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O
ne of Mershon’s four main
substantive concerns is the
role culture and identity

plays in international security.
Alexander Stephan, Ohio Eminent
Scholar in Germanic Languages and
Literatures and Mershon Center Se-
nior Fellow, is leading a project pur-
suing this theme in different regions
of the world.  He is particularly inter-
ested in the study of Cultural Diplo-
macy before and after the events of
September 11, the impact of Ameri-
can culture abroad, and cultural anti-
Americanism. The project’s key
premise is that in an era of globalization interna-
tional security and international relations are influ-
enced not only by political and economic factors, but
also by our understanding of cultural differences.
Insights gained from the study of intercultural rela-
tions can and should have a major impact on the
international policies developed by the United States
government.

The project on Culture, Conflict and Security is cen-
tered around a series of conferences at the Ohio
State University and in various European countries
as well as a lecture series at the Mershon Center.
Two of these conferences took place in 2002. They
were Americanization and Anti-Americanism: The Impact
of American Culture on Germany After 1945 (Mershon
Center) and Rock, Jeans and Vietnam. American Culture
in the German Democratic Republic (Mershon Center
and Literaturforum, Berlin, Germany).

The international conference at the Mershon Center
looked at Germany as a case study and model for
the role American culture can play in stabilizing an
area of the world unsettled by totalitarian systems,
two unusually destructive wars, massive ethnic

cleansing and economic disaster.
Key note speakers were Karsten D.
Voigt, the Coordinator for German-
American Cooperation in the Ger-
man government, and Bowman
Miller, the Director of the Office of
Analysis for Europe in the U. S. De-
partment of State. Graduate students
from OSU were invited to organize
their own international symposium
on a similar topic. The proceedings
of the conference held in Berlin on
the impact of American culture on the
German Democratic Republic re-
cently appeared in print. That event

was supported by, among others, the U.S. Embassy.
Two additional symposia on the image of America in
German media and on the transfer of American popu-
lar culture to Germany are planned for December
2003 and April 2004 as collaboration between the
Mershon Center and the Institute for Culture Studies
in Essen, Germany. These meetings are supported by
substantial grants from the Transcoop program of the
Humboldt Foundation and a fellowship from the Ger-
man Program for Transatlantic Cooperation spon-
sored by the German Marshall Fund of the United
States. Continued on page 20...

Bowman Miller watched as
Karsten Voigt spoke at the
Mershon Center’s international
symposium.

Inside...
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T
ed Robert Gurr delivered a talk
in which he presented data
that supported a historical

analysis of the world’s emerging de-
mocracies, why they have been suc-
cessful, and difficulties that appear
to threaten this successful trend.

According to Gurr, the world ap-
pears to be becoming a more peace-
ful place. Between the years 2000
and 2002, nine world conflicts were
contained, more than in any five-
year period in history.  In the early
1990s, there were over fifty serious
armed conflicts throughout the
world. Between 1995 and 2000, nine-
teen of those conflicts were sus-
pended; during the subsequent two

years, eighteen of those remained
suspended, and nine more reached
a tentative resolution.

As Gurr noted, these numbers indi-
cate peace, yet there are some se-
rious conflicts that have become
more challenging:  an impasse in the
negotiations in Northern Ireland,
simmering tensions between India
and Pakistan, a violent stalemate in
the Israeli/Palestinian conflict,
North Korea asserting its presence
as a global nuclear power, and U.S.
military action in Iraq. Gurr admit-
ted that the strength of the latter
conflicts could be devastating
enough to reverse the recent his-
torical push towards peace.

Despite this, he said there are gen-
erally positive trends in world secu-

rity. Most of the democratic regimes cre-
ated in the 1980s and 1990s continue to
become stronger democracies.  Autoc-
racy is becoming less common. Nations
who tried a mix of the two found them to
be unstable and are moving towards more
democratic government.  Singapore is a
noted exception.

According to Gurr, the reason for this posi-
tive trend is the adoption of a new set of
“practices” that have supported success-
ful democratic experiments.

The first of these is that states recognize
the rights of all minorities and that regional
and cultural minorities deserve some au-
tonomy in existing states.  Rather than
forcibly assimilate such groups or expel

them from a state, successful de-
mocracies employ negotiation
and compromise to maintain mi-
nority rights within the emerging,
dominant infrastructure, said
Gurr.

The second practice is that emerg-
ing democracies focus on using
democracy to maintain their
rights.  As these new governments
grow, they must be committed to
using the tenets of a democratic
system when difficulties arise,
rather than fall back on autocratic
or militaristic approaches to prob-
lem-solving.

Gurr added that the world com-
munity must actively support
new democracies in many
ways. While a peaceful transi-
tion to democratic rule may be

ideal, Gurr said that the use of force is still
sometimes required, especially in cases
of human rights violations.  The key, he
said, is that international players must be
proactive in using military force in sup-
port of negotiated agreements, and in
some cases, act as enforcers of the demo-
cratic goals new governments set for
themselves.

He added that it is not adequate for any
powerful country to assist weakened na-
tions and support military action, only to
leave when a tentative peace is achieved.
Stronger nations must use their resources
to support and guide these countries in
order to encourage and facilitate success.

This approach has proven to help imple-
ment peaceful governments in conflict
zones.  Yet, despite having identified the
successful practices key to global conflict

Predation is Irrelevant in Most Armed Conflict:
Evidence from the Minorities at Risk Project

Ted Robert Gurr, University of Maryland

resolution, Gurr warns that there are
still potential difficulties in imple-
menting them.  First is that some
combatants do not want to be man-
aged: sometimes warring parties are
not interested in negotiation or com-
promise, they simply want to win.

A second potential difficulty is posed
by predatory states that see the fall-
out from conflict as an opportunity to
pillage weakened nations, as in the
case of Angola.   Successful democ-
racies, Benin and Bangladesh for ex-
ample, could not survive without aid
and protection from larger nations.
When first-world countries are able
to actively support emerging demo-
cratic nations, the latter have greater
chances of success.

Another problem is that settlement
of world conflict often does not cause
fighting men to put down their arms,
it simply forces them to find new
battlefields, said Gurr. His research
shows that such fighters merely take
their guns with them, and in between
conflicts, they tend to resort to crime,
often smuggling drugs, women, and
luxury goods.

 There is a danger that citizens of new
countries will lash out against Ameri-
can hegemony, which can cause
them to either resist the new democ-
racy “imposed” by the United States
or become violently anti-American,
he said.

Gurr also identified some other ideo-
logical dangers that may make it
even more difficult to resolve con-
flict.  There is a growing perception
that negotiation and mediation are
not viable means for conflict resolu-
tion, he said. Another threat to this
democratic trend is that repression
can be justified under the guise of
fighting terrorism.  He pointed to sev-
eral examples of minority groups
being treated violently because of
the alleged terrorist threat they pose:
the Chechens in Russia, the Kashiri
in India, Islamists in Uzbekistan and
the Western provinces in China.

Gurr’s evidence indicated that over
the past twenty years, the world has
appeared to become more peaceful;
his research also indicates that while
this has been the trend, the high po-
tential for conflict in 2003 may re-
verse this trend.

OSU Professor of Political Science Don
Sylvan (left) speaking to Ted Robert Gurr.
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W
hen Lieutenant General
Bernard Trainor came to
the Mershon Center in

January 2003, Washington had re-
cently deployed troops and combat
ships to the Persian Gulf. Although
war had not yet been declared,
Trainor argued that such military
movement made war not only likely,
but inevitable.

An authority on the subject of
U.S. military involvement in the
region—he is a former Marine
commander and a military cor-
respondent of NBC News and
The New York Times—Trainor
compared the situation in Iraq
during the 1991 Gulf War to the
situation in January of 2003.

In 1991, Iraq reportedly had an
army of “a million men,” strong
and experienced soldiers
coming off a war with Iran.
Trainor said, however, that at
any given point during the
Gulf War, the Iraqi fighting
army was rarely more than half that
number due to a liberal leave policy.
Postwar interviews with Iraqi com-
manders revealed that few believed
their forces would actually confront
American troops, so many com-
manded their troops to go home and
not come back.

Nevertheless, the Iraqis were stra-
tegically prepared for an invasion by
U.S. forces. During the Gulf War, Iraqi
troops were concentrated along the
Southern border, near Kuwait.  They
believed, Trainor said, that by con-
centrating their forces, they could
draw American troops to attack these
heavily reinforced areas.  This would
cause massive casualties on both
sides and among innocent bystand-
ers, which, they hoped, would cause
the American public to turn against
the Gulf War, said Trainor.

Iraq had limited naval capabilities
and a small air force in the early
1990s, both of which were virtually
wiped out during the Gulf War.  These
have not been rebuilt.  Trainor joked
that the worst words an Iraqi Air
Force pilot could hear in 2003 are
“ready for takeoff.”

By 2003, the Iraqi army was a smaller
group of conscripted soldiers who
were ill-fed and poorly trained and
suffering from low morale, accord-
ing to Trainor. Saddam Hussein’s re-

gime supported this sparse army and a
highly trained and experienced regiment
called the Republican Guard. Trainor’s re-
search shows that these troops were
spread throughout the country.  Army
regiments were stationed along the north-
ern border near Turkey and the southern
border near Kuwait. The Republican
Guard regiments hovered between these

troops and Baghdad, and the Special Re-
publican Guard, an elite group of Hussein’s
most trusted soldiers, protected the capi-
tal, he said.

Despite a power disparity between Iraq’s
troops and America’s armed forces,
Trainor said that the Iraqis had made two
smart, strategic moves to prepare for
conflict in 2003: supporting the research
of first-rate combat engineers and con-
tacting the Serbs to learn about “low tech”
maneuvers that successfully diverted
America’s air attacks in Bosnia.

A 2003 invasion of Iraq would still be dan-
gerous for American troops, despite the
overall weakness of the Iraqi army.  In
1991, the primary dangers were of mas-
sive American casualties and Iraq’s use
of chemical weapons.  Twelve years later,
the dangers were greater for the U.S.:
Iraq could deploy weapons of mass de-
struction, there could be bloody urban
warfare, and if victorious, Americans
might encounter national resistance from
Iraq’s populace.

Trainor said that the U.S. should be pri-
marily concerned with what will happen
“the day after” Hussein’s regime topples.
An overthrow of this government could
result in anarchy or civil war, violent ret-
ribution against members of Hussein’s re-
gime, or a rejection of a new government
implemented by the U.S..  Trainor believed
that a war could be won easily, and that
Hussein could be ousted quickly, but that

Military Operations in the Persian Gulf, Then and Now

Gen. Bernard Trainor

equipment, and the base of opera-
tions used by the enemy.

Gray said the mission was success-
ful in that it has bought time—the
destruction of troops and assets
would force Al Qaeda and the
Taliban to retrain soldiers for any
future battle. The goal for 2003, said
Gray, was to use U.S. support for
humanitarian goals and to imple-
ment a workable political system
lead by Afghans. He added that be-
cause of the massive flight of Al
Qaeda and Taliban fighters, army
strategists must focus differently.
As he put it, “if you can’t find the
enemy, destroy his sanctuary.”
Gray added that constant pressure
would force Al Queda to respond
differently each time, thus using up
additional time and resources.

While he declared Operation Ana-
conda to have been successful,
Gray also pointed out areas in which
U.S. forces need to improve.  He
said they need to have better inte-
gration on the battlefields, im-
proved quickness and flexibility to
respond to changing conditions, and
improved cross-cultural under-
standing, among allies and among
those in war-torn lands.

Gray, Continued from page 4...

rebuilding a government could be
dangerous and costly for both the
U.S. and Iraq.

Trainor articulated an ideal out-
come for U.S. military action in Iraq:
Iraqi troops recognize that they are
outnumbered and lay down their
arms, or better yet, defect. A neu-

tralized army could then be used
to maintain a decentralized coun-
try without a government.  As an
example of this system, Trainor
pointed to Japan, where defeated
Japanese troops were used to
maintain order in their country
after World War II.

For Trainor, the question was not
if the U.S. will go to war with Iraq,
but when.  By analyzing the situ-
ation in Iraq in 1991 compared to

the circumstances in 2003, he
argued that Americans could
better understand how the
situation in the Persian Gulf in
2003 was not the same situa-

tion as it was in 1991.

Gen. Bernard Trainor and Dr. Allan Millett, Raymond E.
Mason Jr. Chair of Military History, at the Mershon Center.
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How I Spent my Summer in Operation Enduring Freedom

Col.  David Gray, U.S. Army

C
ol. David Gray, Deputy

Chief of Staff of the 10th

Mountain Division at
Fort Hood, presented his perspec-
tive of Afghanistan during Opera-
tion Enduring Freedom.

Gray remarked that this operation
was complicated for sev-
eral reasons: multiple mo-
tivations, the split-based
operations, the integration
of diverse units, the need for
a “deep bench,” focusing on
firepower as well as maneu-
vering, and the location of
the initiative.

In general, he said, manag-
ing troops was difficult for
all in the upper echelons of
the U.S. Armed Forces be-
cause there were several
initiatives throughout the
world that were manned
with active military forces,
from Kosovo to the Sinai
Peninsula to humanitarian missions
related to natural disaster. Gray said
that an initial challenge during Op-
eration Enduring Freedom was
managing troop movement during
this split-based offensive.  He added
that this offensive provided other
challenges for him because it in-
volved merging the efforts of Army
Special Operations units, Joint and
Coalition Forces, as well as units
from other nations, like Australia and
France.  All of these differently-
trained troops, as well as the diverse
personnel involved in offensive
planning, development, support and
stability, were forced to navigate this
operation together.

Each piece of the collective brought
with it unique strategic, operational,
and tactical objectives.  In order to
value each of these objectives, Gray
said, operation leaders continually
asked themselves “what does the
country expect?”  This unifying ques-
tion and the overall desire to con-
quer the enemy allowed all parties
to focus on a united objective.

According to Gray, personality was
the key to this complex interper-
sonal puzzle.  Many of the
operation’s leaders had previously
worked together, and their shared
histories and complimentary per-
sonalities were, he said, absolutely

essential to integrating and synchroniz-
ing these troops.

Gray said that the need for such a suc-
cessful cooperative effort was especially
important because Operation Enduring
Freedom’s success relied on a “deep
bench.”  This meant that each unit was

adequately supported not only by other
units, but by the systems and support staff
that were vital to ensure a complete op-
eration.  All of these geographically dis-
parate groups needed to mesh and merge
as a cohesive unit to support each initia-
tive.

Once those personnel systems were in
place, Gray said the focus was then put
on the challenge posed by the initiative,
which required innovative strategy to
address issues of terrain, as well as cre-
ative use of U.S. fire power.

The mountainous terrain of central Af-
ghanistan posed unique challenges for the
strategists working on Operation Ana-
conda in the Hindu Kush mountains.  As
was the case in Tora Bora, the mountains
provided untold possible hiding places for
enemy troops.  Operation Anaconda took
place in the Shahi Kot valley, an area
where Soviet troops had failed miserably
in the 1980s.  The altitude also posed chal-
lenges to troops and weapons alike.

Troops, some of whom had been trained
for high-altitude missions and many who
had not, nevertheless had to move slowly
to avoid altitude sickness.  The thin air
also prevented the use of conventional
weapons, like Blackhawk helicopters that
simply could not fly in such conditions. The
helicopters that could fly were challenged
because there was no safe, level area in
which to land to deliver supplies or troops.

Gray showed one photo of a rocky
crag onto which he had descended
from a helicopter.

Gray presented many maps and pho-
tos to illustrate how the difficult ter-
rain in the Shahi Kot valley made stra-
tegic plans difficult. Fog set in at one

point during the battle, halt-
ing a flank of Afghan fight-
ers approaching the from
the northwest, around a
mountain range called “the
whale” around which three
small Afghan villages were
located.   These villages
were thought to house many
Al Qaeda and Taliban fight-
ers.

The terrain was not the only
difficulty Gray and his troops
faced in Afghanistan. He said
that it was very difficult to
distinguish between friend
and foe.  He said that for U.S.
soldiers, Afghan citizens

look alike and that virtually all Af-
ghans are armed, making any con-
tact between troops and civilians po-
tentially dangerous.  In addition, the
relationship U.S. Armed Forces
forged with Afghan warlords ex-
tended this amicable uncertainty fur-
ther.  Gray said that these warlords
are notoriously fickle and they con-
stantly oscillate between sides.

Gray acknowledged that he had stud-
ied the failed Soviet attack in the re-
gion.  During Operation Anaconda,
the first days of the fighting closely
resembled the Soviet attack, and
when U.S. forces faced bad weather,
the Taliban fighters thought the
American troops had made the same
mistakes as the Soviets twenty years
before. The wildly variant weather—
a forty degree Fahrenheit difference
during the day and night—was also
an initial problem. When the fog lifted,
however, Gray said that the rein-
forcements were able to cover the
flanks on the open ends of the valley,
a strategy the Soviets had not em-
ployed.

At the end of the battle in the Shahi
Kot valley, Gray said they had killed
or captured over one hundred
trained fighters; U.S. troops had de-
stroyed training camps, critical

See Gray, Page 3...

Col. David Gray outlined the planning stages of U.S. military
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Myths  of Empire, Then and Now

Jack Snyder, Columbia University

U
pdating his 1991 book,
Myths of Empire,  Jack
Snyder compared  the

United States to historic empires and
warned that the pitfalls that ultimately
destroyed these superpowers make
the U.S. vulnerable.
While the United
States does not have
formal colonies,
Snyder argued that
Washington’s historic
policy and the National
Security Strategy an-
nounced by the Bush
administration creates
a functional equiva-
lence. Past empires
faced the same
threats that the United
States confronts today.

The first myth of em-
pire Snyder identified
was the myth of pre-
ventative self-de-
fense.  Throughout his-
tory, and presently in
the United States,
countries have mistak-
enly believed that pre-
emptively attacking
their aggressors can
deter aggression.  The
problem with this think-
ing, said Snyder, is that there is then
always a new frontier even further
away to defend.

He also said that many nations mis-
takenly believe that “a good offense
is the best defense,” but history has
proven that it is easier to defend than
to aggress. In the early 1990s, the
United States was able to attack Iraq
in the context of defending Kuwait; in
2003, a U.S invasion would not be a in
a defensive context, said Snyder.
“Preventative war” has been tried by
former superpowers and proven in-
effective.

Snyder said that empires have erro-
neously viewed some of their en-
emies as “paper tigers.” Empires of-
ten believed that a show of strength
would make their enemies retreat
and concede.  Snyder said that the
Japanese succumbed to this myth
during WWII, when they believed
that the United States would be
scared off by an attack on Pearl Har-
bor.  Washington did not recoil in fear,
as the Japanese anticipated.

Snyder said that the United States

may be particularly vulnerable to this
myth as the world braced for a war in the
Middle East.  Many believed that Iraq
would cave quickly; history has shown that
such underestimation can be deadly.

 President Bush’s use of the “big stick

theory of diplomacy” has proven that ei-
ther he does not care to have allies, or he
prefers cooperation through coercion.
Snyder pointed to pre-WWI Germany as
an example of how this type of diplomacy

can backfire.  Germany’s aggression in
the early twentieth century had forced
England, France and the Soviet Union into
a loose alliance.  The Germans thought
that they could break up this grouping by
making a claim on Morocco.  They mis-
takenly thought that Britain would refuse
to get involved, which would prove to the
French that London was unreliable.   In-
stead, Britain did side with France, fur-
ther alienating Germany and increasing
tension in the region.

Just as it can be difficult to estimate the

M
arch 7, 2003

Richard Herrmann (right), Director of the Mershon Center,
introducing Columbia University’s Jack Snyder (far left).

America may not have formal
colonies, but the Bush

Administration’s foreign policy
makes the United States vulner-

able to the “Myths of Empire,”
said Snyder.

strength of alliances, it is equally
problematic to rely on what Snyder
calls the bandwagon approach to
international politics.  He said that
during the Gulf War, President
George Bush Sr. was motivated to

respond to Iraq’s inva-
sion of Kuwait because
he feared that other
Arab nations would jump
aboard Saddam
Hussein’s bandwagon
and aggress against
other nations.  Snyder
posited that Bush Jr. cur-
rently believes that once
the United States has
taken a stand in the
Middle East, other na-
tions will join America’s
side. Believing too
strongly that an empire
can predict or force other
nations to act in specific
ways has been one myth
that proved to undo su-
perpowers in the past.

Once a nation has impe-
rial status, as Snyder be-
lieves the United States
does, it is difficult for it to
back down. This is be-
cause its leaders will fear

a domino effect: if they were to re-
treat on one issue, they would be
challenged on others and eventu-
ally the empire would collapse.

Snyder said that this myth could be
detrimental to the United States,
whose threats are considered to be
too credible.  He cited the Bush
Administration’s threats in North
Korea.  Synder believed that North
Korea was building its nuclear weap-
ons because it feared that when
Washington concluded with Iraq,
the United States would turn its at-
tention to P’yongyang.  When this
happened, North Korea wanted to
have a nuclear deterrent for bar-
gaining purposes.

Snyder added that Washington is
dangerously close to believing in its
own manifest destiny in thinking
that the United States is the guard-
ian and necessary promoter of de-
mocracy. He feared that
Washington’s commitment to the
ideological promotion of democracy
could lead it to believe in the myths
of empire.
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Compassion and Terror

Martha Craven Nussbaum,
University of Chicago

A
ccording to Martha Craven
Nussbaum, tragedies and
horror, like those experi-

enced in New York on Sept. 11, 2001,
can motivate individual citizens and
public entities alike to explore issues
of human suffering and make a
claim for the moral value of com-
passionate imagining, a compassion
which can cross lines of time place,
and nation, and also, sometimes, the
line of sex.  It also allows people to
make real to themselves the moral
sufferings of others about whom
they seldom think.

Rooting her work in a classical philo-
sophical tradition, Nussbaum asked
whether compassion, with its obvi-
ous propensity for self-serving nar-
rowness and other faults, is our best
hope as we attempt to educate citi-
zens about relations both inside the
nation and across national bound-
aries. She noted that many thinkers,
e.g., the Stoics, Plato and Kant, have
found compassion too slippery and
anthropocentric a notion on which
to build a political morality. They
contend that human dignity and re-
spect is a more secure foundation.
For example,
the Stoic tradi-
tion believes
that all people
have an inher-
ent dignity
and worth, re-
gardless of
factors like
abuse, economics, or illness. The
value in human life is universal and
immeasurable, unique to human-
kind and linking all men and women.

Nussbaum rejected the idea that an
inherent dignity in all men and
women should be the base for pub-
lic choice and action.  Rather, she
made the case for compassion,
which she believed to be a better
motivator for true understanding
and a whole response to individual
needs and situations. She also ad-
dressed how we might ‘educate
compassion’ so as to overcome its
tendency to stop at the border of our
familiarity with those who are suf-
fering.

She said that compassion is a tool to
awaken civic awareness, inspire

human goodness, and
bring about concern for
people and their suffer-
ing in other parts of the
world.

Historically, philoso-
phers have rejected
compassion as a funda-
mental human necessity
because there is much
uncertain about it—un-
like the strict certainty of
all humans having inher-
ent dignity.  Instead,
compassion is an emo-
tion directed at another
person’s suffering or
lack of well-being and
thus requires a judg-
ment held by the indi-
vidual who perceives some suffering in
another.  This is the judgment of serious-
ness.

There is also the judgment of non-desert,
made by the “compassionate one,” who
determines whether or not an individual is
deserving of such empathy. This judgment
concerns how much the misery exceeds
the sufferer’s faults or goes beyond what
the sufferer can be held accountable for.

And then there is the
judgment of similar pos-
sibilities, which suggests
the compassionate
agent must believe that
the suffering person
shares vulnerabilities
and possibilities with

himself.

Finally, there is what Nussbaum called the
eudaimonistic judgment, which is the as-
pect of compassion that results when the
suffering person becomes an important
part of the life of the individual feeling com-
passionate.  The potential problem with this
is that once this kind of suffering is no longer
in an individual’s immediate circle of con-
cern, it is often forgotten and therefore
becomes ineffective for long-term motiva-
tion.

Nussbaum acknowledges that there are
many ways in which compassion can go
wrong: human suffering can be thought to
be too far removed, too serious or not seri-
ous enough, or justly deserved.  But, she
added, despite these pitfalls, compassion,
together with a belief in a universal human
dignity, can mobilize people to act against
human suffering.

Martha Craven Nussbaum (right)
speaking to Alexander Stephan,

Ohio Eminent Scholar in Germanic
Languages and Literatures, during a

post-talk reception.
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Despite its limitations,
Nussbaum argues for the

motivating power of compassion
to respond to suffering. DISCIPLINA in CIVITATEM is the

motto of The Ohio State Univer-
sity. Martha Craven Nussbaum
was the first in a series of speak-
ers who explore what it means to
be a citizen in an the United States
and an increasingly global soci-
ety.

The Citizenship Speaker Series is
scheduled to include:

Malcolm Schofield, University of
Cambridge

Elizabeth Kiss, Duke University

Barbara Herman, UCLA

Melissa Williams, University of
Toronto

Please see our website,
www.mershon.ohio-state.edu for

more information about this series.

DISCIPLINA

in

CIVITATEM
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Orientalism: American Style

Douglas Little, Clark University

D
ouglas Little’s talk at
Mershon featured work
from his new book, Ameri-

can Orientalism: The United States and
the Middle East since 1945, recently
published by University of North
Carolina Press.

Little explored the often-dangerous
ways in which nations propagate ste-
reotypes of their adversaries, who
are, in turn, stereotyping them. His
primary focus was on Arab nations
and they way their culture is por-
trayed in America and Is-
rael.  He also, however, ex-
amined the way in which
Arabs depict Americans
and Israelis. Using ex-
amples from popular cul-
ture, Little argued that the
stereotypes one nation has
about its adversary are of-
ten similar to the stereotype
the adversary has of them.

In America, an increasing
dependence on oil and a
unique relationship with Is-
rael has firmly entrenched
American stereotypes in
the Middle Eastern mind
and culture.  At the same
time, stereotypes about
Middle Eastern culture increasingly
fill Western minds.  America’s col-
lective misconceptions about this
“exotic” culture are evident in the
public sphere: in political cartoons,
in news reports from the media,
even in children’s animated movies.
Little’s inspiration for this subject
matter was his shock at the way
Arab culture was portrayed for
young Westerners. The original lyr-
ics of the opening song in the 1992
release Aladdin described Arabia as
a place where horrific corporal pun-
ishment was commonplace.  These
lyrics were changed for the video
release of the film, said Little.

In analyzing the stereotypes that
prevail on both sides of American-
Arab relations, it is impossible to
determine who began the
demonization. It is easier, however,
to tease out how leaders on both
sides use such images for their own
political gain: public perception can
be affected through many popular
media outlets, and Little documents
the prevalence of such stereotypes.

Little offered political cartoons as one
popular example of political stereotyping.
His samples from both Arab and West-
ern newspapers show common themes
and mutual stereotypes, and the prolif-
eration of such images increases during
times of international conflict.  One ex-
ample showed a drawing from an Arab
newspaper of the “Israeli mind:” a brain
that is controlled by violence, nationalism,
and vengeance.   An Israeli newspaper
showed the reverse: an Arab mind con-
sumed by violence, nationalism, and ven-

geance. Both cultures
use the same lan-
guage in describing
the other.

Little says that while it
may be possible to
trace a path between
images like these and
the foreign policy of a
country, demonstrat-
ing that a causal link
exists between the
stereotype and gov-
ernment policy is dif-
ficult.  Little did not be-
lieve, for instance, that
stereotypes of Arabs
commonly held by
Americans leads in

any direct way to U.S. government deci-
sions.

Little encouraged historians to study brief-
ing books and expert testimony as a way
to identify the role stereotypes played in
policy decision-making.  Evidence that ste-
reotypical images were common in top-
level discussion would be, according to
Little,  at least suggestive of a causal re-
lationship. Little also argued that popular
images can be said to matter because it
is not likely that policy is made in a bubble
entirely insulated from common stereo-
typical assumptions.  Those who write
policy read the newspaper, watch televi-
sion, or talk to their constituents, and if a
stereotype exists in the public mind, it is
likely to be evident somewhere in the mind
of a nation’s leaders.

In cultures today, either American or
Arab, analyzing stereotypes that exist in
the public mind may be a fruitful way to
understand the mindsets that affect the
uneasy relationship between Americans
and Arabs.  Little called for more studies
of how images prevalent in popular cul-
ture are related to the foreign policy of
states.

Dr. Douglas Little of
Clark University.

Jan
u

ary 8, 2003M
ichael Young, President of
Social Sciences Automa
tion, Inc., discussed auto-

mated text analysis and individual
assessment.  According to Young,
text analysis tools are applicable to
any discipline that has a large body
of text to be analyzed for content,
diction, or any other aspect of the
text.  The goals for such analysis
are diverse:  for example, political
scientists or governments may ana-
lyze a foreign leader’s body of pub-
lic texts, looking at speeches, inter-
views, and other publications to as-
sess the personality of an individual
or to track policy changes evident
in these texts.

Such analysis allows analysts to re-
motely “figure out” the public en-
tity, without actually meeting with,
talking with, or psychologically
studying the person. Knowledge of
how a person “ticks” allows others
to determine strategies for dealing
with that person. It can also be used
in predation, to anticipate action
based on past declaration.

Assessing individuals from a dis-
tance is only one advantage.  An-
other recent SAA project was to
analyzed the published texts of
people who refused to be immu-
nized and refused to have their chil-
dren immunized.  By analyzing the
large body of information published
by “non-immunizers,” public health
officials can determine how best to
approach them.

For those who analyze texts, com-
puterized text analysis is an impor-
tant and timesaving tool, although
there are several factors that influ-
ence the feasibility of it, said Young.
Cost is a major factor.  The primary
costs associated with automated
text analysis are related to setting
up the program.

Another factor is the amount of text
to be analyzed.  If you are dealing
with a relatively small volume of
text, or in cases when human time
is less expensive than the cost for a
program to be created, hand cod-
ing is more feasible.

Automated Text
Analysis and Individual

Assessment

See Young, Page 13

Michael Young,
Social Sciences

Automation, Inc.
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about it, said Cooley.

The relationship between govern-
ments and NGOs could play a major
role in Iraq. Cooley predicted that
once the conflict is resolved and the
United States turns to rebuilding the
country, there will be flood of NGOs
competing to work on things like civil

service, legal reform, rebuilding in-
frastructure, and humanitarian aid.
There are other serious problems in
addition to the ones Cooley pointed
out.  He cautioned that there has
been a recent trend in conflating
NGOs and the military, as evidenced
by Washington having removed
Army soldiers from protecting
Hamid Karzai and contracting a pri-
vate security company to protect
him.

The other danger is, he said, that the
power and status of NGOs make
them appear as parallel govern-
ments to a nation’s population. As
NGOs focus on keeping power and
funding, aid to citizens in devastated
lands becomes less important.
Cooley suggested that eliminating
short-term renewable contracts
could alleviate some of these dan-
gers.  He said long-term contracts,
with a length of four to five years,
could allow NGOs enough time to ex-
periment with their programs with-
out constantly worrying about re-
newing their primary funding source.

The New Political Economy of NGOs: From Human
Rights to Post-Conflict Reconstruction

Alex Cooley, Barnard College

B
ased in part on his recent ar
ticle in International Security,
Alex Cooley’s February talk

took an innovative look at the role
Non-Government Organizations play
in world politics.

According to Cooley, NGOs are typi-
cally driven by liberal, democratic
values, and are increasingly active
players in the international commu-
nity. Many governments, notably the
United States, allow NGOs to com-
pete against the private sector for
government contracts to manage in-
ternational humanitarian matters.
This is a result of government cost-
cutting, when countries like the
United States began paying private
companies and public NGOs to per-
form what once were governmental
responsibilities.
These private
contractors then
competi t ively
bid for these
contracts.

Because of this
increased role,
he added that
the number of NGOs active in the in-
ternational marketplace has climbed,
as has major growth in what Cooley
described as “humanitarian
hotspots.”

This is problematic for three reasons,
according to Cooley.  First, more
NGOs does not mean better NGOs.
He said that just because there are
more organizations fighting for gov-
ernment funding does not mean that
the service is ultimately better.  Sec-
ondly, motivation for NGOs is becom-
ing increasingly fiscal—concerned
with maintaining funding and pro-
longing contracts—and less focused
on the normative role that had driven
the groups in the past.  The third po-
tential problem  Cooley said, is that
forcing NGOs to compete for con-
tracts distracts them from their hu-
manitarian goals and forces them to
focus on fiscal goals.

As an example of how NGOs are in-
creasingly reliant on government
contracts, Cooley cited UNHCR,
whose budget is 60%-reliant on gov-
ernment contracts.    In the European
Union, over 640 billion Euros are

spent among over 200 NGOs working on
humanitarian goals. Cooley explained
that this contract situation makes the en-
tire process ineffective and inefficient. Ac-
cording to his interpretation, there is a
linear relationship between the Donor, the
Contractor, and the Recipient.  The Do-
nor (usually governments) has the
money for a specific project, and seeks a
Contractor (an NGO) to monitor the imple-
mentation of that project.  The Contrac-
tor then takes the money and attempts to
design and implement the goals of the
Donors by working with the Recipient
(usually smaller or emerging govern-
ments).  One resulting problem is that the
Contractor is then preoccupied with con-
tinually renewing the contract and will
conceal errors and inflate the record in
an attempt to secure this funding.  The

Recipient is frequently
too concerned about
maintaining the status
quo and simply function-
ing, Cooley said, that they
are unwilling to speak out
about errors and short-
comings. Thus, the
project fails to varying
degrees because prob-

lems are hidden by the contractor and
masked by a silent Recipient, each of
whom wants to make the other look good.

Cooley argued that better monitoring of
these relationships is not a viable solu-
tion. The uncertainty of the situations in
which NGOs perform their services (of-
ten war-torn lands or within newly estab-
lished governments), the difficulty in dis-
seminating accurate information, and
geographic distance between the Donor,
the Contractor, and the Recipient: all
make constant monitoring difficult.

These unfortunate trends appear to be
continuing, according to Cooley.  More
NGOs are appearing on the horizon, and
each is competing for the limited funds
offered by world governments.  In-
creased competition has resulted in less
effective organizational structures, staff
poaching among organizations, and situ-
ations like the one in Goma, Congo, where
money was being siphoned away from
humanitarian goals to fund a renegade
army.  In that situation, the real use of the
funds was common knowledge, but the
principal players—the Contractor and the
Recipient—were powerless to do much
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Due to geography, unreliable
communication, and poor
management, increased
monitoring of NGOs is not
likely to improve the current
system, said Cooley. Alex Cooley, Barnard College



Mershon Center Report Winter 2003

  9

A
lvin Tillery’s work explores
issues of diaspora affilia
tions with a focus on Afri-

can Americans in the U.S. Con-
gress. During a talk at Mershon, he
focused on African American inter-
est in foreign policy.

Unlike other diaspora research that
examines American politics since
only 1965, Tillery took a longer view
of history to explore how African
American politicians mobilize
diaspora feelings to push a domes-
tic agenda. Tillery claims that Afri-
can American politicians get in-
volved in international politics
primarily as an attempt to influ-
ence domestic politics, and that
in each situation, these initiatives
followed the same steps: the in-
troduction of an international ini-
tiative, an unexpected volatile el-
ement that confronts this initia-
tive, and the abandonment of the
initiative.

Tillery began his research with
an examination of 19th-century
shipping magnate Paul Cuffe, the
first free black man to be invited to
Congress to perform government
business.  Tillery said that Cuffe was
primarily concerned with fighting
slavery, but that he petitioned con-
gress to build a colony in Africa
where ex-American slaves could
live.  Unexpectedly, a white con-
gressman began to support the ini-
tiative, and Cuffe abandoned the
plan since he did not support send-
ing slaves back to Africa, he just
wanted to draw attention to the do-
mestic problem.

In the 20th century,
Charles Diggs, one of
the founding mem-
bers of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus,
introduced bills that
followed the same
steps as Cuffe’s bill
had a century be-
fore.  Diggs was ap-
pointed head of the House Subcom-
mittee on Africa to prevent Ghana
from becoming an ally of the Soviet
Union.  Through his diplomacy in in-
ternational affairs, Diggs earned the

respect of his fellow congressmen,
and began to push for other African
American leaders to take the lead
in international affairs in order to
make a name for themselves and
then push domestic initiatives.

Tillery showed how this resulted in
the presentation of a flurry of bills
regarding apartheid in South Africa.
The volatile element, in this case,
was the lack of support from the ma-
jority congressmen, which caused
members like Diggs to abandon the
international arena to concentrate
on a domestic agenda.

Tillery took issue with another as-
pect of conventional diaspora litera-
ture, which claims that all African
American diaspora groups work to-
gether in pursuit of a goal.  His re-
search indicates that, like other

loosely affiliated
groups, diaspora
groups jump on the
successful political
bandwagons, regard-
less of cultural affilia-
tion. Tillery said that
many publications
suggest that cultural
identity is necessary
and sufficient to in-
spire diaspora groups

to mobilize, but Tillery said that iden-
tity is only one motivating factor.

Making Race and American Foreign Policy:
Pan-African Politics From Paul Cuffe to the
Congressional Black Caucus

Alvin Tillery, University of Notre Dame

Jacques Hymans (left), a Post-
Doctoral Fellow at the Mershon

Center, and Alvin Tillery, University
of Notre Dame.

M
arch 6, 2003

Motive Matters: Liberalism
and Insincerity

Michael Neblo,
The Ohio State University

O
n February 14, 2003, Michael Neblo
presented his reading of John
Rawls’s cultural pluralism theories

to argue that, for political liberalism, pri-
vate motives are as important as public
motives.  Of  Rawls’ three main tenets of
political liberalism, Neblo focuses on the
value of public deliberation in a liberal
state, because it increases personal reflec-
tion on one’s own theories and it widens
the “overlapping consensus,” or the
middle ground between disparate view-
points.

According to Neblo, it is important to fos-
ter debate; the open exchange of ideas is
necessary in a liberal democratic state be-
cause the most successful policy can sur-
vive the rigors of public debate. This al-
lows all participants to express their view-
points and represent their own cultural and
intellectual experience.  For Rawls, and for
Neblo, an important characteristic of a lib-
eral state is that it recognizes the
multiculturalism of a society and seeks to
create policy in “overlapping consensus.”

However, Neblo said, true public debate is
more complicated because it does not ac-
count for insincerity in this debate.  It is
possible for someone to insincerely offer
a “public” reason to justify his stance on a
topic but to be more motivated by a “pri-
vate” reason. For example, Neblo said that
a racist may claim to be opposed to affir-
mative action because it is “unfair,” but
that he is truly, although privately, opposed
to affirmative action because he hates mi-
norities.

Rawlsian theory rejects all far left or far
right viewpoints; therefore, an opinion
based on extreme racism would also be
rejected.  But this racist’s public stance of
“unfairness” is viewed as less extreme,
and therefore a viable part of the conver-
sation encouraged in the creation of a lib-
eral democracy.  For Neblo, Rawls falls a
bit short by neglecting the influence of “pri-
vate” arguments, or what he described as

insincerity.

Michael
Neblo, The
Ohio State
University

Unlike much existing
diaspora research that
looks only to history
since the 1960s, Tillery’s
analysis spans two
centuries of American
history.
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Scenario for
WW III

A Lecture Series Featuring
Ambassador Oleg Grinevsky

D
uring a talk entitled, “Scenario for
World War III,” Ambassador
Oleg Grinevsky analyzed the Cold

War situation between the U.S.S.R. and
the United States from the perspective of
a Soviet insider looking back twenty
years.

According to Grinevsky, the relationship
between the United States and the Soviet
Union in the early 1980s was fraught with
tension: both thought global nuclear war
was imminent.  Only when tensions
mounted to high levels in the mid-1980s
did the superpowers back off from their
confrontational approach.

Grinevsky described this time as a “war
of the blind.”  Both countries attempted to
decipher the other’s intentions.  The prob-
lem, Grinevsky said, was that neither side
had an accurate picture of the capabili-
ties and intentions of the other side. Faulty
intelligence, heightened skittishness, and
propagandistic speeches of patriotic fer-
vor masked the true motives of each gov-
ernment.

During a strained time in American his-
tory—an era of high inflation and stress
over the American hostage situation in
Iran—Ronald Reagan’s landslide election
to the U.S. Presidency in 1980 was not a
surprise to Soviet leaders, Grinevsky said.
Moscow was surprised, however, by
Reagan’s attacks on the Soviets after his
election. The President said that the
United States must rebuild its military to
fight the Soviet “threat.”  He described
the U.S.S.R. as the “Soviet Evil Empire,”
and to stand up to them, the U.S. needed
build a nuclear shield to protect America.

Grinevsky said the Russians were dumb-
founded by these assertions.  After the
Cuban Missile Crisis in the 1960s, Nixon
and Khrushchev had reached an agree-
ment of “Mutual Containment.”  During
the Carter administration, the buzzwords
were “Limited War.”  Yet, despite this un-
easy peace between the two superpow-
ers, Reagan vowed to build a nuclear
shield to protect U.S. citizens from Soviet
attack and accused the Soviets of trying
to spread Communism to other countries.
Andropov was surprised.  Such political
aggression was unprovoked, according
Grinevsky, after so many years of distant,
if cold, relations between the two nations.

Grinevsky claimed that both the Ameri-
cans and the Soviets were convinced that

Ambassador Oleg Grinevsky received his
doctoral degree from the Moscow
Institute for Political Affairs and, in
1957, he began forty years’ of service in
the Soviet/Russian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. As a political advisor and
speechwriter for several of his country’s
leaders, he was a consultant to Nikita
Khrushchev, Leonid Brezhnev, Yuri
Andropov, and Mikhail Gorbachev.
He was a member of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs’ Special Group,  Director
of the Middle East Department in the
Soviet Foreign Ministry, and worked on
the settlement of the Arab-Israeli
Conflict and the Afghan War. In 1984,
Grinevsky was head of the Soviet
Delegation to the CSCE Stockholm
Conference, where he helped negotiate
the 1986 Stockholm Document on
Confidence and Security Building
Measures. He was Gorbachev’s
Ambassador-at-Large and worked with
prominent leaders of the era, including
Margaret Thatcher, Franz Vranitzky,
Saddam Hussein, and Muammar Al-
Qadhafi. In 1989, he headed the U.S.S.R.
delegation to the Vienna Conference on
Conventional Armed Forces Reduction
in Europe (CFE) and the European
Conference on CSBM’s.
From 1991 through 1997, Grinevsky
served as the Russian Ambassador to
Sweden. Grinevsky has been a research
fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover
Institution, a diplomat in residence at
the Monterey Institute of International
Studies and a visiting scholar at the
Mershon Center.

During a three-part lecture series
cosponsored by OSU’s Center for
Slavic and East European Studies,
Ambassador Grinevsky presented
contemporary political issues as they
related to his work in twentieth-
century Soviet and Russian foreign
policy.

there was a real possibility the other
would initiate a first-strike and each
country developed a response plan.
The Soviet Union developed a plan to
disperse ground forces from the west-
ern border of the U.S.S.R. to stampede
through Western Europe and move
their missile launch sites closer to the
United States.  American military bases
abroad were put on full alert and the
United States developed its own plans
to respond to a Soviet first-strike. In
the early 1980s, he said that both the
Soviets and the Americans were ac-
tively preparing for nuclear war, and
each side feared the other would insti-
gate it.  Grinevsky pointed out, though,
that these defensive maneuvers only
heightened fears of war.  It became in-
creasingly difficult to distinguish be-
tween military practice and prepara-
tion for war.

This tension spread. Reagan flamed
anti-Communist sentiments in
America by arguing that Communism
was threatening to take over the
Middle East.  The Soviets vowed to
stand up to American actions in the
Middle East, said Grinevsky, and Mos-
cow sent naval ships to the Mediterra-
nean.  To counter Washington’s com-
mitment to Israel, the Soviet Union
sought a strategic foothold in an Arab
country.

The Soviet Union approached Syria.  It
was less concerned with Syria’s con-
flict with Israel than with Syria’s loca-
tion north of Israel, its proximity to im-
portant water routes, and the fact that
a Soviet presence in the area could
remind Americans that the Soviet
Union could threaten the U.S. economy
by striking against the free flow of oil.

Syria, Grinevsky said, had its own con-
cerns: it was directly in the path of mis-
siles that would be flying back and forth
between Israel and the Soviet Union if
war erupted between these nations.
After Israel invaded Lebanon in 1982,
Syria grew more concerned about
Israel’s intentions and sought Russian
protection. The Soviets covertly sent
troops into Syria dressed as tourists.

Grinevsky said that insiders in
Andropov’s regime discussed initiating
a nuclear strike on Israel in 1983.  Ulti-
mately, they realized that this would
be disastrous: the U.S. would come to
Israel’s aid, the weaker countries in the
Arab world would have to drop out of

Ambassador Oleg Grinevsky
at the Mershon Center.
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Iraqi Nuclear
Capabilities

J
ust days before the U.N. weap
ons inspectors were to present
their findings about Iraq’s weap-

ons of mass destruction, Grinevsky
discussed the state of the Iraqi weap-
ons program based on his unique ex-
perience as a high-level Soviet advi-
sor, which included a 1989 meeting
with Saddam Hussein.

The Ambassador said that Iraq has
long been amassing different mate-
rials and technology to develop
nuclear, chemical and biological
weapons.  Grinevsky said that the
Soviet government was always con-
cerned about Hussein, whom the am-
bassador describes as a “suspicious
snake.”  Many other countries may
have been equally nervous about
him, but Grinevsky said that most
countries, including the U.S.S.R.,
France, Italy, and the United States,
were motivated more by profit than
concern.

the conflict entirely, and it would end
up being a battle between the U.S.
and the U.S.S.R. fought on Middle
Eastern soil.  The Soviets also be-
lieved that U.S. fire power was so
powerful at that time that the Soviet
Union simply did not have the tech-
nology to compete in such a war.  The
consequences—humiliation, devas-
tation, and retaliation—were simply
too great for too many countries.

Despite this danger, tension did not
abate.  In Lebanon, U.S. and Soviet
troops were separated by only thirty
miles and a thin line of French troops.
In 1983, when a suicide bomber drove
a truck full of explosives into a Ma-
rine base in Lebanon, killing 240 sol-
diers, tensions escalated.  Islamic
Jihad took responsibility for the at-
tack, but the Soviet Union believed it
would nevertheless be blamed. Mos-
cow also realized, he said, that if Syria
and Israel went to war, the Soviet
Union would also be blamed for
Syria’s loss.

Grinevsky concluded that the Soviet
presence in the Middle East had be-
come too provocative and danger-
ous.  Despite its position that Mos-
cow would only respond to aggression
from the United States or Israel, its
“passive presence” was interpreted
by the American leaders to be an act
of aggression.  The only solution was
to back away from the competition
for power and the threat of nuclear
war.

Any discussion of Hussein must
address his personality, said
Grinevsky. He is a maniac, maybe
a megalomaniac, but he’s no fool,
said the Ambassador, adding that
Hussein is an extremely suspicious
man who trusts no one and should
not be trusted.  Iraq’s president
sought to become the greatest
leader of the era, and his ego was
one of the most powerful tools in
building the weapons program, said
Grinevsky.

Iraq set 1993 as the target date for
final construction of nuclear weap-
ons.  In the early 1990s, they were
again stopped, this time by the ar-
rival of United Nations weapons in-
spectors and then by the Gulf War,
which destroyed much of the tech-
nology Iraq had built.

Grinevsky said that understanding
this history allows us to reasonably
estimate the status of Iraq’s arse-
nal of weapons of mass destruction.
According to documents presented
by the U.N. weapons inspectors, in-
telligence made public by the Bush
Administration, and a basic ac-
counting of what chemicals had
been purchased but not used, the
world can estimate Iraq’s capabili-
ties in 2003.

Grinevsky believes it is unlikely that
Hussein is hiding any nuclear weap-
ons.  The destruction of the Iraqi
nuclear power program in 1981, the
impact of U.N. inspectors, and the
effect of the Gulf War have hin-
dered Iraqi scientists.  Grinevsky
said that Iraq has two of the three
components needed to develop
such weapons—it has the scientists
capable of making one and it has a
bomb design—but it does not pos-
sess sufficient fissile materials to
construct a bomb.

Grinevsky said it is far more likely
that Iraq possesses a substantial
arsenal of chemical and biological
weapons.  The world community
knows approximately how many
rockets and missiles Iraq obtained
during the last thirty or so years and
how many were used during the
Iran/Iraq War and the Gulf War.
The excess is believed to be hidden
in Iraq, ready for deployment.

Biological warfare is the most viable
threat, said Grinevsky, because it is
easy to store small amounts of bio-
logical agents that could kill a large

In 1959, Iraq and the Soviet Union signed
an agreement whereby the U.S.S.R. would
construct a small-scale nuclear power re-
actor in Iraq exclusively for energy pro-
duction. The plant was completed in 1968,
and was, Grinevsky said, adequate to pro-
duce power, but deliberately too limited
to create nuclear weapons.  In 1975,
Hussein, then Vice President of Iraq, ap-
proached the Soviet Union again.  This
time, he was interested in buying Soviet
arms. During the sales negotiation,
Hussein requested that the nuclear power
plant capabilities be increased. The Sovi-
ets agreed, but with the condition that the
plant be supervised by the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).

When Hussein approached the French
later that year with the same request,
Prime Minister Jacques Chirac did not
mandate such restrictions.  He sold Iraq
weapons and showed Hussein their atom
bomb, which the Iraqi took to be a subtle
approval of his own nuclear aspirations.
Chirac agreed to build a nuclear power
reactor to be installed in Iraq which, un-
like the Soviet reactor, would be sufficient
to build nuclear weapons and would not
be monitored by the IAEA. In 1981, this
French nuclear reactor was bombed by
Israel.

Grinevsky said that prior to the bombing,
the Iraqis were approximately eight
years away from a successful nuclear
arms program.  After the destruction of
the French nuclear power plant, Hussein’s
nuclear program was halted, but rebuild-
ing this program was surprisingly easy,
added the Ambassador. In addition to aid
offered by the Soviets and several Euro-
pean countries, American companies
were lured by the huge profits offered by
the Iraqis. During the mid-1980s, U.S.
companies sold Iraq over $1.5 billion
worth of equipment with possible military
applications, including satellite intelli-
gence systems and large quantities of an-
thrax. Hussein also increased his chemi-
cal and biological weapons capabilities, a
program he had begun in 1975 under the
auspices of “agricultural research,” said
Grinevsky.

Grinevsky said the mid-1980s were an op-
portune time for Hussein to seek chemi-
cal and biological weapons: during the
height of the Iran/Iraq war, the United
States viewed Iraq as the “better” of the
two warring nations and provided Iraq
with military and economic support. To
Washington, Hussein was a monster, but
not as monstrous and hostile to the
United States as Iran, which had expelled
U.S. diplomats and held American hos-
tages.
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Soviet and Russian
Attitudes Towards
U.S. Foreign Policy

I
n his final talk, “Russian and So
viet Attitudes Towards U.S. For
eign Policy in the Middle East,”

Grinevsky shared his experience as
the Chief of the Middle East bureau
for the Soviet Government.

He said Moscow realized in the mid-
1970s that the Middle East would be
the ground on which the Soviet
Union and the United States would
clash because the boundaries in the
conflict between N.A.T.O. and
W.T.O. were well known and stable.
The Middle East, in contrast, was a
political “no man’s land.”  Although
Grinevsky had no previous experi-
ence in the region, he was appointed
the Chief of the Middle East bureau.
He had asked his superior, “Where
is the Middle East?” His superior re-
sponded, pointing at a map, “It is
here. I hope there will be no more
questions.”  Grinevsky claimed that
Stalin once said, “There will be no
more peace in this area.”

As Israel struggled to establish it-
self as a nation and clashed with its
Arab neighbors, the U.S.S.R. jumped
at the opportunity to assist in nego-
tiating an agreement between Ar-
abs and Israelis in order to estab-
lish a Soviet presence in the area.
The U.S.S.R. was disappointed by
the constant bickering between
Arab nations that prevented any sort
of agreement, Grinevsky said.
Later,  the Soviets severed their re-
lationship with Israel after Israeli
Prime Minister Begin signed a
“memorandum of understanding”
with the United States in 1981.

As the Arab-Israeli conflict sim-

mered, the Soviets closely watched King
Hussein of Jordan as he attempted, un-
successfully, to negotiate with the Israe-
lis on behalf of the Palestinians. Moscow
criticized Hussein for his ineffectiveness,
but did not actively intervene.

When Yuri Andropov became Soviet Pre-
mier in 1982, Yasser Arafat was his first
invited guest.  Grinevsky said that the
Soviets considered Arafat to be wishy-
washy.

Grinevsky’s role as the Middle East bu-
reau chief also allowed him to meet with
Arafat. He described this meeting as a
long and difficult talk, during which Arafat
told him that Hussein seemed to be will-
ing to go along with the Reagan plan, but
that the Palestinian Liberation Organiza-
tion (PLO) wanted to convince the king to
delay Jordanian/Israeli peace as long as
possible.

Grinevsky also said that Arafat confided
to him that his leadership was shaky and,
should the PLO leader go along with the
Reagan plan, he would lose his job. Arafat
also admitted that events in the West Bank
were changing rapidly, that the PLO was
losing control over its constituents, and
that most Palestinians preferred to live
under Jordanian rule than follow Arafat
and the PLO.

Grinevsky then traveled to Jordan to
meet with King Hussein.  The king had just
met with British Prime Minister Margaret
Thatcher, who had warned him to be care-
ful when dealing with Arafat.  Reagan was
pressuring King Hussein to start negotia-
tions, and the stress caused by his me-
diator role caused the king to suffer a heart
attack. When Grinevsky met the king in
the hospital, he was shocked by the king’s
haggard appearance, but the man’s re-
solve was apparent. Hussein was work-
ing toward specific goals, said Grinevsky.
First of these was to have the PLO ap-
prove the negotiations the Jordanians
were undertaking with the Israelis.  The
king insisted that Israel leave Lebanon
and stop advancing settlements in the
West Bank and Gaza strip.  Grinevsky said
the king knew that negotiations with Is-
rael would be impossible with these con-
ditions.

In 1983, during what Grinevsky described
as a “war of nerves,” Reagan warned
Hussein not to be deceived by Arafat.
When the king and the PLO leader met
three days later, Arafat waffled on his
commitment to the plan, and left to con-
fer with other members of the PLO.  He
never returned to the negotiation table.
Weeks later, PLO representatives re-
turned to reject the plan and suggest an
alternative, but Grinevsky said it was too

population.  He said it is possible that
biological agents like anthrax are hid-
den in small—but deadly—quanti-
ties in private households through-

out Iraq.  As weapons
of mass destruction,
Grinevsky concluded
that the ease with
which biological
agents can be deliv-
ered and Hussein’s will-
ingness to kill citizens
of his own country
makes this much more

dangerous than the threat of
nuclear weapons.

late.  Hussein had given up trying to
broker any deal among the Israelis
and the Arabs.

Moscow was thrilled by the failure of
the Reagan plan, said the Ambassa-
dor: the Soviets had two motives in
the Middle East during this time.  They
were partially motivated by geopo-
litical goals—to advance Soviet influ-
ence as far as possible—but also by
ideological goals as well.  At that time,
Grinevsky said the Soviets believed
that by supporting the Arabs move-
ment against the imperialism of Is-
rael and the United States, the Arabs
would become vehemently anticolo-
nial and then accept the socialist ide-
als promoted by the U.S.S.R.

In the twenty-first century, the Rus-
sian motivation has changed, he said.
Currently, Moscow is primarily con-
cerned with improving the Russian
economy, and secondarily concerned
with the crisis in the Middle East.

Concerning the Israeli conflict with
the Palestinians, Grinevsky said that
the Russian position is that Israel
should dismantle all settlements in
the West Bank, stop deporting Pales-
tinians from this area, and  withdraw
troops to the borders of September
2000.  The Palestinians, he argued,
must dismantle terrorist groups, con-
fiscate illegal weapons, and actively
work to arrest individual terrorists.

The conflict between the United
States and Iraq is also a concern in
contemporary Russian politics.
Grinevsky said that a preoccupation
with economic improvement in Rus-
sia makes it unlikely that the Russians
will strongly oppose U.S. intentions
towards the Middle East.  Rather, he
predicted they would likely try to play
a mediator’s role in the conflict, pos-
sibly trying to negotiate between the
U.S. and the French.

Grinevsky said that he, like the Rus-
sians, is still very concerned about
the overall conflict in the Middle East,
but also with the possibility of war
between Iraq and the United States.
For him this is a pivotal time in for-
eign relations, because the way in
which the world manages this con-
flict will redefine international rela-
tions and global policy.  He pointed
out that the dissolution of the Cold
War has left the United States alone
as a global superpower.  This unique
power dynamic, being played out in
the current crisis in the Middle East,
forces politicians to reevaluate the
basics of global politics.
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J
eremy Black, Military
Historian from the University of
Exeter, argued the importance of study-

ing wars with an emphasis on the military
role in warfare.  For him, scholarship that
focuses only on the political side of wars
does not tell the complete history of these
conflicts.  Publications that are fascinated
by war are equally misleading, Black says,
and he argued for a more balanced and
complete study of military history as it re-
lates to wars.

Black encouraged modern scholars to re-
examine commonly-held assumptions
about World War II.   He dismissed those
who say that Hitler’s intervention on the
Eastern front caused Germany to ulti-
mately lose the war.  Some argue that the
German Blitzkrieg was so all-powerful that
only Hitler’s ill-conceived command caused
the Axis powers to lose.

Black said that this is not accurate.  He ad-
mits that Blitzkrieg was an effective war
tool, but that it also had some serious draw-
backs.  As a system, it was completely vul-
nerable to fighting a “deep enemy,” one
with deeply fortified lines of infantry that
continually confront Germany’s front lines.
Blitzkrieg moves so quickly, Black said, that
infantry cannot keep up, ultimately mak-
ing the leading lines vulnerable to a deep
concentration of enemy forces.

Black encourages scholars to be skeptical
about those who interpret military strength
based solely on military resources.  He said
that numbers can be extremely mislead-
ing: artillery killed more soldiers than any
other weapon, but the machine gun is cred-
ited with winning the war. German fighters
killed more of their enemy than any other
nation, and yet they ultimately lost the war.

According to Black, weapons are only as
good as the soldier who uses them and
by the country willing to employ them.  A
small number of well-trained soldiers can
beat a larger army of lesser-trained com-
batants. Likewise, powerful weapons are
only powerful if they are used.  For ex-
ample, Black looked to air power, which
played a big role in WW II.  Black said
that, despite technological advance-
ments, air power was more important and
more effective back then than it is now.
The reason, he said, is simple:  planes
were inexpensive enough to build well
that countries could afford to manufac-
ture large numbers of them and train
many soldiers to fly.  In the early twenty-
first century, planes are so costly to build
and so difficult to fly that countries are sim-

WW II Reconsidered in the Context of
Modern Warfare

ply unwilling to send their fighter
planes anywhere near actual com-
bat because of the costs to replace
plane and pilot.

By the middle of WW II, landing
craft was absolutely crucial to the
U.S. strategy, but during the 1930s,
when the world community started
paying close attention to the Nazi
regime, few predicted the need for
such capabilities. Experts looking to
WW I as a guide thought that if Ger-
many invaded France, Paris would
hold them at the strong Maginot
line, so there would be no need for
any sort of amphibious invasion in
Germany.  The past can be a guide,
said Black, but responding to the
unique demands of each situation
is more important in warfare.

Black said that the United States’
flexible economy played an impor-
tant role in the Allied success. In
the span of a few years, American
industry responded to Germany’s
occupation of France: U.S. engi-
neers and factories were able to
manufacture effective landing
craft, without which the Normandy
invasion would have been impos-
sible.  Black emphasized that war is
not a numbers game, it is one that
is won with flexibility, ingenuity, and
the ability to use resources effec-
tively.  War is won, and should be
studied, with a focus on how the
many variables—including military
power, politics, and the uncertainty
of combat—affect the final out-
come, he concluded.
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Jeremy Black, University of Exeter

Jeremy Black (left) speaking with John
Mueller, W.W. Hayes Chair in National
Security Studies at the Mershon Center.

A third consideration relates to the
difficulty in designing programs to
be as accurate as human readers.
People have mastered pronoun dif-
ferentiation, colloquial expressions,
and synonymous phrases, all of
which are difficult to be designed
into computer programs.

For large volumes of text, however,
automated text analysis is a far bet-
ter choice, said Young. A computer
has far greater consistency.  Large
volumes of documents would take
an individual coder inordinate
amounts of time; several human
might relieve the time pressure, but
would also potentially introduce
problems of inconsistencies among
coders.  Also, human bias can af-
fect the way a text is interpreted—
a person’s attitude toward the
speaker can color his interpretation
of what is actually said. Fatigue can
also erode reliable coding.

Young claims that if you can teach
someone to code reliably, with a high
degree of consistency, you can cre-
ate a rule for automation.

Young, Cont’d From Page 7

Mershon Center
Spring Events

East Meets South:
Economic Reform in

Eastern Europe and Latin America
April 11-12, 2003

Cultural Diplomacy and the
Image of the

United States Abroad
A Symposium Featuring Former

Ambassadors Richard Celeste and
Cynthia Schneider

May 1, 2003

Redefining Sovereignty, The Use
of Force, and The End of the Cold

War and After September 11:
Legality and Legitimacy

May 22-24, 2003

Identity Matters...and How:
The Dangers of Disciplining

Self-Conception
May 30-31, 2003

Please see our website,
www.mershon.ohio-state.edu, for

further information.
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I
n his Mershon Center talk,
Lahouari Addi explained why
Arab countries have not been

swept up in the democratic move-
ments in South America and Eastern
Europe.

He argued that it is simplistic to sug-
gest that Islam prohibits democracy.
Addi claims that the Koran can be
interpreted to support both political
pluralism and democracy as easily
as it can be interpreted to argue for
authoritarianism. It is not truly the
religion that is at the root of the anti-
democratic governments in most
Arab countries; the reasons are much
more complicated.

Addi explained that although
religious beliefs are compat-
ible with democracy, religion
is used as a political tool by
leaders to argue against de-
mocracy. According to Addi,
the populations of Arab coun-
tries thus often find it difficult
to reconcile their religious
and social beliefs with the te-
nets of a democratic govern-
ment.   These leaders use an
interpretation of the Koran
that allows them to use Islam
as a justification for maintain-
ing power: they govern because Al-
lah deemed it to be so.

Religious justification is one tool,
Addi said, but he points out that it is
not the only way for governments to
mobilize support for their regimes.
Powerful armies, ancestral claims to
the throne of power, and nationalist
sentiments are all tools used by both
those with power and those who as-
pire to take it. Because there is no
single criteria that legitimates claims
to power and because each tool has
some impact, Addi concluded that
competition for control will result in
violence between power-seeking
groups.

Democracy and the diversity of
voices in a pluralist society are, Addi
said, foreign to the average “man on
the street” in an Arab country. In
many cases, they are simply uncon-
cerned about the actions of their gov-
ernment, except as it relates to the
reputation a country has in foreign
relations. Addi argued that the rea-

son for their lack of concern is that Mus-
lims believe that man does not make rules
and law: Allah determines the natural or-
der of things and imposes them on man-
kind, regardless of who actually governs.

Since man does not make the rules or
laws, the average man also sees no value
in the collective power to facilitate politi-
cal change. For them, said Addi, neither
the majority population can determine
the rules of his country, nor can those in
power; only Allah can.  It would be shock-
ing to the average Muslim to suggest that
his voice could or should impact the gov-
ernment of their nation, he added. Criti-
cism of the state is viewed as criticism of
religious sovereign will.

Addi argued that the government’s sa-
cred status makes them all powerful, and
many citizens think it is their responsibil-
ity to accommodate state will. The state
is not a public entity; it is a sacred one
whose power is given by God, and a pri-
vate one, benefiting those who maintain
control. The average citizen is then forced
to accommodate this power by buying po-
litical favors or seeking favors.  Under a
system where the right to govern is not
questioned, corruption is the norm, said
Addi.

He claimed that Arabs see little value in
using the collective voice to mandate
change within their government and they
often fight fervently to maintain the sta-
tus quo, Addi said. Contemporary Arab
societies are caught between a traditional
history (where the prince embodies the
political unity) and a tentative contempo-
rary, democratic history (that encourages

wider participation in state affairs).
The hand of history dominates, and
existing regimes use all of their mili-
tary, religious, and propagandistic
strength to keep the power, which
is often not questioned by the
masses.  Addi said that this
authoritarianism is supported by
Western nations that, he said, are
generally nervous about uprisings
and change in the Arab world. Plu-
ralism is both denigrated by many
Arab governments and questioned
by the majority, who fear that dif-
fering opinions would sap the
strength and unity of the collective,
something Arab society values,
Addi said.

The government has two re-
sponsibilities from which it
draws legitimacy: to protect the
community from foreign threats
and to equitably distribute na-
tional goods and services.  Up-
risings, said Addi, usually result
when the government fails at the
latter.

For Arab nations to move to-
wards democracy, Addi said
they must move away from their
attitude of submission and build
institutions that guard the

public’s authority to be managed
within the system.  They need to re-
ject a utopic ideal of harmony and
realize the value of multiple view-
points.  Despite the unique chal-
lenges faced by Arab countries,
Addi is optimistic that a move from
radical nationalism and Islamism to
pluralism and democracy is pos-
sible.

Religion and Politics in the Arab World: An
Anthropological Approach to the Political Systems in Arab
Countries Lahouari Addi, Princeton University

Lahouari Addi, Princeton University,
spoke on the challenges of Democracy

in Arab nations.

F
eb

ru
ar

y 
4,

 2
00

3

Above, Indiana University’s
Kenneth Richards lectured  on the

economics of carbon
sequestration programs at the

ARGCC workshop.
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The Construction of Evil and the
Violence of Purification

David  Frankfurter, University of New Hampshire

I
n his talk at the Mershon Center,
David Frankfurter explored the
ways in which evil is a social con-

struction that is identified by a “seer”
who then mobilizes communities by
making groups witness an evil and
eradicate it, often violently.

Throughout history, societies from
around the world have experienced
the intersection of ritual and violence.
Outsiders, or groups whose beliefs
have been rejected by the main-
stream, often get ascribed certain
characteristics: Frankfurter identified
these as the most vivid fears of the
mainstream and often include bar-
baric rituals, infanticide, cannibalism,
and sexual violence
against children.

As long ago as 2 B.C.,
fears of the “Cult of
Bacchus” caused pan-
demonium in Rome,
whose citizens be-
lieved this group  was
practicing drunken or-
gies and human sacri-
fice.  In 1 A.D., the
“Cult of Christians”
were thought to be in-
volved in incest and
other moral depravity,
resulting in the execu-
tion of many Chris-
tians. In the twelfth century, Jews
were thought to have stolen children
to reenact Christ’s crucifixion, and
frightened mobs rose up and mur-
dered Jews.  Other people thought to
be witches, heretics, and heathens
suffered similar fates.

In the 1980s there was a similar phe-
nomenon in the United States, dur-
ing what Frankfurter called the Sa-
tanic Cult Ritual Panic.  Many parents
in different communities throughout
the United States accused their
daycare providers and others of sys-
tematic child sexual abuse and per-
forming satanic cult rituals.

Frankfurter identified certain charac-
teristics of societies in which all of
these incidents have occurred. He
said that social groups are vulner-
able when in their societies there is a
shared sense of apocalypse and a
shared belief in evangelical religious
ideals.  A fascination with perversion
and pornography of the most mon-
strous acts, Frankfurter said, lead

people to ascribe to “others” the most
deeply-rooted and feared psychosexual
perversions of the majority.

Frankfurter said that violence results
when a “seer” or a self-proclaimed ex-
pert identifies those believed to be com-
mitting these ritual atrocities.  Individual
targets of such accusations are normal,
functioning members of the group until
they are proclaimed to be evil.   The “ex-
perts” transform group members from a
“normal” to “evil” target  who becomes
the embodiment of the group’s real fears.
Frankfurter said that in the Satanic Ritual
Abuse Scandals of the 1980s, those fears
resulted, in part, from parents who were
confronting their own anxiety about put-

ting their children in full-
time daycare centers.

In the 1980s, daycare pro-
viders, members of the
larger community, were
targeted as practitioners
of satanic cult ritual.  Re-
sulting from recovered
memory therapy, children
who “remembered” wit-
nessing or being part of
evil rituals, or being iden-
tified by “experts,”
childcare providers were
targeted, jailed, and ha-
rassed by members of the
community.    Because

these “Satanists” were otherwise active
members of their communities, the fears
are especially potent.  When groups feel
that evil has crept into their close proxim-
ity, they are much more likely to use vio-
lence to purge the evil from their midst,
said Frankfurter.

Frankfurter said that charismatic experts
have the ability to mobilize large groups
to commit violence against individuals.
They identify those who are “evil,” situ-
ate the anxiety, spread the word to bol-
ster their own authority, and call for the
collective to purify their community, of-
ten through violent means.

Frankfurter concluded by saying that the
Satanic Ritual Cult Abuse Scandals of the
1980s were part of a long history of “witch
hunts” and fears of “other” that resulted
in violence against members of a com-
munity. Frankfurter added that fears of
the demonic are commonplace in most
cultures, but it takes a charismatic leader
to motivate groups to violently purify their
community.

Dr. David Frankfurter,
University of New Hampshire

M
arch 6, 2003T
o plan a fall 2003 conference
on Adaptive Research and
Government in Climate

Change (ARGCC), scientists from
diverse disciplines and campuses
across North America met at the
Mershon Center on December 14
and 15, 2002, to present papers and
probe the intersections of their re-
search.

   Workshop organizers believed
that the global, scientific, economic
and political complexities of cli-
mate change can only be ad-
dressed by exploring possible so-
lutions within such an interdiscipli-
nary group.  Accords like the Kyoto
agreement are an attempt to use
political and diplomatic tools to ad-
dress a scientific and geographical
problem that transcends borders.
Pulling from research in Geogra-
phy, Political Science, Public Health,
Economics and Natural Resources,
participants sought to organize a
conference that will further iden-
tify the ways in which adaptive
management is not successful and
identify a multi-disciplinary ap-
proach to make it successful.

Workshop participants included:

Joseph Arvai, Ohio State, Natural
Resources

Gavin Bridge, Oklahoma, Geogra-
phy

Nives Dolsak, U of Washington,
Public and Environmental Affairs

Robert Franzese, Michigan, Political
Science

Katrina Smith Korfmacher, Univer-
sity of Rochester, Health Sciences

Tomas Koontz, Ohio State, Natural
Resources

Kenneth Richards, Indiana, Public
and Environmental Affairs

Paul Robbins, Ohio State, Geogra-
phy

Brent Sohngen, Ohio State, Agricul-
tural, Environmental and Develop-
mental Economics

James Tansey, University of British
Columbia, Sustainable Develop-
ment

Alexander Thompson, Ohio State,
Political Science

Workshop on Adaptive
Research and
Government in
Climate Change
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B
ert Rockman, Director of Ohio
State’s Public Policy Institute,
spent a month in Israel as a

Visiting Senior Professor at Hebrew
University.  Upon his return to OSU
just before the 2003 Israeli election,
he shared his observations about the
state of Israeli politics.

Rockman remarked that the Israeli
political system is one preoccupied
with “politics of identity.”  He saw Is-
rael as a place where labels mattered:
the party to which one belongs,
whether or not one
is religious, and the
cultural allegiance
one feels all impact
Israeli lives and
politics.  Rockman
identified three cat-
egories that are at
the forefront of po-
litical concern: the
divide between re-
ligious and secular
parties, the di-
vide between left
and right, and
the divide be-
tween cultural
affiliations.

Rockman asserted that Israel is a
“party-ocracy” because it is easier
and cheaper to form a political party
and fight for elected seats than it is to
form an interest group to lobby for
issues.    While the Knesset has his-
torically been dominated by two large
parties—Likud and the Labor coali-
tion—it has been influenced by a ca-
cophony of voices representing
smaller parties that reflect complex
cleavages in Israeli society. This has
historically resulted in weak political
leadership.

Israeli politics is also fueled by ram-
pant accusations of corruption.
Rockman said that in Israel, subsidies
are often used by the parties to buy
off constituencies, and it has been al-
leged that money was used to buy
votes for particular candidates in the
party primaries, moving some un-
knowns to higher positions on the
party list.   Occasionally, members of
the Knesset float from one party to
another in order to maintain their per-
sonal power, if they are placed low on
their party list or otherwise lose influ-
ence within their party.

The fragmentary nature of the Knesset
party system has also resulted in a di-
vide between secular and religious Israe-
lis.  Some parties represent the interests
of the religious: those who practice Or-
thodox and Ultra-Orthodox Judaism sup-
port their own parties also based on
whether they are European-derived
(Ashkenazim) or Middle Eastern/North
African derived (Sephardim). The Ortho-
dox tend to be nationalist; the ultra-Or-
thodox (Charadim) tend to be other-
worldly. The Charidim do not serve in the

military but they do receive sig-
nificant state subventions, all of
which raises the ire of many Is-
raelis. Thus, the single biggest win-
ner in the 2003 election in terms of
increasing its representation in
the Knesset was a single-platform
party, Shinui, which is simply ve-
hemently antireligious.  According
to Rockman, the divide between
religious and secular sectors of
Israeli society is growing.

For Rockman, another major
schism is caused by cultural al-
legiance.   Ever since the cre-
ation of the Israeli state, there
has been a clash between the

Sephardic Jews of the Middle East and
the Ashkenazi Jews of Europe, he said.
This ancestral divide lingers in contem-
porary Israel and is reflected in a class
divide between the working class, many
of whom are Sphardim, and the elite,
dominated by Ashkenazi Jews.   This cul-
tural divide mirrors each group’s histori-
cal voting preferences.  In general, he
said, the working class tends to be more
conservative and the professional
classes tend to be more liberal.

Partially outside of this divide, but affect-
ing it deeply, are Arabs living in Jewish
lands. First, Druse Arabs live inside Is-
rael proper, are citizens of the Israeli state
and are loyal to it, and serve in Israeli
security forces. Second is a larger pro-
portion of Israeli Arabs, also Israeli citi-
zens, but who have become increasingly
removed from the political system of Is-
rael and are increasingly sympathetic to
the Palestinians. They do not have to
serve in the Israeli defense forces, and
few do.

Third, Jerusalem Arabs, fall neither within
the jurisdiction of the Palestinian Author-
ity nor, strictly speaking, the Israeli au-
thority. As part of the municipality of
Jerusalem, however, they do fall under
the province of the unified government

there which is part of the Israeli
state. The last group includes Ar-
abs who live in Gaza and the West
Bank presently occupied by Israeli
defense forces in an effort to choke
off terrorism. If one includes the
West Bank and Gaza, the Arab
populations are approximately
equivalent in size to the Jewish
population. Much of this population
would fall under the Palestinian
Authority under the Oslo accords,
but since the second Intifada, Is-
raeli Defense Forces have reoccu-
pied many of these territories and
have exercised ultimate control
over them.

The third divide that characterizes
a shifting Israeli political system,
Rockman said, is that parties are
gradually growing more conserva-
tive, but that the divide between
left-leaning parties and right-lean-
ing parties is growing wider.  The
middle ground is disappearing,
which may make future negotia-
tions and compromise within the
Knesset difficult, Rockman said.

The Knesset is filled with different
parties, different interests, and dif-
fering opinions about what the coun-
try needs reflecting a hyper-plural-
ized society. There is confusion and
contradiction among the voting
public, said Rockman.  He said that
recent studies show that 60% of Is-
raelis want peace that includes a
separate Palestinian state, yet in the
2003 election they reelected Sharon
and the Likud party. They did not
vote for the Labor party, which is a
party that promotes a peace pro-
cess based on the Oslo accords,
because this party is perceived as
not tough enough during a time
when the public has come to believe
in the necessity of a clenched fist.

Rockman said that historically, when
the Labor party is in power, evi-
dence, ironically, indicates that
there is a higher fatality rate among
Israeli citizens. When Sharon’s
Likud party has been in power,
there are fewer Israeli fatalities
because Likud is more inclined to
use the military.  And yet, accord-
ing to Rockman, many Israelis dis-
agree with the use of the military to
occupy the West Bank, but support

Bert Rockman,  The Ohio State University

Dr. Bert Rockman, Director of
Ohio State’s School of Public

Policy
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Politics in Contemporary Israel

See Rockman, Page 18
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A
my Horowitz is a music eth
nographer who argues that
studying musical trans-

gression between enemies in con-
flict zones can contribute to studies
of international security and citi-
zenship.  Her focus is on the Mizrahi
musical tradition in Israel, which
derives from the Arab music pro-
duced by Israeli Jews from Arab
lands.

After describing
the various meth-
ods music eth-
nographers use to
gather data for
their studies,
Horowitz gave a
brief history of Is-
raeli music.  She
said that in the
late 1940s and
early 1950s, when
Mizrahi Jews na-
tive to the Middle
East and North
Africa encoun-
tered Ashkenazic
Jews emigrating
from Europe, each had their own
musical heritage. Mizrahi music
was a mélange of over eighty mu-
sical traditions from several Ara-
bic countries, while
t r a d i t i o n a l
Ashkenazic music
typically drew from
Russian folk songs.

When the Israeli
government de-
cided to use music
to build the culture
of its new nation, ac-
cording to Horowitz,
they took Russian
folk music and rewrote pro-Israel
lyrics.  Mizrahi musicians at-
tempted to participate in this na-
tion-building by reworking their
own musical style, but without suc-
cess: their music ended up having
the beat and melody of traditional
Russian folk songs, but the vocal-
ization and tempo still sounded
Middle Eastern.  This music was re-
jected by national radio as “too Ara-
bic.”

The primary outlet for this Arab-

The Music of Israeli Jews from
Islamic Lands: A Study of Culture in
Conflict Zones

sounding music was within the
Mizrahi community.  Those musi-
cians trained in this style traveled
around Arab-Israel and played for
diverse communities and celebra-
tions.  For example, a cultural Syr-
ian with Syrian musical training
may play at an Egyptian-Jewish
wedding and thus integrate the
subtle differences between Syrian

and Egyptian music.
This began a pan-ethnic
tradition of Arab music
that helped create the
current Mizrahi sound.

In her research,
Horowitz followed the
career of Zehava Ben,
an Israeli Jewish musi-
cian whose career in
Mizrahi music has tran-
scended the Mizrahi/
Ashkenazic divide. As a
result of her popularity
in Israel, she was re-
cently part of a series
of ads for the Meretz
party campaign, where
she sang with main-

stream Israeli pop singer Dana
Berger.  Ben’s popularity and abil-
ity to cross cultural and musical
boundaries may show promise for

other kinds of cultural
compromise in Is-
rael, according to
Horowitz.

Horowitz studies the
tenuous position that
Mizrahi music holds
in Israeli society.  Its
distinctly Arabic tra-
dition has prevented
it from becoming
truly mainstream on

national radio, yet, even under-
ground copies of Mizrahi music en-
joy a large following and profitable
album sales.  At the height of the
Israeli/Arab conflict, music that
blends Arab and Jewish roots is
widely popular.  Studying how mu-
sical culture can successfully be
mixed in these conflict zones may
inform an understanding of cultural
conflicts and benefit scholarship in
international relations and political
science.

Amy Horowitz, Mershon Center

Israelis and Palestinians:
What Does the Future

Hold?

G
iora Becher, Israeli General Con
sul, talked on March 3, 2003 about
his government’s view of the Is-

raeli/Palestinian conflict. He claims the
long-simmering tensions between the
groups escalated after the failure of the
Camp David Accords , but that the Israeli
delegations was sincere when they agreed
to the accords.

Now, said Becher, the Israelis will not re-
sume peace talks until the Palestinians halt
the violence. He added that the Palestin-
ians are mistaken if they believe that vio-
lence makes them more credible or that it
will get them what they want. He said that
from his perspective, the reason there has
not been a treaty between Arafat and
Sharon is because the Palestinians are
completely unwilling to compromise.
Becher believes that any resolution will be
possible only when Arafat is removed
from power and replaced with someone
more “reasonable” who is opposed to vio-
lence and able to lead his or her own
people. He added that most Palestinians
recognize that supporting groups like
Hamas only ensures their continued suf-
fering. Becher criticized the Palestinian
leadership, saying their actions have sim-
ply resulted in the suffering of the general
Palestinian population.

Right of return, the belief that displaced or
fleeing Palestinians should have the right
to return to their homes, is a source of con-
tention. Becher said that for those Pales-
tinians whose homes are located in what
is now Israeli territory, they will never be
permitted to return.  He also said that those
who blame Israel for the plight of the Pal-
estinian are simply incorrect. “We didn’t
start the war,” he said.

Despite the schism between the two view-
points, Becher is optimistic that a resolu-
tion is possible.  “Anyone who lives in the
Middle East has to be optimistic,” he added.

Giora Becher,

Israeli General Consul

Amy Horowitz, a Mershon
Center Post-Doctoral Fellow,

presented her research as a
music ethnographer.

Jan
u

ary 30, 2003

Horowitz’s work in
the musical trans-

gression across
conflict zones could
inform the political

nature of conflict.

As Ohio State’s Don Sylvan
looked on, Giora Becher spoke on

contemporary Israel.
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What Makes Threats Credible? Reputation and Credibility
in the Cuban Missile Crisis

Darryl  Press,  Dartmouth College

F
or Darryl Press, reputation
and credibility are not syn
onymous: reputation or the

perception held by others based on
actions that country has taken in the
past, is different than credibility, or
the perceived likelihood that a coun-
try will carry out its threats. At the
Mershon Center he argued that
there are two different hypotheses
that affect the ways in which a
country’s past actions may or may

not affect the way they are per-
ceived in the future.  These are first,
the Reputation hypothesis, which
supposes that a country’s credibil-
ity depends on its history of break-
ing or fulfilling its promises, and sec-
ond the Power/Interests hypothesis,
which suggests that a country’s cred-
ibility is based on its current power
and interests, regardless of its his-
tory of breaking or keeping prom-
ises.

Despite America repeatedly justify-
ing military action by saying that it
must be forceful now to preserve
respect and credibility for the future,
Press’ research indicates that pre-
vious behavior, or Reputation, has
historically not determined the cred-
ibility of a country’s threats in the
future.   According to Press,
America’s attempt to secure a
strong “persona” for the future
based on military action today in
places like Serbia or Somalia may

be misguided.  The demonstration of
strength today does not necessarily in-
sure a perception of strength in the minds
of others in the future, nor does a failure
to act today necessarily lead others to
doubt America’s willingness to act in the
future..

  As an historical example of the failure
of the Reputation Hypothesis, Press

analyzed the Soviet Union’s actions in
the Berlin Crises of the late 1950s and

1961 and how they did little to affect the
way American leaders per-

ceived Soviet threats to Berlin
during the standoff in the

subsequent Cuban Missile
Crisis in 1962.

In 1958 and 1961, the Soviet
Union’s Nikita Khrushchev twice
issued threats regarding the Al-
lied presence in West Berlin,
which included military personnel
from France, Great Britain, and
the United States.  Khrushchev
threatened that the USSR would
sign a treaty with East Germany
(GDR) and allow the East Ger-
mans to control all access to Ber-
lin.  Any attempt to cross over
GDR land, by land or by air, with-
out prior approval from the GDR
(and thus, a tacit acknowledgment
of the GDR government) would be
interpreted as an attack on a
member of the Warsaw Pact.

This, Khrushchev threatened, would pro-
voke the Red Army to defend its ally. Twice
the U.S. weighed their options and ulti-
mately ignored this ultimatum; twice
Khrushchev did nothing and backed down.

Despite this history of backing down, when
the U.S. discovered Soviet medium-range
ballistic missiles and launch sites in Cuba
in 1962, they worried that in retaliation for
American moves against Cuba,
Khrushchev would move against Berlin.
According to Press, nearly all of
Kennedy’s advisors in the  Ex-Comm were
convinced Moscow was likely to move
against Berlin despite its previous history
of backing down.  The reputation
Khrushchev had established by twice
backing down from his threats did not un-
dermine the credibility of Moscow’s threat
to Berlin during the Cuban Missile Crisis,
at least not in the minds of the Kennedy
Administration.  American leaders were
more concerned with Khrushchev’s abil-
ity and will to utilize force in that particu-
lar situation than his record in previous

episodes.

Press concludes from his study that
putting too much attention on the
building of reputation for resolve is a
mistake.  According to this test case,
creating and supporting a national
reputation does not determine the
way a nation is perceived by other
countries; rather, in a time of crisis,
nations predict another’s reaction
based more on the relative power and
related interests of that country at
the moment and rely less on their
memory of that country’s behavior
in earlier cases.

 Darryl Press, Dartmouth College (left), talking
to an OSU graduate student after his talk on

the Reputation/Credibility Hypothesis.
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using it to prevent violence towards
Israelis.

All of these politics, contradictions,
and political schisms are not easily
resolved within the Knesset or in the
debate over what to do about the
Palestinian conflict. Rockman said the
Oslo process and Israeli-Palestinian
agreements were promising, but ul-
timately rejected, as were the Clinton
efforts to reach a final accord be-
tween Israel and the PLO in 2000 He
added that without major U.S. in-
volvement and pressure, there is
little chance of a viable agreement.

Rockman, Cont’d From Page 16

The Mershon Center is a proud
sponsor of OSU’s Women in

Development program.

As a member of the international
organization called The Association
for Women’s Rights in Develop-
ment, OSU-WID presents informa-
tion on timely gender issues in de-
velopment by organizing jobs, in-
ternships, grants, publications, con-
ferences, and other events.

Rapid global transformations affect
people’s lives both politically and
economically. OSU-WID provides
a forum for discussing women’s con-
tributions as agents of change and
the situations in which women, their
families and communities find them-
selves as a result of broader change
processes.

OSU-WID-sponsored events include
luncheon seminars, brown-bag dis-
cussions, films, workshops, and
public events that highlight issues
of women in development and gen-
der differences.

OSU-WID
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Khrushchev’s Greatest Gamble

Timothy Naftali, University of Virginia

T
imothy Naftali presented his re
search about the years of
Nikita Khrushchev’s rule

viewed through the lens of interna-
tional diplomatic history.  According
to Naftali, archives indicate that
Khrushchev was manipulating inter-
national politics through calculated
planning to achieve very specific and
ambitious goals.  Ultimately, his
“house of cards” crumbled and
Khrushchev’s carefully designed plan
failed.

Naftali said that the Soviet leader had
three primary objectives: to demili-
tarize the Cold War and improve the
Soviet economy, to close the pres-
tige gap between the United States
and the U.S.S.R., and to protect
emerging socialist states and those
friendly to such states.

Naftali said Khrushchev was con-
stantly preoccupied with Berlin.  Since
1955, Moscow had been tinkering
with the situation in Germany, and
Khrushchev believed that a unified
Germany would be a socialist Ger-
many.  Naftali argued that East Ger-
man leader Walter Ulbricht had long
sought a wall between East and West
Berlin, but that the Soviets initially re-
sisted, afraid it would weaken U.S./
Soviet relations.  At that time,
Khrushchev chose tension as a tool
to both control the situation in Berlin
and to manipulate Washington into
dealing with Moscow.

By 1961, however, Moscow realized
this tactic was not working. Naftali
said that Khrushchev wanted the
world to believe that the U.S. and the
U.S.S.R. would compromise in Berlin
and solve the crisis, but instead the
Soviet leader heard that he was be-
ing blamed for the tension in central
Europe. By this time, Ulbricht was urg-
ing his Soviet allies to sign a treaty
with NATO, but Moscow decided that
a wall was more appropriate. Naftali
added that Khrushchev did this ner-
vously, fearing a U.S. blockade of East
Germany; simultaneously, the United
States feared being denied access to
West Berlin.

Throughout this tense period, Naftali
said that Khrushchev still believed
that he could force a “holy grail,” a
diplomatic plan that would accomplish
all three of his primary objectives.  In
1959, he thought diplomacy was the
best way to accomplish this, and be-

gan to reduce the Soviet army’s supply of
conventional weapons.  Washington re-
sponded by declaring that such a reduc-
tion was an inconsequential concession
since there was no reduction of nuclear
arms. Naftali said that Khrushchev dis-
armed in a sincere move towards diplo-
macy.  No one believed him.

By 1960 and 1961, Khrushchev rejected di-
plomacy as the means to his end, and
used confrontation as his political tool,
said Naftali. He introduced the “menis-
cus concept” of tension: he would keep
U.S./Soviet relations at such high levels
of tension and uncertainty that one un-
predictable event or one drop of political

t e n s i o n
would erupt
in interna-
tional con-
flict. Accord-
ing to
N a f t a l i ,
Khrushchev
wanted to

maintain this very high level of tension to
both deter and compel U.S. actions.
Khrushchev sought to focus this tension
in one place—Cuba—to distract from
other places like the Congo, Laos, and
Berlin.  While Germany was very much
at the front of Khrushchev’s mind, politi-
cally he focused the tension on Cuba.
Naftali said that Khrushchev believed that
Cuba was such an enormous domestic
political problem for President Kennedy
that there would be no U.S. invasion of
Cuba, and certainly no action in Berlin.

Khrushchev responded by putting mis-
siles in Cuba. Naftali said that he had origi-
nally planned on installing only defensive
missiles in Cuba, but that Khrushchev
changed his mind and decided to imple-
ment offensive missiles as well.  U.S. Ma-
rines positioned in Laos, the failed dis-
cussions around Berlin, and U.S.
atmospheric testing—all of which
happened in May of 1962—caused
Khrushchev to make his plan for
Cuba more aggressive.

Naftali claims Khrushchev thought
one of his goals would be met if he
was able to convince Cuba to ac-
cept offensive missiles on their
soil: this action would close the
prestige gap between the U.S.S.R.
and the United States.   Believing he had
conquered this, Khrushchev then refo-
cused his efforts on Berlin, said Naftali.

Khrushchev drafted a July 1962 letter to

Kennedy demanding that NATO
troops be removed from Berlin not
in two years, as had previously
been proposed, but one year.
Kennedy refused and insisted that
the United States would not “re-
treat.”   Khrushchev responded by
secretly planning a fall confronta-
tion over Berlin, in which the U.S.
would have to choose between war
and Berlin.

Naftali said that this planning, in-
cluding worldwide intelligence work
to organize a standoff, preoccupied
Khrushchev.  He was so consumed
by it that he brazenly told two people
about this offensive: Prince
Souphanouvon of the Pathet Lao,
and Hans Kroll, the West German
Ambassador to the Soviet Union.
The latter was a man Khrushchev
trusted, despite the West German’s
affiliation with the United States.
Naftali said that Kroll later told both
the Americans and the Canadians
about the Soviet plan but that no
one heeded this warning because
Kroll was generally disliked by the
U.S. and was considered unreliable.

The planning for this showdown,
this great gamble, was disrupted
when Raoul Castro, the Cuban for-
eign minister, demanded that the
Soviets reverse the order in which
they sent the missiles to their island:
Havana wanted the defensive mis-
siles installed first, and then rein-
forced with offensive missiles. This
disrupted the Soviet offensive plan.
When U.S. intelligence discovered
the implementation of the defen-
sive weapons, this began the Cu-
ban Missile Crisis, and
Khrushchev’s plan for Berlin was
derailed and rejected.

F
ebru

ary 28, 2003

As OSU Professor of History Peter
Hahn (left) looked on, Timothy

Naftali responded to a question.

When the Cubans
changed their minds,

Khrushchev’s
carefully-laid plans

fell apart.



The Mershon Center for the Study of International Security and Public Policy at The Ohio State University

20

Mershon Center
The Ohio State University
1501 Neil Avenue
Columbus, OH 43201

© 2003 Mershon Center for the Study of International
Security and Public Policy.  All rights reserved.  This material

may be quoted or reproduced without prior permission,
provided that appropriate credit is given.

Culture and Security, Continued from Page 1

Building on the insights gained by these country studies, the
project on Culture, Conflict and Security is now expanding
its scope to a comparison between the cultures of Europe
and the United States and the impact of American culture
and cultural anti-Americanism in other parts of the world.
Two events are scheduled at this point: Cultural Diplomacy and
the Image of the United States Abroad (Mershon Center, May
2003) and Americanization and Anti-Americanism. The Impact of
American Culture on Europe Since 1945 (Mershon Center and
Rothermere American Institute at Oxford University, Sep-
tember 2003)

The featured speaker at the symposium held at the Mershon
Center in May 2003 is former Ohio Governor and U.S. Am-
bassador to India Richard Celeste. This event is cospon-
sored by the OSU Honors and Scholars Program for which
Stephan is currently teaching a Freshmen Experience course.
It is the first in a series of six conferences planned for 2003
and 2004 with the OSU Area Studies Centers and the Office
of International Affairs which will deal with the reception
and rejection of American culture in Latin America, East
Asia, the territory of the former Soviet Union, the Middle
East, and Africa. The symposium at Oxford intends to inves-
tigate in a comparative way the impact of American culture
and attitudes toward the United States in twelve European
countries.

Stephan has made plans to publish the papers presented at
the various Mershon Center conferences in a series of four
books appearing in Europe and in the United States.

New Faces at Mershon
Linda Montaño came to the Mershon Cen-
ter as the Fiscal and Human Resources of-
ficer.  She received her B.A. in Business
Administration from Hope College, where
her husband J.A. Montaño is an Assistant
Professor of English. Linda’s responsibili-
ties include the management of all Mershon

funds and its endowment, as well as coordinating per-
sonnel issues. She can be reached at (614) 688-5944 or

montano.3@osu.edu.

Julie W. Rojewski joined Mershon as the
Coordinator of Public Relations.  She
graduated with a B.A. in French and En-
glish from Alma College and holds an
M.A. in English Literature from Ohio
State. Drawing on previous communica-
tions work in the private sector and jour-

nalistic experience, she is responsible for all publications
coming out of the Center, including the production of con-
tent, photography and design for this report and the
Mershon Center web site.   Julie also coordinates the
Center’s media relations and can be reached at (614)
292-7529 or rojewski.2@osu.edu.


