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Good evening Friends. I am honored to be asked to Join
you this evening to share some thoughts about Quakers and
lobbying. I have great appreciation and respect for the
work of the FCNL. My husband always winces when I
introduce myself as a lobbyist: “can’t you just say you
are director of legislative affairs,” he suggests. When
we think of lobbyists we tend to think of people
championing a narrow self-interest, caring only about
their own point of view, and often using questionable
means to get there. But this is an unFair stereotype.
The success of the Friends Committee on National
Legislation is borne of three important features: our
message, our methods, and our people. This weekend we
will be talking a lot about the message. I’m going to
talk for a few minutes about the methods. The attitudes
that guide FCNL are drawn from Friends’ traditions. We
can learn from these traditions about how to lobby
effectively in our own lives. I believe we are all called
to lobby in a myriad of situtations and settings, over
issues great and small. Our experience and knowledge
about Quaker history and decision making can teach us
about being an effective advocate

As I became more and more involved in public affairs, I
found myself troubled by the seeming conflict of two
well—used Quaker phrases. One concept that is deeply
rooted in my religious tradition is that there is that of
God in everyone that gives each person worth and dignity.
This tradition is expressed in terms of speaking to and
answering an Inner Light, which continually reveals and
clarifies the Truth.

The second phrase, “Speak Truth to Power”, was coined in
1955 by the American Friends Service Committee as the
title for their pamphlet which issued a forceful challenge
to Friends to promote unconditional nonviolence. Although
the exact phrase “Speak Truth to Power” may not have been
in common usage earlier by Friends, the concept certainly
was. Over 200 years ago in Pensylvania, the Yearly
Meeting established a Meeting for Sufferings to assist
those Friends persecuted under anti—Quaker laws. Their
premise was that “the cruelty and oppressions. . .not be hid
but be laid before those in power” to be redressed. One
can almost picture them as they “waited on public
officials and labored with them in the Truth.” What an
image (The Meeting for Sufferings organized to designate
a Friend in each County to lobby the local member of
Parliament. It was an ancestor of sorts of FCNL. They
established a program of letter-writing, personal
presentations, and even the printed propoganda popular in
those times. The network expanded to actual
electioneering to get sympathetic candidates elected.
Speaking Truth to Power is nothing new to Friends.)



Be open to the Light. Speak Truth to Power. But wait a
minute, I asked. If I am supposed to be open to the
possibility of new insights and maybe even different
truths, how can I speak truth to power. Isn’t it a bit
presumptuous? All those Quakers we’re so proud of in
history seemed to see their Light so clearly. How did
they respond to a different Light in others? It’s hard to
keep “walking cheerfully on the earth” after dealing with
some of the people I’ve met. I really struggled with
this. I prayed. I read. I thought. I prayed again and
worshiped some more. The only answer I seemed to get was
that, yes, DeAnne, both pieces of advice are correct. The
only conclusion I could draw was that I’d just have to
give them both an honest try and see where things would
end up.

I started by looking at the Friends’ testimonies. From
Jesus’ Sermon on the Mount he teaches, “It hath been said,
Thou shalt love thy neighbor and hate thine enemy. But I
say unto you, love your enemies, bless them that curse
you, do good to them that hate you...” (Matt. 5: 43—44)
And we are also reminded that we each have some work to do
to rid ourselves of unTruths (somehow it’s easier to hear
when we talk of motes and beams rather than evil and sin
but it’s the same message). God loves us all in spite of
all, and He can open the way for us to understand where
Truth lies. And there may just be some Truth in the
position of a person with whom we disagree. The battle,
then, is against the evil in people, but not against
people as evil. Gandhi often said his aim was to change
the hearts of the British, not to defeat them.

What other advice would Friends have? That we must look
to the underlying causes. That there is seldom a good guy
and a bad guy—-even if there results a winner and a
loser. That even the most powerful institutions are made
of people and that people are of God.

When I approach an elected official, how to I hope she
reacts? I really don’t want an instant, shallow response
of “OK, I’ll change my mind and accept everything you
say.” We expect our elected officials to be more
grounded, to have more depth. What we’d like, I think, is
for her to articulate her values and specific concerns and
to let us know she understands ours. This forms the basis
for a respectful relationship and the possibility that
both of us will grow and change and as a result we’ll move
closer together. A woman in my Meeting decided to try
this with our US Senator Bill Armstrong. They began four
years ago, each believing the other was hopeless. Today
they still disagree on most things but they actually like
each other. She goes to lunch with his AA whenever she’s
in Washington. They exchange clippings. And I think each
one now actually believes there is hope for the other



One of the earliest Bible verses I learned was to “trust
in the Lord with all thine heart, lean not to thine own
understanding; in all thy ways acknowledge Him and He will
direct thy path.” Friends do try to trust in God’s power
and to trust in the process by which God is at work in our
lives: The process of discerning and aligning with God’s
will.

In Meeting for Business, one of the things we learn early
is that Quaker decision—making requires us to witness many
Friends testimonies. Plain speaking, veracity,
recognizing the worth in everyone. The best outcomes
happen when the group is open to change, open to one
another, and open to God. “Not my will but thine be
done.” To be a servant of the Divine will, we must use
all our God—given gifts of listening, creativity,
patience. Can we disagree and love at the same time? Do
we know what is beneath the misunderstandings? Can we get
past judgment of others and appreciate their insights? To
stay obedient and accountable to the Light we must stay
vulnerable to correction. In the tradition of Friends it
is the message and not the messenger that is to be
honored. And yet it is difficult to keep human pride out
of the way.

It’s hard for some of us educated, left brain, impatient
types to remember that being right the first time is not
what matters-—it’s finding Truth in the end. It’s not
advocacy we should strive for, but Truth--the best way to
proceed. It’s sometimes hard to ignore in this culture
the conventional wisdom that for one to win another must
lose. Friends have learned that it’s not a question of
winning or losing, but striving together to find unity.
Through our experience we know that it is possible to meet
your needs and mine. We recognize that it’s not right
against wrong, good against evil, truth against untruth
but finding the good, the true, the right in both sides.
There lies the answer I sought.

As a passionate champion of speaking Truth to power, I
used to have answers to everything from how to stop war to
reforming the world economy to proper bus routes in my
hometown. I knew I had the proper analysis and that this
had led me to the proper solution. If someone disagreed
with that solution, the only possible explanation was that
they weren’t interested in peace or justice or getting me
to work on time. But as I began to listen for the
truth——wherever it might be—-things all of a sudden got
very messy. I had to start considering the viewpoints of
others. I started looking not only at what solutions
people were advocating, but what they were really
concerned about, how they analyzed the problem, why they
prioritized things as they did. I had to recognize that
to make ideas work, they need to work for everyone who has
a stake. That my concerns are important, and I should
speak out about them, but that they are not the only
concerns.



Then, as I labored with trying to integrate speaking to
that of God in everyone and speaking Truth to Power, for a
while I found I wasn’t speaking at all. Since I couldn’t
possibly understand an issue fully, how could I speak
about it--let alone convince others of my point of view?
But you know, looking back on it, this self-deprecation in
the form of passivity is dehumanizing to those around
you. It conveys, “I don’t have faith or confidence that
you arid I can work this out.” It removes one from
responsibility for action or results by defining away ones
obligation to assist and struggle. We are responsible for
our choices and passivity is an affirmative choice. We
can’t let the commitment to being open to the Light in
ourselves and others keep us from speaking out. Think of
what this really says: I refuse to share my insights
because they may be incomplete or different from yours.
It says I don’t have the true humility to offer my
perspectives.

We cannot wait until everything is perfectly clear to us
to begin living according to our leadings. False modesty
immobilizes; true humility makes us bold. If we refuse to
act on what we see, we not only narrow our own vision, but
we withhold our testimony of Truth from the world.

So the two messages can coexist. If I am true to my
Quaker testimonies, I can proceed to speak out with
humility, and, as Robert Barclay called it, a “presumption
of correctness without claiming infallibility.” If I
trust in God’s power and trust in the process by which God
works in our lives, I can speak true to the Inner Fire.
Staying obedient and accountable to the Light means I stay
vulnerable to correction. The Quaker way is to act as if
one is both persuader and decision-maker, sharing
responsibility for the decision. Listening and speaking
in the spirit of worshipful seeking: being an advocate as
strongly for the process of Truth-seeking as for the
direction of ones leadings.

This is a powerful attitude for a lobbyist in the marble
halls. I represent a Democratic governor to a legislature
with an overwhelming Republican majority and a twelve year
history of fierce hostility among the branches. I believe
I am able to do my work because of the trust I’ve built.
On air quality bills, the industry and environmentalists
both know I care about their concerns. On transportation
bills, the truckers appreciate the time I’ve taken to
learn about their industry. Even though in the end we
seldom agree, I try to be vigilant to make sure I
understand how a certain proposal will affect them. They
know that, if in the course of our work together it
becomes clear that one of my ideas no longer makes sense,
I will personally carry the message to the Governor and
encourage him to change his position. And because I can
show him how such a change will help the other side
without hurting us, and thus move us closer to agreement,
he usually agrees to change.



I was struck by a quotation on the radio the other day
from Clarence Thomas, Reagan’s chair of the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, a person with whom I
frequently disagree. When asked about his tarnished
relationship with black leaders, he told the interviewer
that it made him sad. “People use stereotypes so they
don’t have to listen to what you say,” he explained.

It is true that there are in the political arena people
for whom winning and unconditional surrender are raison
d’etre. I wish I could say that the Quaker approach to
lobbying—-even done well--is in any way a guarantee of
success or effectiveness; it isn’t. But I can attest from
my experience that over the long term it increases the
chances by enhancing relationships and building trust.
Out of such a climate, new ideas that no one thought of
before are much more likely to emerge. Plus it makes it a
lot easier to get up every morning.

When we are faced with an opportunity to influence a
decision-making process, what are some skills that can
help? Keep in mind that to discern God’s intention and
direction, there is no system of rules that will get us
there. Skills and procedures cannot substitute for nor
guarantee these insights. But in my experience lack of
skills and a disruptive process can certainly stand in the
way.

I’ve suggested that we try to speak out with humility.
There are several attitudes that help us:

1. Faith that the way will be found.

2. Being true to the testimonies of simplicity, veracity,
nonviolence, and valuing the contribution of all. We know
that the ends we seek and the means we use must be in
harmony. And a total commitment to using whatever is your
own special God-given skill—-listening, writing,
analyzing, researching, speaking. (By the way, the
process needs both idealists and realists: the
visionaries to remind us of how far we have to go and to
challenge us and test our direction; and the practical
pragmatists who help us get there step by step.)

3. Remembering that many guiding principles come into
play. Depending on how much one is followed over another,
positions may differ. For example, in the classroom, we
value excellence, equality, and individuality——all three.
But sometimes for the sake of equality, we choose to
foresake individuality. But that doesn’t mean it isn’t
still important. Many times stubborness and stridency are
the result of fear: that because you disagree on
priorities you don’t share values. It’s usually much less
sinister.
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4. Honest candid self—examination. Before we can work
with others to resolve a problem, we must be prepared to
search inside ourselves to discover our own measure of
responsiblity.

5. Be a servant. When I need clarity about my own motives
in speaking out forcefully, I find it’s worth asking
myself: am I a servant of the search for Truth? or is it
my own ego out there?

6. Recognizing that there is tension between speaking and
listening. Ask yourself: Do I know what it is the group
must decide? Do I fully understand the issue? Am I able
to articulate my own goals and what my specific needs or
concerns are? Am I open to listening to how others see
it? Or am I preoccupied worrying how I can make the case
for my idea? The task is to integrate all the insights
into the best solution. I have an obligation to clearly
state what my concerns are, and why, and to make others’
concerns as real as my own. The best solution-—the one
closest to the truth—-will likely be found in sincere
attempts to address the concerns of all who have a stake.
There is tension in this process. Use it. If you don’t
feel it, you may not be listening or speaking as clearly
as you’d like to.

My message this evening? Be guided by the Light, in
humility, patience, and faith. Expect to find Truths in
the views of others. Share the Truths you find. Speak
the Truth you see to those in power. And commit yourself
to embrace the changes that you’ll inevitably discover.

St. Paul observed in a letter to the Corinthians: “There
are varieties of gifts, but the same spirit. There are
varieties of service, but the same Lord. There are many
forms of work, but all of them in all men, are the work of
the same God. In each of us the Spirit is manifested in
one particular way, for some useful purpose.” (I Cor. 12:
4-8)
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QUAKER D1JSINESS METHOD RESOURCE GROUP
DUSINESS SESSIONS — 4/12/91 thru 4/14/91 — QUAKER HILL

Report to Claremont Monthly Meeting — 4/22/91

DENEDICTION:
OLtaker bLisiness process is a gift of the Spirit which has been

entrusted to us.
Good stewardship o-f this gift requires that we nourish it, value

it, hold it up and proclaim it.
Faith-fulness to this vision calls us to a spiritual discipline.

It requires us to reexamine periodically the process and our
part in it, moves us to seek a-fresh God’s guidance, and enables
us to uphol d each other on our Journey

This is what we are about this week —— and this is what we must be
about in the future.

HISTORY
Friends JoLLrnal (May, 1990) contained an article written by

George N Webb entiti ed, “Drag or Dynamo?” in which he noted that
many times Friends do not work well as corporate groups and asked
how we might address this problem. As a complement to the article,
a “searching workshop” was held at last year’s FGC Gathering
entitled “Care of Friends Organizations “ In February, 1991, I
received a letter from George through FWCC inviting me to a
week *end conference whose purpose was “to set up a resource group
to enable meetings, churches, and other Quaker bodies to improve
their business method.” Experiences while cleri-::ing within Pacific
Yearly Meeting and working -for AFSC affirmed me in this leading.

S Y NOP S IS
Eighteen persons attended, mainly Friends -from the unprogrammed

traditions of the Eastern United States two Friends were from
Pacific Yearly Meeting, one Friend -from London Yearly Meeting, and
one Friend from Friends United Meeting. Participants had furnished
responses to initial questions regar’ding our individual
backgrounds, perception o-f issues, and areas in which we would 1 ike
to work. Sharing o-f these documents gave us an initial introduction
to group members. The wee!-:: end was structured through worsh i p around
working sessions in both large and small group settings.

Our first “work” as a group consisted o-f introductions via our
responses to the query, “What has been your most memorabl e
experience in Meeting for Susiness?” It was noted that Friends
experience a “gathered” Meeting -for Di.isiness less -frequently than a
“gathered” Meeting for Worship.

A 1 ist o-f the qual ities of a “good” Meeting for Dusiness was
compiled. (see Attachment)

A list was also made regarding why Friends attended Meeting for
Eiusiness and why they didn’t. As a group, we tended to associate
“negative” statements with non—attendance. Dalancing this by
seeking negative associations with attendance and positive
associations for avoidance proved useful

Educational and resource material was displayed.
Our remaining time was spent in identifying areas of concern

and establishing working groups in specific areas. (see Attachment)
It was noted that the Meeting for Business is an area of Friends
conduct that is surprisingly similar amongst programmed and
unprogrammed Friends.



RESULTS
Working groups were established in thirteen areas o-f concern.

The need for a comprehensive inventory of materials concerning the
Meeting -for Business was commonly recognized. The need to provide
training and assistance to clerks was also broadly felt. Attenders
had an opportunity to share their own skills and experiences. Such
sharing will hopefully be of benefit not only to oursel yes but also
our Meeting communities.

FURTHER WORK/GUE8TIONS
1. Connecting with Friends from all branches, e.g. FUM, EFI
2. Coordination of work

a. contact persons for projects
h. coordinator/steering committee

3. How to place this concern before Friends in PYM?
4. Networking in our own communities to identify

a. written materials
h. mentor/perceptors
c. additional participants in working groups

5, Fundraising?

F I NANC I AL STATEMENT
EXPENSES

Room and Board at Qua[::er Hill (4/12 —4/13) $48.50
Registrat ion $5.00
Air-Fare (Southwest Airlines — Roundtrip) $283.00
Room and Board in Indianapolis (4/14) $59.50

TOTAL: $396 .t:)o

SUPPORT
Claremont Monthly Meeting $15c:).oo
FWCC Support Fund $60 .00*
Se 1 f $ 1 86 . oo

TOTAL : $396 .00
NET —-—0———

* Though a travel pool had been suggested to bal ance costs
among participants, this mechanism was not used, because we
had not approved this as a group. The FWCC Fund, consisting
of donations, was instead employed to provide assistance to
those requesting it.

Respectful 1 y submitted,
this 22nd day of May, 1991,

Allen C. F::archer



QUALITIES OF A GOOD MEETING FOR BUSINESS
Brainstorming Session — 4/13/91 Quaker Hill

AT TR I BU TE*
Sense of God’s presence
Good introductory statements
Start with sharing on major issue
Clerl.:: helps group do what it wants
People having done homework
Present issues well and succinctly
Adequate information
Trust of others
Love and respect for each other
Being aware of having upset someone else and

apol Dgiz ing
Issues dealt with are important and difficult

(really have consequences)
People know each other or get to know each

other (more than just their names)
One person speaks at a time
Silence between contributions
Concern for the f ci 1 owship of the group as

well as for the issue
Si 1 ent persons encouraged to speak
Confident and firm clerk
Clerk recognizes when it is time to move on
Minutes approved in the same session
People leave their own agendas at the door
Recognition of priorities in selection of

busi ness
Allowing appropriate committees to be appointed;

del egating business to them
Appointing “dots and commas” committee for any

editing
Members of reporting committee present
No cop—out committees
Comfortable environment and time constraints
Discernment and el iminat ion of unnecessary

agenda items
Reports (and agenda) prepared earl y and reach

people
Good personal preparation
Oil igence — the wiilinc ness to wrestle with an

issue
Inter—personal preparation
Awareness of sk i 1 1 s of members
Humor
Awareness of God’s time
We are a group!

SOURCE
Fa i t h
Procedure—C
Procedure—S
Philosophy
Procedure — C
Proc ed u re—C
Proc edure—C
Community
Community
Community

Phil osophy

Community

Procedure — S
Faith
Community

Procedure—S
Philosophy
Procedure —C
Procedure—C
Proc ed ur e—G
Procedure —C

Froc e d ur c—S

Procedure — S

Community
Phil osophy
Community
Fa i t h /
Proc ed Li re—C
Proc ed Li re—C

Proc ed ur’ c—S
Commun ity/
Faith
Community
Community
Phil osophy
Fa i t h
Commtin i ty

*ATTRIBUTE — Qualities are held to be attributes o-f specific
sources e g Faith, Community, Procedure(S — Group
C — Clerk) , and Philosophy

Note Of the 35 qualities of a ‘good’ Meeting -for Business, 5 are
held to be attributes of Faith, :11 of Community, 16 of
Procedure, and 5 o-f Fhilosophy



July 5, 1991

Friend Richard,

tad bel atedl y, hut eventual 1 y, the material s I
promised you based on our discussions at InterMountain
Yearly Meeting in tiurango this past June. They are

1. r synopsis of the considerations of the Quaker
Business Method Resource Group which met this past
pril at Quaker Hill in Indiana. Feel free to share
these materials, develop and use as way opens.

2. rs a bonus, a flyer relating to the Prison Library
Project in Claremont. s a volunteer for this project,
I can highly recommend this to your attention as a
resource for members of your Meeting who are moved by
concern for those incarcerated. Inmates can contact
the Project directly with their requests. If members
of your Meeting wish fLtrther information or can
recommend sources for donated materials, they should
also write the Project directly.

I have taken the liberty of informing George N. Webb
(13601 York Road, pt G—12, Cockeysville, MD 10025), who
had served as convenor, of your interest in the Resource
Group’s work. This will hopefully insure that you will be
apprised of further developments, I am also willing to
provide help as you might deem appropriate. My particular
areas of interest are experiential “tools” to help Friends
come more fully prepared to the conduct o-f Friendly
business and Quaker Boards.

Happy su (i ) mmering,

Al I en C. Karcher
(714) 625—0709

112 Harvard Ave. 1*151
Claremont, CA 91711



AREAS OF CONCERN — APPROACHES
BUSINESS SESSIONS — 4/13/91 QUAKER HILL

I. Spiritual Atmosphere of the Meeting Community
HTheology of the business method

B. “Living in the Light”
C. Publ ication projects

1. Anthology of written testimonies on the power o-f
gathered meeeting for business

II. Training
A. Recipients

1. Members and attenders, especially including children
2. Clerks (“Office holders”)

B. Resources
1. Bibliography of materials

a. Comprehensive listing of plans, methods, and processes
b. Shorter., annotated of available material

2. Reprint out—of—print materials
3. Pool of mentors/perceptors for clerking

C. Mechanisms
1. Workshops/seminars

a. Offered at yearly meetings/gatherings
— FGC/FUM joint workshop on preparing to lead?

b. Deal with topics of vital and current interests to
Friends

c. List o-f possible leaders
— Support groups f or 1 eaders?

d, Collection of workshop outlines
2. “Advertising” (Encouragement tools)

a. L.etters to Ministry and Counsel or Overseers
b. Article in Friends Journal/Quaker Life with qLlestions

3. Publication projects
a. Self—evaluation guide
b. ProcedLLral manual on how—to of business procedure

4. Computer bulletin board
a. Mentor listing
h. Information exchange

III, Working in Different Settings (Other “Power Structures”)
A. Unprogrammed/Frogrammed (FGC ,FUM ,EFI ,Conservat ive) Fri ends
B. Quaker boards
C. Partly Quaker boards

IV. Research and Devel opment (RD) of Quaker Business Method
A. Expl oring particular probi ems

1. Standing—in—the—way
2. Standing aside
3. “Bad habits” associated with the conduct o-f business

B. Innovative solutions
1. Testing new techniques/processes for helping the Spirit

to emerge
a. “Dial ogue” groups
b. Clearness committees for the Meeting

C. Publ ication projects
1. Compile list of problems and how meetings handled them

Bold Type — Indicates Working Group has beei establ ished



T& 4lrisovfiIrary clrojecb
976 CLVthfoothiui31vd No, uS, C&remont42191711

Prison Library Project
by Rick Moore

About 50 books were salvaged. Titles of Nobel &
Pulitzer Prize winners, as well as Homers Iliad
were pulled out of the green dumpster. This was
my first exposure to the fact that thousands of
books are thrown away daily across the country
under the publishing worlds “torn cover’ policy.
It was sad and shocking to see these wonderful
books left to rot amidst grass clippings, pizza
cartons and empty soda cans. I packed the books
up and trucked them to the storage space for the
Prison Library Project.

The Prison Library Project was started seventeen
years ago and, in its travels over the years, has
operated under the non-profit status of different
spiritual organizations, the current and most
enduring of which is The Hohm Community. The
project was moved to California in 1987, from
where I and other volunteers aim to make the
Project a major clearing house between the pub
lishing and educational communities and the
prison system across the country.

Three years ago we shipped out about thirty pack
ages a week - totaling 120 books or more - and we
worked out of a closet. Now, the Project sends out
about 100 packages a week - about 400 books. We
now operate from a warehouse space and use pal
ette jacks to move books and packages. Each
package of books is sent directly to the inmate
who has written us and is followed by a handwrit
ten letter, the simplicity of which emotionally
reaches many prisoners.

The literature we send is primarily spiritual, meta
physical and self-help, focusing on the question of
what is spiritual life as seen by the world’s great
traditions, and how can we ground it practically
in day-to-day living. When they are available, we
also send them classics and educational material,
but the theme remains the same: to encourage
engaging spiritual ideas and practices in the midst
of “doing time”.

Many questions and exciting exchanges have come
to us through letters. “How can we embrace, in the
midst of the stark violence and repression ofprison,
the ideas of a higher vision of being human, much
less take concrete action to fulfill that vision?” One
murderer wrote of the “fishbowl-timeless feel” of
day in and day out prison life and the gnawing
emptiness of futility and wasted lives. Grappling
with these questions often stirs insights and
emotional shifts from a Victim position of Blame
& Justification to Responsibility for one’s thought’s
feelings and actions. An ancient adage used as a
focal point is to “remember God”. Remembrance
translates one way from Greek and Sanskrit as “to
participate fully in” which dovetails beautifully
with Bucky Fuller’s famous expression: “The only
failure in life is the failure to participate”.

The bars make no difference. I, and others, struggle
with these questions and practices and work, and
then forget, and then struggle again. Yet, within the
Library Project there is a fullness that embraces the
deep sorrows and joys of living. Sometimes I think,
“What have I gotten myself into”, and at other times,
“Thank You”.

We can always use assistance. We are a give-away
library. We often receive books from publishers
and individuals, yet we always need a variety of
materials, especially dictionaries. Many copies of
individual titles can help us as well. Out costs, too,
are steadily rising and the need to raise funds is
becoming more critical. We also need volunteers
to help open letters, stock shelves, and pull and
package books.

The Library Project keeps on growing and gaining
visibility. We recently received a beautiful com
mendation from the Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors, which gives us valuable recognition.
At the same time, more and more letters from in
mates arrive each day.

Rick Moore is the Game Academy Center Manager for South
ern California. He donates his profit from the Center to the Li
brary Project. Any support you can give to the Project (books,
time, energy, money) is needed and welcome. If you ‘d like to
play, call Rick at 714-625-2853.



CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE
by Jack Powelson

The law belongs to the governed,
not to the government, argues
Pima (Ariz.) Friend Jim Corbett.

it is the framework for just conduct on
which a society has reached consensus.
it comes to us more by custom or com
mon law than by legislation.

Indeed, a government may violate this
law, administratively, legislatively, and
judicially. Individuals may then legiti
mately exercise civil initiative to preserve
the law. This, Jim says, is what the sanc
tuary movement is doing.

I agree with Jim. Sanctuary is a form
of civil initiative. The law of our coun
try provides that refugees whose lives are
endangered must be protected. Denying
them sanctuary, as the government is
doing, is therefore a violation of our
law.

Unlike the denial of sanctuary, how
ever, “just war” is consistent with our
laws. One who refuses to participate in
a “just war” when drafted is therefore
civilly disobedient. Likewise, we are dis
obedient if conscience requires us not to
pay taxes that are otherwise due.

Both civil disobedience and civil in
itiative have a long history in Western
legal tradition. For example, Sophocles’s
heroine Antigone engaged in civil in
itiative by defying her uncle, Creone,
ruler of Thebes, who had ordered her
not to bury her brother. She was re
quired to bury him, she said, by “the
gods’ unwritten and unfailing laws.”

Roman law required obedience to
one’s father, regardless of the age of the
child, so long as the father was alive.
But Musonius Rufus, founder of Stoic
philosophy, reasoned that one’s first
obedience was to nature. Therefore, An
tigone was correct. If one’s father orders
one to take harmful medicine or to act
immorally, he wrote, it was the obliga
tion of the child to disobey.

The Christian Church was also ground
ed on disobedience to Roman authori
ties. In his letter to the Galatians, Paul
wrote: “Tell me, ye that desire to be
under the law, do ye not hear the law?”

Jack Powelson, a member of Boulder (Cob.)Meeting, is professor of economics at the University of Colorado. He is the author of Facing SociaiRevolution and Dialogue with Friends (HorizonSociety Publications, Boulder, Cob.).

When do
I break

the law?
(Gal. 4:21) “For all the law is fulfilled
in one word, even in this; Thou shalt
love thy neighbor as thyself.” (Gal.
5:14). “If ye be led of the Spirit, ye are
not under the law.” (Gal. 5:18)

In its article on Thomas Aquinas, the
Encyclopedia Britannica relates Thom
as’s view that “the life of the spirit lies
in friendship with God, not in conform
ity with the law properly so called.
Thomas’s moral code does not delay on
legalism but takes it in its stride; code
justice is subordinate to a higher equity.”

Civil disobedience or initiative was
not only acceptable but required, accord
ing to Western jurists of the Middle
Ages. Gratian, legal philosopher of the
12th century, wrote that popes, mon
archs, and emperors were limited by
divine and natural law. Divine law came
directly from God, while natural law
was obvious by reason; for example,
that every person has the right to sub
sistence or to be free. Other medieval
jurists, such as Glanville, John of
Salisbury, Azo, Eike von Repgau, Beau
manoir, and Bracton, agreed with Gra
tian. Salamonio and Althusias argued
that law was a contract between king
and people, which both parties must
respect.

If the Pope disobeys natural or divine
law, these scholars asserted, he should
be deposed. If the monarch disobeys,
either he must be overthrown or the
state is dissolved. Harvard Law School
historian Harold Berman in his book
Law and Rev,lutio,i sums up the medie
val thinking: “If a tyrant commands a
subject to act contrary to his faith, the
subject must disobey.”

But medieval jurists also pondered the
dilemma that there was no court to over
rule the Pope. Therefore, the decision
on disobedience resides with individual
conscience. This point was also taken by
John Hampden, John Lilburne, Walter
Ud’all, George Fox, William Penn, and
others involved in the legal confronta
tions of the 17th century.

In his history of Sicily, an island
abused for centuries by a landed mafia
in connivance with Spanish authoritar
ians, M.I. Finley, et al (A History of
Sicily) write that “bandits” were pro
tected by people who deemed that
breaking an unjust law was respectable.

The Jesuit theologian, Juan de Man
ana (1599), “claimed for the com
monwealth, represented in the cortes
(parliament), the right to decide the fate
of a tyrant king” (John Lynch, Spain
Under the Habsburgs). But the liberty
to disobey either judge or law would
create anarchy, if every individual may
do so and remain unpunished. There
fore, modern thinkers such as Thoreau
and Gandhi believed that the disobeyer
was morally required to act openly and
to present oneself for punishment. Jim
Corbett follows this tradition when he
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Page 19:
Demonstrators approach

the site of a nuclear power
plant, Seabrook, NH., 1976.

Right:
Demonstrators stop a

munitions truck at Concord
Naval Weapons Station in

California, 1987.

says that as civil initiants, sanctuary
workers are accountable to the rule of
law.

Medieval philosophers, on the other
hand, supposed that disobedience would
lead to “just war,” a precept acceptable
to their church. Indeed, more than one
declared that it was morally defensible
to kill the king, just as a Chilean
Catholic bishop asserted (New York
Times, 3/14/87) that an attempted
assassin of General Pinochet had done
no moral wrong.

As a pacifist, I reject “just war.’’
Here I come close to Gandhi and
Thoreau, not only because their posi
tions seem morally right but also be
cause I profoundly respect Western law.
Not only do I respect its philosophy of
civil disobedience and civil initiative; I
consider Western law to be among the
most just legal systems h the world. But
I must disobey it or its judges when
either they are disobeying the law or the
law contravenes my interpretation of
divine law. At all other times I must
preserve the law and make it grow.

Why do I respect Western law? First,
because of its plural origins. Harold
Berman writes of a revolution in Euro
pean law about 1050 to 1150, when West
ern jurists drew upon Roman law, cus
tomary law, Germanic folk law, divine
law (which stemmed from the Bible),
and natural law, to form a cohesive
system based not on the expediency of
earlier (Frankish, Burgundian, etc.) law
but on impartial justice.

Second, I respect Western law because
of its structural diversity. Out of the
jumble of different and contradictory
types, medieval jurists fashioned several
kinds of law: canon law, royal law,
feudal law, manorial law, mercantile
law, and urban law, to name the most
important few. Although different laws
applied to different persons or to dif
ferent actions—clerics would be tried in
church courts, as would anyone accused
of moral crime or heresy; civil offenses
would be tried in feudal, manorial, or
royal courts according to the statutes of
the contenders; suits between traders
would be tried in mercantile or urban

courts—nevertheless, the laws overlapped
each other. Many individuals, failing to
achieve justice in one court, would defect
to another. Courts might even have com
peted to be the most fair, to attract the
most cases.

The principle of fairness gave rise to
the 15th century British concept of equity
courts, which would set aside a law de
signed for a class of cases when it
presented an injustice in a particular
one. Over the years, equity and law have
been merged and diverse legal systems
unified, more so in the West than
elsewhere.

Third, I respect Western law because
of its avowed respect for persons of dif
ferent classes, even slaves. For the most
part, medieval courts were run by the
people concerned. Although manorial
courts were presided over by the lord’s
bailiff, the jury and other officials in
cluding serfs and landless laborers. There
are records of cases in which the lord of
the manor was defendant and lost, a
condition unheard of in Latin American
haciendas eight centuries later.

This happy European achievement
should not be exaggerated. The king was
the most important actor in royal

courts, town patricians in urban courts,
and the duke or prince in feudal and
manorial courts. “Justice” was often
unfair, arbitrary, and biased against the
powerless.

But the concepts of equality and
fairness of Western juris,rudence were
the most advanced in the world as early
as 1200, and, I believe, they have re
mained so ever since.

Legal scholars debate whether the law
led the way or whether it reflected ad
vancing social practice. Probably it did
some of each. Laws respecting human
rights and welcoming refugees from
violence are among the heritage. If peo
ple disobey them, or if conscience has
not caught up with law on civil rights,
the fault lies in the hearts and minds of
people more than in the concept of law.

Fourth, I respect Western law because
it was the first in the world, that I know
of, to declare that the king was subject
to his own laws. “The king could make
the law,” medieval jurists declared,
“but once he did so, he had to obey it.”

Over the centuries, this point became
a principal lever for the economic and
social advancement of the poor. Laws
made originally for the protection of the
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rich were time and again seized by the
poor. When President Nixon came close
to impeachment, many a citizen of the
authoritarian world marveled that such
a thing could happen in the West.

We now approach our dilemma:
when to obey our law and our jurists,
and when to disobey or take civil in
itiative. Though conscience is the ulti
mate decider, nevertheless certain prin
ciples might guide us. Let me start with
two negatives.

First, we should not disobey the law
solely to make a political statement, for
to do so weakens the concept of law.
This includes invading property, such as
deans’ offices, highway intersections, or
congressional offices, when that property
is not directly involved in the commit
ment of illegal or immoral acts.

Second, courts should not become
media agents. A thin line operates here.
It is necessary for civil initiants to ex
plain in the courts that our government
is violating the sanctuary law, for this
fact bears on the verdicts. But civil rights
activists have wrongly objected when
judges, concerned only with whether the
defendants had violated the law, have
refused them time to explain why they
did so. The judges were right. An over
taxed court system should not be
abused as a vehicle to replace legiti
mate media.

On the positive side, certain acts of
civil disobedience or initiative we must
do, because our covenant with God re
quires them. Conscientious objectors
must violate the draft laws. Sanctuary
providers must help refugees in physical
danger. But if we are to respect Western
law, we must declare our reasons and
present ourselves for adjudication. For
sanctuary, we must argue that the
government, not sanctuary, violates the
law. For pacifism, we must argue that
war violates not human law, but our
understanding of divine law.

I make no judgment on those who
have escaped to Canada to avoid military
service, for to do so is their moral
choice. But taking that option com
promises the legitimacy of Western law
itself, by demonstrating that a person
may violate it without punishment. This
principle could then apply to anyone
who contravenes the law, for whatever
purpose.

The violation of other person’s prop
erty when that property is involved in
immoral acts—such as nuclear testing—
is an in-between case to be left to in
dividual consciences. Even here, how
ever, we must be guided by principles.
If we believe such invasion is moral, we
must accord the same right to anti-
abortionists and militarists who, follow
ing their consciences, would invade
abortion clinics or the meeting places of
pacifists. If we do not allow these rights
to others, we should not claim them for
ourselves.

Thus civil initiative in sanctuary,
which Jim Corbett so carefully outlined
in his pamphlet, Sanctuary on the Fault
Line, and conscientious objection to war
do not operate in a vacuum but are part
of a rich historical tradition of legal,
moral, and universalist principles. These
principles may guide us, but they do not
decide for us. Indeed, they tell us that
the concerned individual will—according
to one’s own conscience—decide
whether or not to be constrained or em
boldened by opportunities for civil dis
obedience and civil initiative, and on
what terms.
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C A P 1 T A L L E T T E R

WHY WE
ARE STUCK

IN THE SAND
Realpolitik in the Gulf: A game gone tilt

By Christopher Hitchens

(n the morning before Yom Kip
pur late this past September, 1 found
myself standing at the western end of
the White House, watching as the
color guard paraded the flag of the
United States (and the republic for
which it stands) along with that of the
Emirate of Kuwait. The young men of
George Bush’s palace guard made a
brave showing, but their immaculate
uniforms and webbing could do little
but summon the discomforting con
trasting image—marching across our
TV screens nightly—of their hot,
thirsty, encumbered brothers and sis
ters in the Saudi Arabian desert. I
looked away and had my attention
fixed by a cortege of limousines turn
ing in at the gate. There was a quick
flash of dark heard and white teeth,
between burnoose and kaffiyeh, as
Sheikh Jabir al-Ahmad Al-Sabah,
the exiled Kuwaiti emir, scuttled past
a clutch of photographers and through
the portals. End of photo op, but not
of story.

Let us imagine a photograph of the
emir of Kuwait entering the White
House, and let us see it as a historian
might years from now. What might
such a picture disclose under analysis?
How did this oleaginous monarch,
whose very name was unknown just
weeks before to most members of the
Bush administration and the Con
gress, never mind most newspaper
editors, reporters, and their readers,

Christopher Hitchens is the Washingum ethtor
of Harper’s Magazine.

become a crucial visitor—perhaps the
crucial visitor—on the President’s au
tumn calendar? How did he emerge as
someone on whose behalf the Presi
dent was preparing to go to war?

We kntw already, as every histori
an will, that the President, in having
the emir come by, was not concerned
with dispelling any impression that he
was the one who had “lost Kuwait” to
Iraq in early August. The tiny king
dom had never been understood as
“ours” to lose, as far as the American
people and their representatives
knew. Those few citizens who did
know Kuwait (human-rights moni
tors, scholars, foreign correspon
dents) knew it was held together by a
relatively loose yet unmistakably per
sistent form of feudalism. It could
have been “lost” only by its sole own
ers, the Al-Sabah family, not by the
United States or by the “free world.”

What a historian might make of our
imaginary photo document of this
moment in diplomatic history that
most citizens surely would not is that
it is, in fact, less a discreet snapshot
than a still from an epic movie—a
dark and bloody farce, one that
chronicles the past two decades of
U.S. involvement in the Persian
Gulf. Call the film Ruhes of the Game
of Nations or Mette,-nich of Arabia—
you get the idea. in this particular
scene, the President was meeting at
the White House with the emir to
send a “signal” to Iraqi president Sad
dam Hussein that he, Bush, “stood

with” Kuwait in wanting Iraq to pull
out its troops. After the meeting,
Bush emerged to meet the press, not
alone hut with his national securi
ty adviser, Brent Scowcroft. This, of
course, was a signal, too: Bush meant
business, of a potentially military
kind. In the game of nations, howev
er, one does not come right out and
say one is signaling (that would, by
definition, no longer be signaling);
one waits for reporters to ask about
signals, one denies signaling is going
on, and then one trusts that unnamed
White House aides and State Depart
ment officials will provide the desired
“spin” and perceptions of “tilt.”

On ordinary days the trivial and
empty language of Washington isn’t
especially awful. The drizzle of repet
itive key words—”perception,”
“agenda,” “address,” “concern,”
“process,” “bipartisan”—does its job
of masking and dulling reality. But on
this rather important day in an alto
gether unprecedented process—a
lengthy and deliberate preparation for
a full-scale ground and air war in a
faraway region—there was not a word
from George Bush—not a word—that
matched the occasion. Instead, citi
zens and soldiers alike would read or
hear inane questions from reporters,
followed by boilerplate answers from
their President and interpretations by
his aides, about whether the drop-by
of a feudal potentate had or had not
signaled this or that intent.

There is a rank offense here to the
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idea of measure and proportion.
Great matters of power and principle
are in play, and there does in fact exist
a chance to evolve a new standard for
international relations rather than
persist in the old follies of superpow
er raisoru d’etat; and still the official
tongue stammers and barks. Behind
all the precious, brittle, Beltway in-
talk lies the only idea young Ameri
cans will die for in the desert: the idea
that in matters of foreign policy, even
in a democratic republic, the rule is
“leave it to us.” Not everybody, after
all, can be fitted out with the wildly
expensive stealth equipment that the
political priesthood requires to relay

and decipher the signal
flow.

he word concocted in the nine
teenth century for this process—the
shorthand of Palmerston and Metter
nich—was “realpolitik.” Maxims of
cynicism and realism—to the effect
that great states have no permanent
friends or permanent principles, hut
only permanent interests—became
common currency in post-Napoleonic
Europe. Well, there isn’t a soul today
in Washington who doesn’t pride
himself on the purity of his realpoli
tik. And an organization supposedly
devoted to the study and promulga
tion of such nineteenth-century real
ism—the firm of Henry Kissinger
Associates—has furnished the Bush
administration with several of its
high officers, including Brent Scow-
croft and Deputy Secretary of State
Lawrence Eagleburger, along with
much of its expertise.

Realpolitik, with its tilts and sig
nals, is believed by the faithful to keep
nations from war, balancing the pow
ers and interests, as they say. Is what
we are witnessing in the Persian
Gulf, then, the breakdown and failure
of realpolitik? Well, yes and no. Yes,
in the sense that American troops
have been called upon to restore the
balance that existed before August 2,
1990. But that regional status quo has
for the past two decades known
scarcely a day of peace—in the Per
sian Gulf, it has been a balance of ter
ror for a long time. Realpolitik, as
practiced by Washington, has played
no small part in this grim situation.

To even begin to understand this,

one must get beyond today’s tilts and
signals and attempt to grasp a bit of
history—something the realpoliticians
are loath for you to do. History is for
those clutching values and seeking
truths; realpolitik has little time for
such sentiment. The world, after all,

is a cold place requiring hard

L
calculation, detachment.

eafing through the history of
Washington’s contemporary involve
ment in the Gulf, one might begin to

.1j

imagine the cool detachment in 1972
of arch-realpolitician Henry Kis
singer, then national security adviser
to Richard Nixon. I have before me as
I write a copy of the report of the
House Select Committee on Intelli
gence Activities chaired by Congress
man Otis Pike, completed in January
1976, partially leaked, and then cen
sored by the White House and the
CIA. The committee found that in
1972 Kissinger had met with the Shah
of Iran, who solicited his aid in desta
bilizing the Baathist regime of Ahmad
Hassan al-Bakr in Baghdad. Iraq had

given refuge to the then-exiled Aya
tollah Khomeini and used anti-
imperialist rhetoric while coveting
Iran’s Arabic-speaking Khuzistan re
gion. The Shah and Kissinger agreed
that Iraq was upsetting the balance in
the Gulf; a way to restore the bal
ance—or, anyway, to find some new
balance—was to send a signal by sup
porting the landless, luckless Kurds,
then in revolt in northern Iraq.

Kissinger put the idea to Nixon,
who loved (and loves still) the game
of nations and who had already decid
ed to tilt toward Iran and build it into
his most powerful regional friend, re
plete with arms purchased from U.S.
manufacturers—not unlike Saudi
Arabia today, but more on that later.
Nixon authorized a covert-action
budget and sent John Connally, his
former treasury secretary, to Teheran
to cement the deal. (So the practice
of conducting American Middle East
policy by way of the freemasonry of
the shady oilmen did not originate
with James Baker or George Bush.
As the U.S. ambassador to Iraq, April
Glaspie, confided to Saddam Hussein
in her now-famous meeting last July
25, almost as though giving a thumb
nail profile of her bosses: “We have
many Americans who would like to
see the price go above $25 because
they come from oil-producing states.”
Much more later on that tête-a-tête.)

The principal finding of the Pike
Commission, in its study of U.S. co
vert intervention in Iraq and Iran in
the early 1970s, is a clue to a good
deal of what has happened since. The
committee members found, to their
evident shock, the following:

Documents in the Committee’s posses
sion clearly show that the President,
Dr. Kissinger and the foreign head of
state Ithe Shahl hoped that our clients
(the Kurdsl would not prevail. They
preferred instead that the insurgents
simply continue a level of hostilities
sufficient to sap the resources of our al
ly’s neighboring country llraq].

Official prose in Washington can pos
sess a horror and immediacy of its
own, as is shown by the sentence that
follows:

This policy was not imparted to our cli
ents, who were encouraged to continue
fighting.
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“Not imparted.” “Not imparted’ to
the desperate Kurdish villagers to
whom Kissinger’s envoys came with
outstretched hands and practiced
grins. “Not imparted,” either, to the
American public or to Congress. “Im
parted,” though, to the Shah and to
Saddam Hussein (then the Baathists’
number-two man), who met and
signed a treaty temporarily ending
their borderdispute in 1975—thusre-
storing balance in the region. On that
very day, all U.S. aid to the Kurds
was terminated—a decision that, of
course, “imparted” itself to Saddam.
On the next day he launched a search-
and-destroy operation in Kurdistan
that has been going on ever since and
that, in the town of Halabja in 1988,
made history by marking the first use
of chemical weaponry by a state
against its own citizens.

By the by, which realpolitician was
it who became director of the CIA in
the period—January 1976—when
the Kurdish operation was being hast
ily interred, the Kurds themselves
were being mopped up by Saddam,
and the Pike Commission report was
restricted? He happens to be the same
man who now wants you to believe
Saddam is suddenly “worse than Hit

ler.” But forget it; every
body else has.

oniething of the same application
of superpower divide-and-rule princi
ples—no war but no peace, low-
intensity violence yielding no clear
victor or loser, the United States
striving for a policy of Mutual Assured
Destabilization—seems to turn up in
Persian Gulf history once again four
years later. Only now the United
States has tilted away from Iran and is
signaling Saddam Hussein. Iranians
of all factions are convinced that the
United States actively encouraged
Iraq to attack their country on Sep
tember 22, 1980. It remains unclear
exactly what the U.S. role was in this
invasion; but there is ample evidence
of the presence of our old friends,
wink and nod.

Recently, I raised the matter of
September 1980 tilts and signals with
Admiral Stansfield Turner, who was
CIA director at the time, and with
Gary Sick, who then had responsibil
ity for Gulf policy at the National Se-

curity Council. Admiral Turner did
not, he said, have any evidence that
the Iraqis had cleared their invasion
of Iran with Washington. He could
say, however, that the CIA had
known of an impending invasion and
had advised President Jimmy Carter
accordingly. Sick recalled that Iraq
and the United States had broken
diplomatic relations in 1967 during
the Arab-Israeli Six-Day War, so that
no official channels of communica
tion were available.

Such contact as there was, Sick
told me, ran through Saudi Arabia
and, interestingly enough, Kuwait.
This, if anything, gave greater scope
to those who like dealing in tilts and
signals. Prominent among them was
realpol (by way of Trilateralism) Zbig
niew Brzezinski, who was then Car
ter’s national security adviser. As Sick
put it: “After the hostages were taken
in Teheran [in November 19791,
there was a very strong view, especial
ly from Brzezinski, that in effect Iran
should be punished from all sides. He
made public statements to the effect
that he would not mind an Iraqi move
against iran.” A fall 1980 story in
London’s Financial Times took things
a little further, reporting that U.S. in
telligence and satellite data—data
purporting to show that Iranian forces
would swiftly crack—had been made
available to Saddam through third-
party Arab governments.

All the available evidence, in other
words, points in a single direction.
The United States knew that Iraq was
planning an assault on a neighboring
country and, at the very least, took no
steps to prevent it. For purposes of
comparison, imagine Washington’s
response if Saddam Hussein had
launched an attack when the Shah
ruled Iran. Or, to bring matters up to
date, ask yourself why Iraq’s 1980
assault was not a violation of interna
tional law or an act of naked aggres
sion that “would not stand.”

Sick cautioned me not to push the
evidence too far because, as he said,
the actual scale of the invasion came
as a surprise. “We didn’t think he’d
take all of Khuzistan in 1980,” he said
of Saddam. But nobody is suggesting
that anyone expected an outright
Iraqi victory. By switching sides, and
by supplying arms to both belligerents

over the next decade, the U.S. na
tional security establishment may
have been acting consistently rather
than inconsistently. A market for
weaponry, the opening of avenues of
influence, the creation of superpower
dependency, the development of cli
entele among the national security
forces of other nations, and a veto on
the emergence of any rival power—
these were the tempting prizes.

How else to explain the simulta
neous cosseting of both Iran and Iraq
during the 1980s? The backstairs
dealing with the Ayatollah is a matter
of record. The adoption of Saddam
Hussein by the power worshipers and
influence peddlers of Washington,
D.C., is less well remembered. How
many daily readers of the New York
Times recall that paper’s 1975 charac
terization of Iraq as “pragmatic, coop
erative,” with credit for this shift
going to Saddam’s “personal
strength”? How many lobbyists and
arms peddlers spent how many eve
nings during the Eighties at the
Washington dinner table of Iraq’s
U.S. ambassador, Nizar Hamdoon?
And how often, do you imagine, was
Hamdoon asked even the most deli
cately phrased question about his gov
ernment’s continued killing of the
Kurds, including unarmed women
and children; its jailing and routine
torturing of political prisoners during
the 1980s; its taste for the summary
trial and swift execution?

It can be amusing to look up some
of Saddam’s former fans. Allow me to
open for you the April27, 1987, issue
of The New Republic, where we find an
essay engagingly entitled “Back Iraq,”
by Daniel Pipes and Laurie Mylroie.
These two distinguished Establish
ment interpreters, under the unavoid
able subtitle “It’s time for a U.S.
‘tilt,’” managed to anticipate the re
cent crisis by more than three years.
Sadly, they got the name of the en
emy wrong:

The fall of the existing regime in Iraq
would enormously enhance Iranian in
fluence, endanger the supply of oil,
threaten pro-American regimes
throughout the area, and upset the
Arab-Israeli balance.

But they always say that, don’t
they, when the think tanks start think-
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irig tanks? I could go on, hut mercy
forbids—though neither mercy nor
modesty has inhibited Pipes from now
advocating, in stridently similar terms,

the prompt obliteration of

E
all works of man in Iraq.

yen as the Iraqi ambassador in
Washington was cutting lucrative
swaths through ‘the procurement
community,” and our policy intellec
tuals were convincing one another
that Sacidam Hussein could be what
the Shah had been until he suddenly
was not, other forces (nod, wink)
were engaged in bribing Iran and irri
tating iraq. Take the diary entry for
May 15, 1986, made by Oliver North
in his later-subpoenaed notebook.
The childish scrawl reads:

— Vaughan Forrest
— Gene Wheatin w/Forrest
— SAT flights to
— Rob/Flacko disc. of Remington
— Sarkis/Cunningham/Cline/Secord
— Close to Sen. Hugh Scott
— TF 157, Wilson, Terpil et al blew up

Letier
— Cunningham running guns to

Baghdad for CIA, then weaps, to
Teheran

— Secord running guns to Iran

This tabulation contains the names
of almost every senior Middle East
gunrunner. The penultimate line is
especially interesting, I think, be
cause it so succinctly evokes the “two
track” balancing act under way in Iran
and Iraq. That tens of thousands of
young Arabs and Persians were actu
ally dying on the battlefield. . . but
forget that too.

We now understand from sworn
testimony that when North and Rob
ert McFarlane, President Reagan’s
former national security adviser, went
with cake and Bible to Teheran tn
May 1986, they were pressed by their
Iranian hosts to secure the release of
militant Shiite prisoners held in Ku
wait. Their freedom had been the
price demanded by those who held
American hostages in Beirut. Speak
ing with the authority of his presi
dent, North agreed with the Iranians,
explaining later that “there is a need
for a non-hostile regime in Baghdad”
and noting that the Iranians knew
“we can bring our influence to bear
with certain friendly Arab nations” to

get rid of Saddam Hussein.
Bringing influence to bear, North

entered into a negotiation on the hos
tage exchange, the disclosure of
which, Reagan’s secretary of state
George Shult: said later, “made me
sick to my stomach.” North met the
Kuwaiti foreign minister and later
told the iranians that the Shiite pris
oners in Kuwait would he released if
Iran dropped its support for groups
hostile to the emir. When Saddam
learned of the deed, which took place
at the height of his war with Iran, he
must have been quite fascinated.

It’s at about this point, I suspect,
that eyes start to glaze, consciences
start to coarsen, and people start to
talk about “ropes and sand” and the
general inperietrahility of the Muslim
mind. This reaction is very conve
nient to those who hope to keep the
waters muddy. It is quite clear that
Saddam Hussein had by the late 1980s
learned, or been taught, two things.
The first is that the United States will
intrigue against him when he is weak.
The second is that it will grovel before
him when he is strong. The all-
important corollary is: The United

States is a country that

I
deals only in furtive signals.

t is against this backdrop—one of
signals and nods and tilts and in
trigues—and nor against that of
Bush’s anger at lraqi aggression (he is
angry, but only because realpolitik
has failed him) that one must read the
now-famous transcript of the Glaspie
Saddam meeting last July. Keep in
mind, too, that at this point, just a bit
more than a week before Iraqi troops
marched into Kuwait, Glaspie is
speaking under instructions, and the
soon-to-be “Butcher of Baghdad” is
still “Mr. President.”

The transcript has seventeen
pages. For the first eight and a half of
these, Saddam Hussein orates with
out interruption. He makes his needs
and desires very plain in the matter of
Kuwait, adding two things that
haven’t been noticed in the general
dismay over the document. First, he
borrows the method of a Coppola god
father to remind Glaspie that the
United States has shown sympathy in
the near past for his land and oil com
plaints against Kuwait:

In 1974, I met with Idriss, the son of
MuIlah Mustafa Barzani Ithe Kurdish
leaden. He sat in the same seat as you
are sitting now. He came asking me to
postpone implementatLon of autonomy
in Iraqi Kurdistan, which was agreed on
March 11, 1970. Mv reply was: We are
determined to fulfill our obligation.
“ou also have to stick to your agreement.

After carrying on in this vein, and
making It clear that Kuwait may go
the way of Kurdistan, Saddam closes
by saying he hopes that President
Bush will read the transcript himself,
“and will not leave it in the hands of a
gang in the State Department. I ex
clude the secretary of state and lAs
sistant Secretary of State Johnj Kelly,
because I know him and I exchanged
views with him.”

Now, the very first thing that Am
bassador Glaspie says, in a recorded
discussion that Saddam Hussein has
announced he wishes relayed directly
to the White House and the non-gang
elements at Foggy Bottom, is this:

I clearly understand your message. We
studied history at school. They taught
us to say freedom or death. I think you
know well that we as a people have our
experience with the colonialists.

The confused semiotics of Ameri
can diplomacy seem to have com
pelled Glaspie to say that she gets his
“message” (or signal) rather than that
she simply understands him. But the
“message” she conveys in that last sen
tence is surely as intriguing as the
message she receives. She is saying
that she realizes (as many Americans
are finally beginning to) that one
large problem with the anomalous
borders of the Gulf is the fact that
they were drawn to an obsolete British
colonial diagram. That fact has been
the essence of Iraq’s grudge against
Kuwait at least since 1961. For Sad
dam Hussein, who has been agitating
against “the colonialists” for most of
his life, the American ambassador’s
invocation of Patrick Henry in this
context had to he more than he hoped
for.

But wait. She goes even further to
assure him:

We have no opinion on the Arab-Arab
conflicts, like your border disagreement
with Kuwait. 1 was in the American
embassy in Kuwait during the late 60s.
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The instruction we had during this pe
riod was that we should express no
opinion (in this Issue, and that the issue
is not associated with America James
Baker lou directed our official spokesmen
to emphasize this instrScrian. Italics
mine.

I used slightly to know Ambassador
Glaspie, who is exactly the type 01 for
eIgn-service idealist and professional
that a man like James Baker does riot
deserve to have in his employ. Like
Saddam. Baker obviously felt more
comfortable with John Kelly as head
of his Middle East department. And
why shouldn’t he? Kelly had shown
the relevant qualities of sinuous, turn
coat adaptability—acting as a “priva
cv channel’ worker fur Oliver North
while ostensibly U.S. ambassador to
Beirut and drawing a public repri
mand from George Shultz for double’
crossing his department and his
undertaking, to say nothing of help
ing to trade the American hostages in
that city. Raw talent of this kind—a
roan to do business with—evidently
does not go unnoticed in either the
Bush or Saddans administration.

Baker did nor have even the dignity
sit a Shult: when, appearing on a Sun
day moming talk show shortly after
the Iraqi invasion, he softly disowned
Glaspie by saying that his clear
instructions to her in a difficult em
hassv at a crucial time were among
“probably 312,000 cables or so that go
out under my name.” Throughout,
the secretary has been as gallant as he
has been honest.

The signilicant detail in Ambassa
dor Glaspie’s much more candid post
Invasion Interview with the New York
Times was the disclosure that “we
never expected they would take all of
Kuwait.” This will, I hope, remind
you that Gary Sick and his Carter-
team colleagues did not think Iraq
would take all of Iran’s Khuzistari re
gion. And those with a medium-term
grasp of history might recall as well
how General Alexander Haig was dis
concerted by General Ariel Sharon’s
1982 dash beyond the agreed-upon
southern portion of Lebanon all the
way to Beirut. In the world of real
politik there is always the risk that
those signaled will see nothing but
green lights.

A revised border with Kuwait was

self-evidently part of the price that
Washington had agreed to pay in its
long-standing effort to make a pet of
Saddam Hussein. Yet ever since the
fateful day when he too greedily rook
Washington at its word, and the emit
of Kuwait and his extended family
were unfeelingly translated from
yacht people to boat people, Wash
ington has been waffling about the
rights of the Kuwaiti (and now, after
all these years, Kurdish) victims. Let
the record show, via the Glaspie tran
script, that the Bush administration
had a chance to consider these rights
and these peoples in advance, and
coldly abandoned them.

And may George Bush someday
understand that a president cannot
confect a principled call to war—
“hostages,” “Hitler,” “ruthless dicta
tor,” “naked aggression—when mat
ters of principle have never been the
issue for him and his type. On August
2 Saddam Hussein opted out of the
game of nations. He’d had enough. As
he told Glaspie:

These hettet IU.S. .lraqil relations
have suffered from various titts. The
worst of these was in 1986, only two
years after establishing relations, with
what was known as lrangate, which
happened during the year that Iran oc
cupied llraq’sl Faa peninsula.

Saddam quit the game—he’d had it
with tilt and signal—and the Presi
dent got so mad he could kill and,
with young American men and wom
en as his proxies, be killed.

Today, the tilt is toward Saudi
Arabia. A huge net of bases and garri
sons has been thrown over the King
dom of Saud, with a bonanza in
military sales and a windfall (for
some) in oil prices to accompany it.
This tilt, too, has its destabilizing po
tential. But the tilt also has its com
pensations, not the least being that
the realpoliticians might still get to
call the global shots from Washing
ton. Having taken the diplomatic
lead, engineered the UN Security
Council resolutions, pressured the
Saudis to let in foreign troops, com
mitted the bulk of these troops, and
established itself as the only credible
source of intelligence and Interpreta
tion of Iraqi plans and mood, the Bush
administration publicly hailed a new

Continued on page 78

Camuinued from page 75
multilateralism. Privately, Washing
ton’s realpols gloated: We were the su

perpower—deursche marks
and yen be damned.

enerally, it must be said that re
alpolitik has been better at dividing
than at ruling. Take it as a whole
since Kissinger called on the Shah in
1972, and see what the harvest has
been. The Kurds have been further
dispossessed, further reduced in popu
lacion, and made the targets of chemi
cal experiments. Perhaps half a
million Iraqi and Iranian lives have
been expended to no purpose on and
around the Fao peninsula. The Iraqis
have ingested (or engulfed) Kuwait.
The Syrians, aided by an anti-Iraqi
subvention from Washington, have
now ingested Lebanon. The Israeli
millennialists are bent on ingesting
the West Bank and Gaza. In every
country mentioned, furthermore, the
forces of secularism, democracy, and
reform have been dealt appalling
blows. And all of these crimes and
blunders will necessitate future wars.

That is what U.S. policy has done,
or helped to do, to the region. What
has the same policy done to America?
A review of the Pike Commission,
the Iran-Contra hearings, even the
Tower Report and September’s per
functory House inquiry into the
Baker-Kelly-Glaspie fiasco, will dis
close the damage done by official ly
ing, by hostage trading, by covert
arms sales, by the culture of secrecy,
and by the habit of including foreign
despots in meetings and decisions that
are kept secret from American citi
zens. The Gulf buildup had by Elec
tion Day brought about the renewal
of a moribund consensus on nationaL
security, the disappearance of the
bruited “peace dividend” (“If you’re
looking for it,” one Pentagon official
told a reporter this past fall, “it just
left for Saudi Arabia”), and the re
establishment of the red alert as the
preferred device for communicating
between Washington and the people.

The confrontation that opened on
the Kuwairi border in August 1990
was neither the first nor the last battle
in a long war, but it was a battle that

- now directly, overtly involved and
engaged the American public and

American personnel. The call was to
an exercise in peace through strength.
But the cause was yet another move in
the policy of keeping a region divided
and embittered, and therefore avces
sible to the franchisers of weaxlnry
and the owners of black gold.

An earlier regional player, Benja
min Disraeli, once sarcastically re
marked that you could tell a weak
government by its eagerness to resort
to strong measures. The Bush admin
istration uses strong measures to en
sure weak government abroad and has
enfeebled democratic government at
home. The reasoned objection must
be that this is a dangerous and dishon
orable pursuit, in which the wealthy
gamblers have become much too ac
customed to paying their bad debts
with the blood of others.
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Why War Is Irrelevant
Nothing in President Bush’s strat

egy promises a creative initiative on
the anachronistic Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, at once symbol and sub
stance of the larger crisis. No success
now envisioned by the White House,
whether through blood or bluster,
purges that poison, and will probably
only deepen it.

Least of all do Mr. Bush’s options
genuinely serve the heralded new
world order, the beckoning image of a
post-cold-war consortium of nations
in which the President has wrapped
his venture, and for which thousands
of Americans may soon die. With its
preponderance of U.S. forces in front
of token, rear-guard allies, the mar
tial assembly in the gulf may be the
precedent for future Punic expedi
tions by the Pentagon, but scarcely
for a new peacekeeping coalition.

Washington’s corridor cajolery and

Smashing
Iraq will
solve nothing.

By Roger Morris

SANTA FE, N.M.
s Secretary of State James

Baker meets the Iraqi
Foreign Minister,
Tariq Aziz, hopes rise
that the talks will
amount to more than

a repetition of the public postures of
the two sides. In an era suspicious of
secrecy, millions wish devoutly for a
hidden agenda today in Geneva.

Yet, while the timetable clicks on
inexorably in the Persian Gulf, there
is a gathering sense of irrelevance
about the stark options to which
Washington is reduced. Neither war
nor a last-minute diplomatic device
will resolve the deeper issues that
have brought us to this bleak rendez
vous in the desert. Whatever the out
come in Geneva, the Administration’s
choices between battle and backdown
betray an underlying futility — and
thus carry the seeds of future crisis.

Phthppe Weisbecker

Neither military actionì nor a status
quo ante peace will remedy the incipi
ent turmoil of Arabia, where the vast
disparity between rich and poor cre
ates bitter conflict within and among
nations, where a U.S. “victory,” by
arms or ultimatum, will only
strengthen belligerent forces like
Iran and Syria while hastening anti-
American upheavals.

Nor can Washington bomb or nego
tiate away the malignant oil depen
dence of Europe, Japan and the U.S.,
which makes this .,isode such a
reckoning on past neghgence. No
smart weapons or shrewd bargains
will alter the caprice of petroleum
politics, or the inequities inflicted by
the oil market on poor countries. Just
as some showdown with Saddam Hus
sein will not release the resources
needed for development and social
peace in the Middle East, it will waste
precious billions amid a deepening
economic agony in the U.S.

economic-political blackmail, simply
to gather resolutions and fig-leaf con
tingents, have hardly lent fresh legiti
macy to the U.N. In its reflexive
resort to Great Power extortion, the
White House squandered a chance for
authentic progress toward multilat
eral responsibility in a new era.

It is not merely that American men
and women constitute a de facto mer
cenary force for the Germans, Japa
nese, Saudis and gulf sheiks, or that
the Soviets, Chinese and others are
absent. Just as national units of the
gulf force cannot even talk to one
another effectively in the field, west
ern diplomacy has been fractured.
The European Community, like the
Arabs before them, is trying desper

ately to mount a mediation behind
Washington’s posturing and media
polemics.

The gulf alliance reflects a sadly
outmoded concept of collective secu
rity. There is no true collection Gf
interests, no secure understanding of
the irrelevance of both the old yb
lence and the oLd diplomacy in a
vastly changed international land
scape.

No lesson taught the Iraqis seems
• likely to correct the deep-seated irre

sponsibility of the regime in Wash
ington: Nothing will erase the fateful

- prelude to crisis a U.S. that had
armed and subsidized Iraq for a van-

• ety of wanton purposes, that failed for
bureaucratic reasons to try to deter
aggression months before it hap
pened, that ignored multiple warn
ings of invasion and left its unalerted
•citizens to become hostages.



but diplomatically acceded to the
Iraqi attack. Then, in propaganda ex
traordinary even by the usual stand
ards of political hypocrisy, it sought
to incite both national idealism and
native chauvinism by labeling its re
cent client another Hitler.

Imagine the alternatives: a U.S.
that had not cynically armed one
more dictator nor rendered itself an
energy hostage in the greed of the
1980’s; a Washington no longer culpa
ble in profiteering and inequity in
world resources, a President dedicat
ed to statesmanlike lifting of the
Arab-Israeli curse with genuine inter
national initiative, a world in which
400,000 Americans need not be in the
gulf because a principled foreign poli
cy was there before them.

Instead, it is to the Bush Adminis
tration — without effective check or
balance because of the foreign policy
abdication of Congress — that Amer
ica and the rest of the world will still
be prey, whatever happens in the next
few weeks. Perhaps that is what
makes Washington’s expected vic
tory in the Persian Gulf already so
Pyrrhic.

The ultimate irony is that the crisis
presents a chance to deal with funda
mental challenges of the post-cold-
war world. In the grim concentration
of global attention, these last days of
peace afford an opportunity like no
other in this century, and a singular
moment for U.S. statesmanship.

comprehensive and farsight
ed American peace ef
fort would begin with
authentic negotiations
with Baghdad, not to
reward aggression

but to see it in proportion and to look
beyond to ethnic, territorial and eco
nomic grievances dating to the Otto
man Empire. Iraq would be given
equitable national treatment on dis
puted petroleum and access to the
gulf. Kuwaiti sovereignty would be
restored under U.N. auspices with an
end to predatory oil practices. U.S.
and allied armies would be with-
drawn in favor of U.N. buffer forces.
The price of Iraq’s violence would be
the dismantling of its threatening ar
senals, though part of a larger region
al settlement in which concessions
would be security for all sides.

Washington would let the European
Community take the lead on the Pal
estinian issue, recognizing the Euro
peans’ stake and credibility as well as
setting a precedent for shared re
sponsibility. Simultaneously, every
resource of American diplomacy
would be applied to forging a united
Arab commitment to settlement, to
ridding Israel of its indispensable en
emy by pan-Arab demilitarization, on
the model of Mikhail Gorbachev’s
arms initiatives toward the U.S.

To Israel the U.S. would pledge, by
a joint resolution of Congress, that
any invasion of its pre-1967 territory
(excluding Gaza) would be equiva
lent to an attack on the U.S., requiring
our full defense. We would urge thE
U.N., and particularly the Sovie
Union, to join us. But with or without
their participation, the U.S. commit
ment would be unequivocal.

If Israel failed to join promptly in
European-sponsored negotiations, it

would be the U.S. position that our
principled support does not extend to
mutual suicide, and that Israel would
be economically sanctioned like any
other international obstructor.

To the Palestinians, the U.S. would
pledge its matching commitment to
the establishment and integrity of a
sovereign state on the West Bank and
in Gaza, in return for an immediate
end to the intifada and prompt settle
ment negotiations. As with Jsrael,
Palestinian hostilities under any
guise would bring new, U.S.-spon
sored international sanctions.

ashington
would lead a
world consor
tium to pro
vide special
aid to Jordan,

and technical and educational assist
ance to Palestine, enabling them to
gain their peaceful equilibrium. Civil
rights of Arab citizens in Israel and
Jewish citizens in Palestine, along
with the multicultural status of Jeru
salem, would be enforced by the U.N.,
a first act of the new world order.

The U.S. and other wealthier na
tions would press for a new Middle
East commonwealth — adama tzi
bunt in Hebrew, al-tharwa al-oumou
miya in Arabic, the ancient, concept
of a shared land and resources, eco
nomic and spiritual. A regional devel
opment bank would equitably redis
tribute from rich Arab nations to
poor, away from chaos toward equity
and vested interests in peace. The
U.S. would support a Middle Eastern
community, Arab and Jew, no less
than it supported European unity,
and for similar historical reasons.

A Middle East demilitarization
conference, nuclear and convention
al, would be convoked by U.S. leader
ship through the U.N., on the principle
of “trust but verify,” with interna
tional inspection of all states. Region
al arms control would parallel U.S.-
Soviet-European arms reductions.

The White House would launch at
home a program for energy diversifi
cation and alternative fuels, aimed
not only at domestic realignment but
also at international conservation,
conversion, and planetary manage
ment of scarce resources, environ
mental hazards and imbalances in
development. That — not the anach
ronistic and unavailing punishment
of Iraq — would give meaning to the
words new, world and order.

If only the rhetorical fictions of
politics, the false practicalities and
irrelevant experiences did not im
pede such a breakthrough. If only an
American President, letting a petty
dictator claim what he will in a small
corner, could move confidently be
yond to build a legitimate peace and
receive his own rightful credit.

Roger Morris was a staff member of
the National Security Council in the
Johnson and Nixon Administrations.


