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Dawn Calabia While we’re waiting to get started | thought weutd go around the table and
introduce ourselves; I'm Dawn Calabia, Treasurethaf Women’s Foreign Policy Group, and
I'm delighted you could all be with us today, ane wave a special friend of ours, Scott
Malcomson. Many of you have seen his book or semviewed at least, ifihe New York Times

as | recall. | work in the daytime at Refugeesrmagional and I'm delighted you could be here.
And of course we have Patricia Ellis.

Patricia Ellis: Thank you, I'm Patricia Ellis, President of theoWen’s Foreign Policy Group,
and we’re celebrating our $5anniversary, so we're very happy to have Scott hercelebrate
with us. [Introductions continue around the room.]

Ms. Calabia: Well thank you all so much, we’re delighted yauwlt be with us this afternoon.
Scott, as you know from the program flyer, is soatBbwho has combined a long career in
journalism, working atThe New York Times, publishing numerous articles, writing several
books, who also decided at one point in his caieéake a leap of faith and go to work for the
United Nations—a portion of his book | found vemyaresting because that’'s when | got to know
Scott, when he was working at the Office of the lH{@ommissioner for Human Rights with
Sergio Vieira de Mello and Jonathon Prentice, @aydu would never forget if you met them on
the right day, or any day actuallyLgughter.] | think one of the wonderful things of having
somebody like Scott coming today to talk to us aotlally taking the time to write a book like
this is—we certainly lived through a very turbuldast ten years, with so much of our lives
impacted by what happened on 9/11, which is of sewvhere his book starts, and the United
States not even sure what the long-term implicatmirthe changes in policies and programs and
approaches that we undertook as a nation, led bjowsly by a president who thought we
needed to go to war in two places and then hopat we would get out very quickly—
something which unfortunately has not happened. Nowgoing to turn to Scott and ask him to
tell us about why he did the book and what kindes$ons he takes from the past ten years that
could help all of us who work in international issu



Scott Malcomson It's a tall order and I'm going to do my best iDawn'’s help. It's a little
intimidating being next to her because | feel ldtee’ll have better answers to some of your
questions than | will, but I'm here to answer théie had a good time, a good brief time
together.

The book | started, as Dawn said, | really staged®/11. It starts on 9/11 on that morning and
that’s pretty much when | started writing it. Itially found out what was happening, | was at
home in Brooklyn and | got a phone call from myh&atin-law saying that some planes had hit
the World Trade Center towers. And | then went doamd picked up my dry cleaning
[Laughter.], came home, got dressed, and went out into tleetstbecause by then | had gotten
another call saying that the subway wasn’'t runnargl so | walked through downtown
Brooklyn, which was already filling up with ashesdagot to the Brooklyn Bridge and started
walking across. | stopped to pick up a notebook amen and walked across the bridge which
was closed except for the walkway which was fileith people walking from Manhattan into
Brooklyn, thousands and thousands of them, withtexea they grabbed up out of their offices,
all of them covered in dust. When | was about hajhacross | saw, along with everybody else,
the second of the two towers fall. We all turneduad and then everybody continued walking
into Brooklyn. | had a somewhat exalted idea ofimportance editing op-eds @&he New York
Times foreign affairs op-eds, and so | decided | neddegket into the office. So | kept walking
into Manhattan, deeper into this cloud. There wemy few people walking in to Manhattan and
almost all of them had pistols on their belts, gtder me and one person I'll never forget who
had obviously started out that morning to do higutar jog across the bridge and there he was
going into this cloud of ash with his headphonesjagging.

| got into town and eventually made my way up te Yhllage and up into Midtown, coughing a
lot of the way because of all of the smoke and ¥#hen | got into the office, | had to sit down
and start making sense of what had happened arbeforehand, which was an event that didn’t
seem possible to make sense of. But that was myajabeven in those first few hours it seemed
to me paradoxical and a little bizarre and potdgtechizophrenic that | had to on the one hand
live as a human being in a city that had been lkdthavhere these things were happening—I
happened to live across the street from a firehauaskethe truck had gone out immediately when
the call went out that morning. Most of the trueks/where near Manhattan all came into town.
A couple days later the truck came back but althef guys had been killed except one guy,
Tommy, who had stayed with the truck and had jesinbinjured. | talk in the book and | tell the
story about those guys and what happened to them.

On the one hand, what | try and narrate in the bsakis very personal story of what it’s like to
experience that and maybe some of you were in Nevk ¥nd I'm sure some of you were in
Washington. The other story has to do with the iBmance of events, the attempt to make
foreign policy sense of what had happened andrteagp with sensible foreign policy reactions.
My experience then and partly the reason | warte@dreate it was that these two things, while
they overlap, are not really commensurate. A lothaf foreign policy solutions or reactions
tended in my view to be based on very strong ematiceactions which nonetheless were not
things people could really talk about. They lacked means to talk about them. | found in
talking about my book and presenting it to différgroups or reading from it—and | also hear
from readers—that even at the level I'm writing abd in the book, it's actually very hard to



read again and you would think after nine yearswoald be able to integrate these sorts of very
intimate horrors into our lives and move on and beawe will at some point. | hope the book

will help that process. But what struck me at theetand even strikes me still is the degree to
which the emotions are actually quite raw. | ththle controversy over the mosque at Ground
Zero is partly an indicator of that. There’s a kinfgpost traumatic stress syndrome or something
to explain why after nine years people should reaxtviscerally, and in many cases so
irrationally.

The story of the book proceeds onward from thatopert gets a bit less emotionally intense
after I've talked about the first six or eight weekfter 9/11 and it starts to move into something
slightly cooler. The next major turning point iretetory for me is when | start deciding to leave
The Times and quit editing foreign affairs op-eds. After abaine months | felt like |1 had gone
through every single possible response and anady94l1 and | was getting kind of tired of it.
Also it was clear by that point that regardlessvbat sorts of arguments people got into on op-ed
pages or elsewhere, the Bush Administration hademi@down determination what the actual
story was and what they were going to do aboundt there was no real way to affect it. This is
something again | describe in some detail in thekbbecause it was a kind of presidential
imperial—I don’t mean imperial in the imperialistrse, but emperor is really what | mean—
moment that | think we as Americans just need toember just how much decision-making
power and executive power Congress and the rast ofcluding the media just gave over to the
president. I'm hoping we don’'t do that again buhihk it's something that’'s beginning to be
forgotten just how much as a country we allowedphesident to determine the entirety of our
policy. For me personally the big turning point wasen Brent Scowcroft sent an op-ed ifte
Wall Street Journal saying that President Bush should not go to waraig. | personally did not
think President Bush should go to war in Iraq amebuld be happy to explain why. | explain in
the book. | wanted to do something similar. | réieraJames Baker and eventually got him to
make an argument more or less against war in @age that was done and neither of these op-
eds seemed to make the slightest impact on thedprésand the rush towards war, | decided to
move on from editing op-eds.

At that time, Sergio Vieira de Mello had become Hi@ommissioner for Human Rights and
people | knew at the UN approached me to see iightrbe interested in working with him. |
didn’t know anything about him, but | learned veuickly. He was an exceptionally charismatic
person, very practically oriented. He combined terise practical orientation and an intense
antipathy towards what he very frequently calledishit with a real deep sense of idealism
about internationalism and international machiremy all the kind of idealism that goes along
with the UN. | had a little more trouble combinitigpse things, but then he had spent his entire
career in the UN and | was just beginning to wirdrée. So the second half of the book is about
working with him and trying to, initially, tryingot| was trying to get away from this sort of 9/11
head. | moved to Switzerland. | was tired of fegljust so sad when I'd look at the skyline. |
was tired of the fear. | was tired of the angewaks really tired of all of it. And | hoped to get
away from it. And | also hoped to get to a placesrehl wouldn’t have to be constantly thinking
about the role of American power in the world besgaat that point it was all sort of spinning
around in a not very interesting and quite harmfaly. However, it was not to be. As we all
know, American power is an inevitable part of wopldlitics and world life and world culture



and that’s just the way it is and there is no ma¢ionalist world that exists independently ofdt a
anybody at the UN will tell you.

Then it turned out that Sergio was of interest® Bush Administration. | met Dawn when she
set up the series of meetings we had with the greasiand [Secretary] Rice and others here in
Washington about a week or ten days before warrbgghaq in the beginning of 2003, March
of 2003. That turned out, | didn’'t know it, but tharned out to be something of an audition.
However, it actually worked out. When the war hadjyn and seemed to issue in a quick and
satisfying victory for the United States and itwfallies, they wanted to have a special
representative of the Secretary General go to Badjbal represent the UN. Sergio didn’t want to
go, but he was convinced to go and he was a gddésoand so he went off and was there for
close to four months—which was as long as he wppaaed to be there was four months, he
was there for | think just over three and we workegkther at that time. | was in Switzerland on
a number of different programs within Irag, maimiyned at ending the occupation as soon as
possible and successfully internationalizing in ense the occupation and bringing self
determination back to Irag. He was killed on Augl@t 2003, along with 19 other people at the
headquarters. Many more were wounded. The UN& nhile it didn’t quite end, essentially
ended at that point in Iraq.

The possibility of the Bush Administration’s reacti both in Afghanistan and Irag being
integrated into some sort of international nareatthat was coherent, that made sense to
somebody who wasn’'t American, essentially—in myaweevaporated in August of 2003. The
US was stuck with Iraq and stuck with Afghanistaud a’s basically American actions, which
they could continue or end as the case may bendasignificant portion of the rest of the world
was going to go along with the United States. Sthat sense | think that the distance between
August 2003 and today is not all that great. I'mh éxactly an optimist with Afghanistan or Iraqg.

| think essentially what we're doing is withdrawimgnhich could have been done at any number
of points but it happens that we're withdrawing n@mw | think in many ways the story did end
in 2003.

As far as the present goes, | was quite optimighen President Obama was elected. | didn’t
know a lot about him. The combination of the intgronal financial crisis and the election of
Obama struck me as actually a good thing, in tmafinancial crisis, as you'll recall, was one of
those rare moments that brought out a genuinetifshghtly desperate multilateralism on the
part of the waning Bush Administration and an erobraf the idea of the Group of 20. The UN
of course was sort of missing in action during firancial crisis, but this Group of 20
organization struck me as a pretty good idea andvas something that the Obama
Administration took over with a fair amount of ensiiasm from the Bush Administration. | think
it did help greatly in minimizing the damage of theancial crisis. | could cite a number of
points of Obama Administration rhetoric as well buton’t probably need to to this particular
group. | do think that there is a moment for matgkalist renewal and American leadership for
that. There seems to be interest and enthusiagmmwiiitis administration to do that. | don’t think
there are many forces, if any, within the Unitedt& that are actually against it, at least not
articulate forces. At the same time, it's a vergy@r moment in world affairs and America’s
position in world affairs because on the one h&redet seems to be a broad acceptance within the
foreign affairs world that we’re at a point when Arntan leadership needs to necessarily



decrease somewhat, or American power needs toasscsmmewhat, the power of the famous
BRICs [Brazil, Russia, India, and China], or the alled emerging nations, needs to be
integrated into new international structures oreweed existing international structures.
However, as far as | can tell, and I'm hoping tocbatradicted, there is not much progress on
any of those fronts and | don't think there’'s a ajreleal of leadership really from this
administration or even much less so from any of Eneopean countries or elsewhere. That's
kind of the paradoxical position that | feel likeene in right now. I'll leave it at that and hear
from Dawn to do questions. Dawn disagrees withgherg | said. Laughter.]

Ms. Calabia No, no | don’t. One of the things you did in theok was talk about becoming
aware of a Europeanness, which you probably nexgereenced in the United States, which |
think a lot of the people who join the UN experientthought it was interesting how you tried
to cope with it. Would you want to share that?

Mr. Malcomson: Well on the one hand, it was tremendously atitvact had a friend fronThe
Times who visited me when | was in Geneva and she s&dw‘do you find working at the
UN?” And | said it was like upper middle-class stisim, it was a dream come trukafighter.]
This seemed to be under essentially a Europeariratisp. It was immensely, immensely
attractive. At the same time, there was a relalignboth in terms of hiring and personnel, and
also sort of psychically between an image that peitead of itself that kind of culminated in the
unification of Europe and saw a kind of Europeaspired social democratic model as being
something that was sort of utero and the rest of the world would follow it. On tbee hand |
thought that was extremely attractive. On the ottaerd | didn’t actually think that was going to
happen, for the usual reasons: demographic reasaltaral reasons, and so on. At the same
time there was this, and as an American they seeefad to me, there was a kind of blindness
to, within many parts of the UN, to the sort of damentally imperial way in which UN people
were viewed and in which UN actions were viewedijt$ocost. One of the nice things about
Sergio was that he was, partly because he was IBrgzeven though he was essentially
European because of where he lived all his lifewas able to be anti-imperial without being
anti-American. There’s a sort of European tendeasyyou know, to see things that go wrong in
international structures as always the fault ofAlngericans. | quickly realized this was a way to
avoid doing much of anything and just waiting fbe thistorical wheel to turn a little bit more,
which | thought was a hopeless way to approachnatenal politics but anyhow quite common
in Europe. So | sort of took the good with the bad.

Ms. Ellis: Scott, we discussed this in New York but | do twianraise it again because | think
there was more.

Mr. Malcomson: Did | give the wrong answer last timdZafighter.]

Ms. Ellis: No, not at all but there seems to be, | mean Whisle mosque controversy—you
know journalists have to go to the heart of theterdtere—and | would just like you to discuss a
little bit about what seems to be a delayed reaatiowhat it is saying to us so maybe we never
really dealt with the issue fully at the time oryha it's because of where Afghanistan is today
or whatever it is or the whole thing about Obamandpex Muslim or whatever. | don't really



know what your take is but why has this blown ue tmay it has and how do you see it going
forward?

Mr. Malcomson: Well | think there are a lot of different reasdios it. Some of it is sort of
perfect storm kind of material. Initially—I talk abt this in the book—what struck me after 9/11
was how little anti-Muslim sentiment there washihk that was partly due to President Bush’s
efforts in that direction which were very strongdaconsistent and I've come to believe that it
was partly just a deep American resistance to mgixaligion and politics. | think also there was
a real reluctance to—and this we dealt with atdhbed page all the time, and it's delicate—but
there was a real reluctance to, in the strugglexiglain what had happened, to enter into the
enemy’s logic of explaining why the enemy had dereat the enemy did. In other words, to
blame Islam for the attacks, the only people whimaty made that argument was al-Qaeda.
There’s a natural reluctance to even think that fastification could actually be true, that there
was something in their religious belief that leceanevitably to try and slaughter thousands of
innocent people. Finally, I think there is, amonméYicans, an inherent respect for religious
belief. Maybe because we’ve never had religiousyae tend to respect it and not to see itin a
framework of conflict. | think all of those thingsave been weakened by nine years of war in
pretty much all in Muslim countries, by the facatlal-Qaeda has not gotten appreciably weaker,
that victory did not come quickly, that the resuferd to think about it now, but it was strong at
the time—the result that Rice and others anticghaied the President anticipated—I spoke with
both of them about this at the time though it's netvs—they really felt that this was like the
fall of communism, that if you removed a repressjesernment, then people will naturally do
good things afterwards. That's exactly what did mappen. Part of that not happening has come
to be blamed on religion, and maybe to some extehiould be. | think another major factor for
some Americans, in terms of a growing hostility &éods Islam, is that our allies in Muslim
countries, like President Karzai and others, haok b®en much nicer to us really than our
enemies in Afghanistan and Iraqg. It's this sorbddl situation, just looked at as a normal citizen,
why do we continue to fight in places for peopleowdtearly on some level don’'t want us to be
there at all? And then finally, the US has contthie be attacked, not in anything like the
spectacular way that we were nine years ago, bugtheless there are clearly people who keep
trying—some of them Americans—who keep trying,hie hame of their religious beliefs, to Kill
more Americans. Over time, that will wear down amg's commitment to religious choice and
religious freedom, | think. Well those are the m@as That being said, | think there should be a
mosque on the site, but anyway—

Ms. Calabia Isn’t it a cultural center?

Mr. Malcomson: A cultural center. It's becoming less and lessque-y with each day which is
probably a good thingLpughter.]

Ms. Calabia One of the things you point out in your bookhs power of fear and the fear that
we’'ve all lived with for the past ten years. | caamember going to visit somebody in New
Mexico who wouldn’t come out to have lunch with imecause it was a Code Orange day. She
was really sure—and this was four years ago—thatgs really sure that something was going
to happen that day. In your book, you talk aboetdhct tape, when we were told to go out and
get duct tape and plastic and that was going tbuseaff. Anybody who's ever dealt with any



war situation knows duct tape and plastic don’'tyget very far. Laughter.] This feeling of fear
and then also working on Capitol Hill, going up rdtneand an American legislator being
surprised that we weren’t popular, that everybodyn'tllove us. Your book talks a lot about the
importance of facts, which | think almost everybadythis room is very committed to, but how
do you convince people that your facts are ouisfact

Mr. Malcomson: You're going to have to tell me more specificalyout that.

Ms. Calabia: Well our facts about how there weren’t any weapohmass destruction and your

concern that when you were asked as a speechwoiteather communications director, to try

and pull together a position and when you try teestigate where the information came from,
it’s third hand or fourth hand and it wasn’t vetyosg facts for you to build a strong case on. We
all struggle every day to get the best facts we Wdith the decline—I'm concerned about the

decline in foreign news coverage—it’'s going to lgatder and harder.

Ms. Ellis: Can | throw in the role of the media in all this?
Ms. Calabia: Yes, yes. | think this issue is quite relevant.

Mr. Malcomson: Well there are a lot of things. There’s a lothat. The question of the quality
of information is a huge one and | actually dorée sight now anything going in the right
direction. Most governments spend steadily lestheir diplomatic corps. | can remember when
| started working abroad in the mid-eighties, yoould see this kind of diplomatic presence in
small capitals and that's steadily withdrawn. Oh¢he reasons for ICG is in a sense to replace
some of that capacity. Obviously the foreign newddets have declined dramatically. The UN,
| discovered to my horror once | got there—thisthe passage Dawn’s referring to—had a
miserably bad information gathering capacity. Thpkees, while there were some parts of the
bureaucracy that were good at it, there was no sdie for UNDP, there was very little means
for sharing it among the different branches. Asasil know, that hasn’t improved since. One of
the scenes | talk about in the book was when Sevgitt before the Security Council to present
some information about Congo and | got a copy chtwie was supposed to say about 24 hours
beforehand and | started talking to the people mdiat together and it was clear to me that this
was not reliable information and did not come closeny standards as a journalist, which is
saying things, because frankly journalistic staddaare significantly lower than say legal
standards LJaughter.] and hopefully even lower than the standards faing in and invading
places. So that was horrifying. | expect that hiagréatly improved. All the tramlines right now
are going in the wrong direction. What can be daloeut that, | do think that ultimately the web
has to be the solution—having already been thel@nobThere is no other way around this. How
you ensure that the quality of information is gasdextremely difficult. For some reason—I
don’t know why—I don’t think people appreciate jimsiw difficult it is. There are people in the
intelligence world who appreciate it and there’®me fair amount of rethinking within that
world but | don’t know if the product has necedyagotten all that better. | mean, I'm not in that
world.

Gail Leftwich Kitch : | always face the risk of doing the same thingvBaloes by asking a
guestion and cramming 18,000 issues in there. Eguen trying to get my hands around,



thinking about, conceptualizing, and wondering howget it into a question that I'm trying to
work through. I've got a couple of questions. Os®fi course one of the issues we’ve all heard
about for a very long time is all about incorradiormation but the consequences didn’t matter.
We always function this way, but it's just that nesand part of what it seems to me we are
living with is—Uh oh, in America we’re not as proted as we used to be from the
consequences of that. Now on the flip side, haxdpgnt so long being protected from the
consequences, it makes sense that Condoleezzatiitiaght it would be like the fall of
communism because she was a Russian scholarkiviiat one of the problems was is that we
had the wrong, we didn’t even have the correct lohdnetaphors to grab on to, the correct
abstract ideas to even grab on to and so one meywandered into some things because it was
a failure of understanding. | don’t want to souiiek ISam Huntingtonlaughter.] but | guess
what I'm trying to get to is connecting this piesieout how we didn’t know what was going on
before but that now that we do know and we donéreknow what'’s right and wrong, is it one
of those things we know that we weren't reallythiit happy before anyway? It's so complicated
because there really are these conflicting cultares understandings of how the world works,
what'’s right and wrong, where you are in termshef power struggle. So from that backdrop and
trying to think of that from an intellectual starwdipt, overlay that with the notion of America’s
continuing desire to be the sole superpower. Wthikt may be true, in itself it has some
complications. The demand, the drive we have tthbeop dog but not even necessarily being
able to even sustain that. Again this is just bamlgd but do you sort of understand what I'm
getting at?

Mr. Malcomson: No, absolutely. I'm glad you talked about thel fal communism. In some
ways | feel like the Cold War made us intelligemtsome ways and really stupid in others. The
information that was necessary in order to seevitrdd as part of a Cold War struggle was very
different than the information needed to see thédvim terms of 15 to 20 major overlapping
states and struggles of different sizes. We weremwoled up to do that. It's a symbol of
human frailty, | suppose, that at the end of thddC&/ar when pretty much neither the
intelligence people nor the journalistic people mery many other people had the information
right about what led to the end of the Cold Waat ttidn’t lead us then to think we have really
bad information, we need to think differently. Itasvluck that could turn quickly into self-
congratulation and didn’t lead to any change. | M@uess that the world that we’re facing now,
that we're beginning to realize that there’s sonmme lof long-term, more or less fine-grained
way of understanding the rest of the world thatjust actually will have to invest in and do
because we don't really have any choice. As youstyCondoleezza Rice, there was a shadow
of nice perhaps, but probably wrong assumptionsiathe nature of humans that we just kind of
need to get over and move on. | hope we don’t theminto what my stereotype of the British
Foreign Commonwealth Office which is a sort of geethnic stereotypes that become the basis
for a completely calculating amoral form of policy.

Ms. Kitch: The kind of clash of cultures kind of thing.

Mr. Malcomson: And | don’t think Americans would be really vegood at that, beyond a
certain point. Going forward, | think that is eXgictvhere we’re at. | don’t know, to my
knowledge people aren’t talking about it in thisywaithin the foreign policy community. In
other words, sort of realizing there were sort elf-delusions about power in the world that



really settled in during the Cold War and we’reyopist beginning to pull out of them. The idea

that we could retaliate against al-Qaeda and takarmmense thing and put it back in the bottle,
heal, and move on after a year. It looks ridiculoas/ but some smart people genuinely believed
that at the time.

Question—Michael Higgins Well a lot of smart people didn’t. Putting yoaréign policy editor
hat back on, what do you make in retrospect offtoe that in the wake of 9/11, the power
wielders, Bush and the neo-cons, were able to basgle Brent Scowcroft and Jim Baker? The
two pillars of the Republican foreign policy esiabment—who had been that for years and the
whole world regarded as brilliant, sagacious, amghi, typically—how is it that the power that
was awash was able to just brush away people ti&e dnd let the crazies do whatever they
wanted? Those guys are still around, still sagagiatill saying smart things, but they were
absolutely brushed aside. How did that happen?

Ms. Calabia: Well it's the power of the presidency.

Mr. Malcomson: | think that's right. | think it's partly the posv of the presidency. It's partly
also the fact that foreign policy experts are neindcratically elected and have no base. It is
ultimately a professional thing.

The Bush Administration—I talk about this in theoke-but September fDwas whenThe
Weekly Sandard had its cover with the picture from Gilligan’sdsld and the headlirfearewell

to American Greatness. No one thought that the Bush Administration wasg to amount to
much of anything, really. Even the people in itrdideally think so. Afterwards, Fred Barnes
wrote a piece saying now the Bush presidency hag@ose, which implies a number of things.
The first one being obviously that it didn’t havieeobefore. lLaughter.] Secondly, what kind of
purpose is that? What does that mean? What puipdbat? Is it attacking our enemies, is it
defending our country, what is it? | think, as Dasaid, it was presidential power that was
hugely magnified by 9/11. At least the people ltakked to in Congress, and then statements the
people in Congress were making, not only did no kmav what to do but nobody wanted the
responsibility. People like Baker and Scowcroft evanore than happy to take on the
responsibility but they had no base. They had neepexcept the power of their experience.
With people like us it means a lot, but not to mpsople. Of course people within the Bush
Administration, including the president and theevjaresident, were quite determined. They did
not flinch at much of anything, including sayingnips that just weren’t true. Just daring anyone
to say otherwise. They carried everything befoertheventually, into some pretty disastrous
policy. It's all worth remembering and going thréugll those steps again because, as | was
saying before, the kind of emperor power that thesigdency had at that point, it could have
again. Things could have worked out differentlyeyhdidn’t, but | have to believe they could
have.

Question—Fred Tipson Hi I'm Fred Tipson and I'm the director of UNDRHe in Washington.

| haven't read the book so I'm having trouble figgr out the take-aways from the book and
maybe the take-aways are some of the richnesswhibh you describe the issues. I'm also
reading Andrew Basevich’'s book right now. He’s @blout the power of the national security
narrative that no president and no constituencynsdeultimately able to resist, the notion that



military power is somehow a solution to virtually #e problems we have in the world and the

inability of the rest of us to resist that momentance it gets going. What | wanted to ask you
was, that 9/11 was really, and those who perpetdtel, was really a reaction to the first Gulf

War, a multilateral operation if there ever was.dh¢here ever was an international consensus
for war it was that. They're objecting to that atti, to the presence of troops and Saddam
Hussein’s original invasion. Now we’re dealing wgbople who are reacting not to the first Gulf

War but they're reacting to the Iraq War and thghsin War. They're people who are reacting
to drone strikes. They're reacting to the impressitat we do whatever we want in the world.

Blowback is one thing for these crazy al-Qaeda gbys who | fear are the people who are

reacting much more generally and in a decentralizad to what they perceive to be immoral

power, almost ungodly exercise of power. They majl we bombers, but they may also be

cyberterrorists, who could do tremendous destradiahis country by messing up our computer
systems. That's the blowback that seems to beyrediat we should be concerned about, not
poor bin Laden sitting in a cave somewhere, butdtier people who are reacting to quite

different scenarios than what bothered bin Lade8/af.

Mr. Malcomson: Again there’s a lot in the question. | think ymiright. I've been interested
and a little surprised that this administration leasbraced the drone warfare and the sort of
irregular warfare strategy.

Mr. Tipson: And the UN’s been virtually inept in responding those situations with missile
strikes. Not that there aren’t some argumentsHent, | don’t mean that. Multilateralism means
nothing if there’s no principle behind it. Sergi@asvthe first to say that. He wasn't just defending
the UN and multilateralism, he was defending whatas supposed to stand for. The viewpoint
in my organization is that it seems to be virtualhyable to convey what it stands for except to
get together for General Assembly.

Mr. Malcomson: In terms of policies going forward, | do thinkathone of the most damaging
things—and | do understand the reasons for it,avkpeople who have been responsible for it,
but I still think it's wrong—is the giving over ofion-lethal power to the military and the
expansion of the military, both in terms of intgéince, but more importantly in terms of aid and
development as sort of subordinate to the coumtertem or counterinsurgency. We all know
why that happens but | just think it has to begstesi and turned back to the degree possible by
all of us because it’'s led to this. The militaryalsvays more efficient in some sense but it’s just
been disastrous. All of that soft power stuff ismperceived by so many people around the
world as being subordinate to military goals anseesially as warfare by other means. That's
been incredibly poisonous. | also do think that’tha place where—and it'll be a multi-year
thing—where the United Nations can provide a plarerenewing that separation and put the
soldiers back in the barracks, so to speak. Thexeenough different countries that have an
interest in making that happen who could do it witthat venue. Not that | see it happening
now, but that's what | would like to see happenmith regard to Andrew Basevich’s argument,
| think it's sort of true but also kind of not. hihk again it's an instance of fighting an earlier
war. | could be totally wrong, but my impressionthst part of the lesson that Americans are
drawing—right and left—from the experience in Iragd Afghanistan is that you can’t let
national security imperatives just lead to a blafleck for military action wherever. The
momentum is towards withdrawal because we've deafrtihat was not effective.
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Question—-Dr. Grace KeenanMay | ask you, knowing what you know now, what ateknow
now after all these years, if you were in Presidéush’s seat, knowing what you know now,
what would you have done differently?

Mr. Malcomson: In President Bush'’s or President Obama’s?

Dr. Keenan: Well | think we need to go back to Bush. | thitilk come forward to Obama, but
to understand what happened then... | also remerhbarthat 80% of the nation was for going
in at the time. When they questioned some of Saddtp people, they themselves thought they
had weapons of mass destruction. So there was & lminfusion in a lot of places. Knowing
what you know now, what should he have done?

Ms. Calabia. Well he never should have claimed that Iraq dr@aeda were related, which the
facts clearly said were not. That illusion was mader and over again by Donald Rumsfeld and
others on Capitol Hill, appearing on television, Meet the Press, etc. So that comes full circle
on those two issues.

Dr. Keenan: But, rather than going in there, what could hbaeen done at that time?

Mr. Malcomson: Reconstructing the historical moment, as Hang Bdiinted out at the time, he
said South Africa no longer has a nuclear capgbilidon’t think. Under ideal circumstances, it
still wasn't entirely clear. What I'm trying to sayg that things are inherently blurry and were
blurry at the time. To me, the main reason | opdode Irag War was that, as a journalist
looking at the ways in which it was being justifiadalytically and in terms of facts, | could just
tell that they didn’t have the information they ded in order to come to the conclusions they
were coming to. You can just tell when people aemipulating information in order to reach an
end that ultimately the information they have ddesopport. My children do it all the time.
[Laughter.] Basically | think that was essentially what theev president, and also to some
degree the president, were doing. As Dawn rememi@ain Powell and George Tenet both
resisted this for a long time, which for me wasad) indicator that it was probably worth
resisting. We don’t need to go through the whole b details of the alternative intelligence
capacity that was built up in order to essentialiyne up with the conclusions that the vice
president and others just wanted to reach anywatyinB myself in Bush’s seat, | would have
tried to use my common sense to see that the paopled me were determined to find a certain
result based on bad intelligence, inadequate igégite. That's everything | wish President Bush
would have done. You could go on. There should Heaen a second resolution. There were all
kinds of things that were ongoing at the time. Nhbwas abandoning Iraq. There certainly were
policies in place and they were being changednitdamow how much further | should go.

Ms. Ellis: There was also a process. No one answered whlyisitfhad been going on for 12
years, why at that point in time they were, youwno

Mr. Malcomson: Right, right. What | argue in the book is essahtithere was a level of fear

and an unexpressed sense of failure and respotysibdt pervaded the White House to a degree
that an expression of that was an inappropriateeyahoice which was to invade Irag. At no
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point did | think they had the information right.eAan go around the table and see how many
people were convinced and at what point they dididn’t. | certainly never was and | haven't
seen anything since to convince me.

Question—Kathy Burns. | had a question. As a journalist myself, whatdkof resources do you
have? Do you have an actual staff or do you hawiepend on everything freelance. Do you get
to borrow people from the regular foreign news @ekknink it is a crisis situation in terms of
information. | just got back from a month in Audimaand no matter how late the day was, |
always looked athe New York Times because there was so little coverage of the UiStatks. |
had been there two years ago. Unfortunately thietiiggas flying over was when the market fell
800 points. The pilot announced we were in a midist crisis, and we’re like, Ohh. With Bill
Moyers retiring, there’s been a tremendous losh WBS.The Post also to me has become very
much a tabloid rag. It breaks my heart. You're omie person, what do you do to provide that
coverage. Your stories are very long, very detaileidhagine you have a 3-5 month advance
time. Where do you get your resources and your hsuaport? At the top are they helpful to
this end? With online coverage, will they have tobgick eventually and make people pay for it?
They tried that once and it wasn't too successful bimagine internationally it's very
successful.

Mr. Malcomson: The support will last as long as there’s enougin@y coming in. For now
there is enoughThe Times, while it's made a lot of missteps, nonethelessaidairly
commercially viable company—unlikidewsweek for example. [Laughter.] My resources have
been cut back some, but not dramatically. | usexaahNew York Times correspondents, who
are less expensive, and freelancers. Right nove'thesis you would imagine, a glut of highly
qualified people who really want to work and cagét jobs. From my perspective, that has
commercial advantages for me because there’s Roofaalent or willing people. | suppose over
time if things continue as they are then, maybér\wime exceptions, fewer people will enter
journalism and then there would really be a criBigt for now, most of the staff diewsweek
would like to write something any day as would mamany other people. The resources are
there for us. Now whether they're there for theusstily as a whole, | don’t think they are. That's
a longer-term thing. There are some bright spogsitéts is doing quite well. Bloomberg is doing
quite well. It's a different sort of product butsitnot a bad product and sometimes it's a really
good product. Then there are things Ikareign Policy and foreignpolicy.com that | think are
very good and have really turned into sometimetypratvesome over the last year—not just
because they sponsored my tallalghter.]

Question—Allison Johnson | know that for journalism, the current eventsdahe current
moments are so overwhelming that they actually pgca tremendous amount of time, but |
wanted to ask if you could allow us to have sonstdnical metaphors and historical context in
relaying your book the 9/11 narrative. I'm struckyiour presentation of the events around that
day—and then taking us up to today—how so muchuoflives that we lived in those moments
we feel are isolated. And yet what struck me iteheng, was thinking about 1944-1945 and
where the USA was in the fight with the Japandse ehemy, to the point where we put them in
concentration camps. They were such a threat tiet mmade the decision, sort of like that
decision to go against Iraq, that they deservedatioenic bomb—not the Germans, not the
Europeans, but those in Japan. I'm very struckdoy m the moment there’s this frenzy around
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the threat. There are these extremists around éhiel W50 you go back to World War Il and you
read and you watch the documentaries about howapanese were portrayed in World War I,
so venomously, so evilly that blowing them up vilie atomic bomb was justifiable. If you and |
had been alive in 1944-1945, that was the rhetdvicere are we today as Americans, as an
American society, that history never seems to teséh

Mr. Malcomson: Right now we’re at a point basically of withdradvea of the status quo. There
is very little momentum towards renewing the erigtinternational institutions or building new
ones, whatever the case may be. It's not justdbisitry. No country is leading this process,
including China, and including the EU. That is gmnt we’re at. | think the danger is one of just
a gradual sort of falling apart of older systemsobperation and progress to be replaced by |
don’t know what. One of the things that’s realljusk me over the last year is that people barely
even talk anymore about the fact that NATO doesgdlly quite exist. NATO was a big thing
after 1945 for a number of decades. Whether tlseas iinternational alliance system anymore is
unclear. Looked at with the tiniest bit of distantieat’s an extraordinary development. | don't
think anybody’s going to be using nuclear bombsiregaanybody else, | hope. To me the
situation we’re in now is one of a very slow butyw@erceptible collapse of international ties,
alliances, and international systems. That's wieatds to be dealt with.

Ms. Calabia: We have time for one more question and then ltedto say that Scott has agreed
to stay. We have copies of the books availablenyfbady would like to buy them and he’d be
happy to autograph them.

Mr. Malcomson: I'll personalize them any way you wanitaughter.]
Ms. Calabia: For your whole family if necessary.

Tino Calabia: You just mentioned NATO and how irrelevant itedome. Now that the UN is
convening again, there are articles about theewegice of the United Nations. You happened to
work there for a while and you worked with a marfiyr the UN cause. In fact | view him as a
global saint. He was so successful out in the fielchany places; he was the go-to guy. Looking
back on that and the people that you met and werkimg within the UN, do you have any hope
that there are those kinds of people there thatomé day maybe rebuild the UN into something
that people can depend on?

Mr. Malcomson: Wow. | want to say yes.

Ms. Calabia: But | think one of the things you pointed outtl&t governments built the UN.
Well actually the United States and the allied aistof World War 1l built the United Nations.
Stalin agreed to go along because Roosevelt thaugds so important. Churchill agreed as
well. The Chinese went along. We had some atterdiothe end of Kofi Annan’s period in
trying to look at reform and rebuilding of the Usdt Nations, reform of the Security Council,
possibly getting countries to give up the veto,gtildy enlarging the number of countries that
had the veto. We had a whole spectrum of activtties looked pretty helpful but unfortunately,
what happened? His term was over and war took &/&fL happened. The energy just sort of
leaked out. Certainly the US interest was not there
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Mr. Malcomson: Well the theory is either it can come from withire existing UN system or it
can come without it or forces without it like th@will serve to focus minds within the existing
structures of reform. No one of those things isualty happening right now. The interesting
thing about the reform process to me was the ddgredich Germany and Brazil in particular,
and India, were so active in it. Ultimately | thittks president is uniquely well suited to see that
and bring these allies along, make them into néiesaio some extent, well, all have been allies
to a degree—India is not for very long—but to tékese countries and essentially bring them
along into a renewal of the system. | think that the only way that it can work. But (a) this
administration doesn’t actually seem to be doirag,tthough it has imagined it in speeches, and
(b) it's really hard. It's just really hard. Maylbiee situation has to get bad enough to focus minds
more. It was a dry run. It wasn’t a bad dry runllyed am hopeful. As far as people within the
UN, | don’t know. | think it would tend to be mopeople outside actually. It's a very self-
preserving group. Who did they just bring in?

Ms. Ellis: They just brought in Michelle Bachelet to head Wdmen in January. She’s very
dynamic.

Mr. Malcomson: Yeah, she’s great. She’s fantastic.
Ms. Calabia: Well Scott, | want to thank you for taking thippmrtunity for us to talk to you and
also for writing the book and for continuing to bar man on foreign affairs issues at the

magazine. Please keep that section going strong bdbks are outside and you can have Scott
sign them.
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