who can
make significant contributions to the Fares Center’s teaching and
research, and to its analysis of public policy issues.
The Fares Center sponsors academic symposia, conferences,
and seminars that enhance its commitment to cross-regional
analysis and to the encouragement of a diversity of voices from
within and from outside the region. It publishes occasional
papers and the proceedings of workshops and conferences on the
history, culture, and international relations of the region.
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