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Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Well, that was an exciting start, and it's going to continue to be riveting up here.  We have the great privilege of welcoming Frans Timmermans, who is the first Vice President of the European Commission, and he's done us the great honor of being here before going to Rome for the Treaty of Rome Celebration.  And we're grateful for that.  And we're also grateful because I think he is one of the most compelling and passionate--
Mr. Ali Aslan:  --before the next panel start is really, what is it that you haven't heard up until now.  What has not been said here at the Brussels Forum up until now?  We talked a lot about Trump, about Russia, about Brexit, about the future of the European Union, but in your opinion, your mind, in your successive view of what has not been said here on stage which you would have liked to hear up until now.  Does anyone have an opinion here?  Go ahead?

Mr. Sebastian Burduja:  Sebastian Burduja.  I am from Romania, civic and political activist.  We've heard a lot about a crisis of leadership, and I think it's very true around the world, particularly in the public arena, but I believe that many people around the world are sick of politics.  The moment they hear politics, politician it just turns them off.  And I think a good question would be, how do we redeem politics, especially for young people, for a new generation of leaders, for the good and competent people to change things from where they can actually change them.  Thank you.
Mr. Ali Aslan:  And for those who were here yesterday, I pointed out the young leaders.  And perhaps we can get an opinion from one of them to perhaps second what you said about redeem politics.  I think that's an interesting thought that you put forth because (inaudible).

Unidentified Male:  For me, this morning session about North Korea was an eye opener.  Not that North Korea is a problem and that there are no easy fixes, but that the calculation has shifted.  And this was not somebody from the Trump administration who said that, but Randy Sherman who was, of course, working on concepts under the old administration.  I also--that she was so frank to admit that what is really the changing issue is that the missiles can now reach the U.S. and not something else.  And that this sense of a new urgency, that was new for me.
And I'm afraid that, unfortunately if we share this story with continental Europe, we rather have to be afraid that there will be negative consequences, negative emotions under the new President who is anyway considered to be a war monger, the Americans are now talking about even risking a nuclear confrontation.  I mean, that is an emotional story which is not good for the transatlantic partnership.

Mr. Ali Aslan:  So that's the thing that struck out for him.  Again, just before we--what has not been said?  What has not been said in your opinion where you feel the debate is lacking in that behind?  Go ahead, please.

Unidentified Male:  Whether the decline of the West is reversible.  That's the question I wanted to see address.

Mr. Ali Aslan:  And that, of course, is coming from Brazil where Brazil is saying can the West, can the reverse--the decline of the west can be reversed.  We still have a couple of panels left.  Perhaps that will come up.  Go ahead, please.

Unidentified Female:  Although there was panel on the election and talk of Lupine, I was surprised that there wasn't a more focused discussion on the issues that have given rise to Lupine, i.e., how to solve the immigration problem.  It's been discussed forever, but a new focus and the same on the Euro.

Mr. Ali Aslan:  Thank you.  About to wrap this up.  Perhaps of--from the Young Leaders?  Can we hear from the Young Leaders?  It's okay.  We still got you.  I know.  No.  I haven't forgot about you.  I saw you there.  You can still pass, though.  Go ahead.

Ms. Ingrid Hamm:  Thank you.  I'm Ingrid Hamm from Germany.  You know, Africa is of a big high in Germany right now, and although there is the sense of a global community, it is under pressure.  So Africa and the global community are things I'm missing here.
Mr. Ali Aslan:  Africa, certainly one that came up a lot backstage as well of the topics and areas that perhaps the Brussels Forum should be focusing on more.  So I see a few hands.  Let's wrap it up there.  Yeah, go ahead, please.  You have the mic.

Unidentified Female:  Thank you.  I am a Young Leader.  I would like to say we have been addressing the issues of democracy and of a new vision for Europe, but we have not touched upon the problems of Hungary and Poland.  I haven't heard Poland mention at all, I would say.

Mr. Ali Aslan:  It came up a couple of times if I'm not mistaken.  But that's okay.  We'll still take that as an answer and into consideration because obviously this is what this is all about, a learning process.  And if we feel and hear that, for instance, Africa is not being properly and sufficiently, then that's certainly that the GMF staff is taken into account for future conferences.  That should do it for me.
I would have loved to have go around the table and get some more, but one of the areas that some people feel also was not--has not been sufficiently discussed is the Middle East, and particularly the crisis in Syria, but of course that's--I'm sure that's what this fabulous panel will do now in abundance, and that's why I'm very glad and happy now.
To you, the floor and hand over the mic to the moderator of the panel, Beyond the Middle East Disorder, Kimberly Dozier, Senior National Security Correspondent of The Daily Beast.  Kimberly Dozier, ladies and gentlemen.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Thank you.  Thank you.  Great to be here.  Tough topic.  So as we seat ourselves, except for me, 2010, Arab Spring.  Since then, that started in Tunisia with a fruit seller who set himself on fire, because he was upset that his needs weren't being met by his government, and it touched off demonstrations in Tunisia, government change there.
To move along the map, Libya, civil war that's led to a country that's still unstable with divided government.  Egypt, we have President el Sisi in power, accused by human rights groups of imprisoning thousands, committing human rights abuses.  He replaced President Mohamed Morsi, who is in prison and was sentenced to death, and just in the past couple of days President Mubarak who was accused of imprisoning thousands and killing demonstrators has been released.
Next, to Egypt, we have Israel and the Palestinian territories.  That process that seemed to be leading towards peace is totally stalled.  Then we have next to that, Jordan, Syria and Lebanon.  Jordan and Syria are dealing with the overflow of Refugees.  Sorry.  Jordan and Libya--Lebanon are dealing with the overflow of refugees, and Syria is in the middle of a six year civil war with no signs of ending.
Iraq looks like Mosul is about to be freed, but from everyone you talk to on the ground, all of the problems that led ISIS to take power in Iraq are still there.  The Sunni's still feel aggrieved.  The Shiite government is still saying, hey' we're doing everything we can.
So with that we have four experts who have devoted their lives to this.  I will start over here introducing Minister Fahmy who has represented his government, Egypt, in multiple capacities including at the U.N. in Washington D.C.  We have Ambassador Khalilzad who has represented the United States in Afghanistan, Iraq, and the U.N.  We have Ambassador Loulichki, who has represented Morocco at the U.N. and continues to serve at the OCP Policy Center, which is a partner of the German Martial Fund in many events, and we have the inimitable professor, Emma Sky, who has advised U.S. Military and British Military commanders with what she judges as moderate success.  She's a harsh grader of our efforts and we want to hear more about that.
So we're going to start with our two to three minutes on your prognosis for how to bring stability to the Middle East.  Minister, if we could start with you.
Dr. Nabi Fahmy:  Thank you.  Let me start by saying that I am very glad to be here and have this opportunity because as I watch what foreigners say and what they do about--what they consider about what's happening in the Middle East, and as I look at it myself, I see some commonality, but there's a very significant amount of difference.
I don't think you understand how much change has actually occurred, what the challenges are, or what the differences were.  And I would add to that I don't think you understand the realities that exist that much.  Is there a problem in the Middle East?  There's no question.  Anybody who denies that doesn't know what's happening.
I think the Middle East is going through, went through, and is continuing to go through an earthquake, a tsunami of social economic, political dimensions, domestic, regional and geopolitical.  We need to change the political paradigm in the Middle East be that between--domestically between governments and their people.  What happened in the Middle East, my country and other countries was basically a call for change, a call for participation.
We didn't agree, and we still have differences as to what final result we want to do.  But everybody wants to participate in the process.  That's the same that happened in Tunis, the same that you see in Libya.  And you go on into Syria, where of course, the different paradigm occasionally because of the details.
But Middle Easterners want to be part of developing their own future.  First thing we need to do, work on our own domestic issues to be more inclusive to deal with the issues directly.  Mention was made about what happened specifically in Egypt.  I beg to differ, frankly.  What happened in Egypt, basically, we wanted change in 2011.  That's how it started.  2013, we felt that there's now a change of what Egypt is all about.  From a secular state to a state based on religion, even though I'm a practicing Muslim.  I don't want a mixture of a politics with Islam.  And that's why.  We did not agree to have our identity changed from Egyptian to brotherhood identity.

But that's, again, one issue.  The other issue, frankly, I think there's an imbalance of power in the region.  There's a diminishing position of the Arab world politically, and there's an enlarged position of the non-Arab world in the region.  We both have to work together.  We need to play a more active role in dealing with our own politics, we need to play a more active role in dealing with regional politics.  We can't ignore non-Arabs, and we shouldn't.  And I would add also we need to find a formula where non-Arabs living in the Arab world find their identity within the Arab world.
Thirdly, it's not enough to say we need to fix things.  We need to actually come out with concrete visions of how we fix things.  Dealing with the present problems, and I want to very quickly jump at a couple of the regional problems.  Libya.  Libya's a failed state.  Anybody who thinks we can draft a constitution, give them the tools, and ask them to do it, has never participated in government.  The institutions don't exist.  We need to enable the Libyan authorities to exercise authority and they can't if they don't have the cadres to implement authority, don't have the arms to implement authority, and they--nobody really has enough control over territory.  So it will require international support, particularly on the borders, to prevent inclusion of illegitimate weapons and extremists and so on.

So that's just one example.  And while it will need international effort, it requires the neighboring states, Tunis, Algeria, Egypt in particular, to make a major effort here.  I would suggest also we need in the Middle East, to offer suggestions on Syria.  And I'll just drop one.  We all need to embrace the fact that whatever the details of the deal on Syria is, and they have to be agreed upon by the Syrians, it has to be a Syrian state, and I would argue, in the same borers that we have.

If we start opening up changing borders, you can really have a domino effect of very serious consequences throughout the Middle East based on ethnicity, not based on the nation state.

Finally, we need to engage our friends, as I said, on the fringes of the Arab world.  I would call for an Arab-Iranian dialogue, because that's important and we have differences with Iran politically, but I don't think that anything will be resolved unless we really talk together face-to-face and deal with the issues seriously.  Thank you.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Thank you, Minister.  Neatly summing up the wide number of problems we have to deal with.  Ambassador, if you could take a stab at it.

Amb. Zalmay Khalilzad:  Well, thank you very much.  It's a great honor and pleasure to be here.  Among the regions of the world, the Middle East has at the present time, the most dysfunctional and the source of the most serious challenges that the world faces.  At other times in history, other regions were characterized similarly.
Now, Minister Fahmy very elegantly has outlined all the issues, the complex set of issues that produced this dysfunctionality at the present time.  And the question that you've asked, how do we begin to address them to move towards stability, and I'd like to emphasize just three factors or issues that need to be--begin to be addressed if we are to make progress.

First, I believe that a key characteristic of why we have this region not functioning well, is that there is no agreements on the rules of the game among the major regional powers.  There is a struggle going on for domination among the regional players, particularly, I would mention, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey at the present time, Israel has its own role, but those three are really involved in a struggle.  And there is a need for the three to come to some sort of agreement as--with regard to the shape of the future.  And that involves also the treatment of minorities, the use of force to--as a means of changing regimes, the use of proxies.  I think Europe went through a phase of similar conflicts, and ultimately, and some would say in a less failure type of agreement, some rules were agreed to by the Protestant and Catholic kings.  I think it will take a long time to get to an actual agreement.  But I think we need to, as outsiders, see what role we can play to encourage or shape the region to get to that point.
Second issue that I think is important, that needs to be addressed is how do we end the Civil Wars of this region because extremism and terror that we all worry about, not only for the people of the area, but as a threat to the world, is this extremism, and terror.  And in areas where there are vacuums, where state is weak, or state is falling apart, cannot exercise control and sovereignty, that's where those extremists and terrorists grow.  And I think that we are on the verge of defeating ISIS in Iraq, but in order to make the success lasting, we have to help Iraqis win the peace, because wars without the strategy for winning the peace, success in wars are not as consequential as one would like them to be, as lasting as one would like them to be.  And we are generally, the record would indicate, better at winning the military engagement, and I've experienced it personally in theaters, Afghanistan and Iraq, but we're not as good in winning the peace afterwards.  We need to look at the requirements, the patience, the commitment to help the locals.  They have to do the heavy lifting, obviously, they have to accept each other, share, transform their identities from kind of religious identities over time to becoming citizens, accepting rule of law, building representative state.  I think that will be very important.
And lastly, the third point that I want to make is of course, this region's dysfunctionality is in part the result of religious history, a civilizational level crisis.  What does it mean to be a Muslim in the Islamic world?  And I myself, being a Muslim, but kind of an American Muslim, this kind of what is the--do you have to go back to an era where Islam or Muslims felt a sense of greatness?  Or do you have to become like those who are great?  And this struggle will take a long time to work itself out.  Interpretations of Koran, among Muslims themselves.
This will be a work of many generations.  I think add the role of outsiders is how to facilitate and curry those who want to embrace modernity.  Those who want to become part of the world.  There are a lot of Muslims who sees success or views success in that sort of transformation.  And the perception from the outside is that the radicals in terms of numbers may have in places the majority.  That is, I don't believe, is the case, based on my experience.  At least in Iraq and Afghanistan.  And therefore, by all--although we are in the United State, particular, a little discouraged by the burdens we have carried in the last couple of decades, away from getting involved in what's called nation and state building, I appreciate that, it's very burdensome to do too big state and nation building at the same time.  I can understand that.
But I think there is a continuing roll for others because we're all affected by it, how to assist in smart way this struggle so that those who want to embrace modernization, and I see encouraging signs, are ultimately successful.  I think if this work is being done on only three things.  There are a lot of other issues.  Prioritizing we can make progress.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  So how to encourage those governments and those types of--those slices of culture that would be most open to working with the West without being overbearing is one way to sum to that up.  Ambassador Loulichki, your thoughts.

Amb. Mohamed Loulichki:  Thank you, Kimberly.  And I'm really very delighted to be with two former ambassadors to the United Nations.  And in times where militarism is questioned, I think that we all have to put our heads together in order to insist on the merits and the necessity and importance of militarism.
How to ensure stability in the Middle region.  Well, I would begin by saying that there is no magic recipe.  And I would like at the outset to dismiss two approaches to stability.
One is the return of imperialism.  Some writers will say well under imperialism and colonialism, there were some kinds of stability, so why don't we come back to this kind of stability?  The other one is the unification of the Arab world.  Well, the first one, first approach, is unthinkable.  And the second one is not realistic, at least at this time.

There is no one size fits all for bringing stability to the region.  Why?  Because each country has its profile, its resources, its specificity.  Is culture how--of the past to democracy.  But what can we do immediately?

First, I think the core issue, as far as the immediateness is concerned, is the Palestinian issue.  And we have to create the momentum to implement the two state's vision.  It shouldn't continue to be just a vision.  It has to be translated as promptly as possible, on the ground.
Secondly, we have to achieve a political solution to the civil wars that are now in the Middle East, and in North Africa.
Three, we have some core objectives on which I think we can all agree to bring stability.  One is the merit of continued and irreversible reforms.  I think if one can draw one unique lesson from the Arab Spring or call this maybe the autumn, the Arab Autumn, I think it has been proved that reforms it's much better than brutal changes.
Secondly, we have to empower civil society and private sector.  And why talk about civil society?  I would like to single out youth that prove to be the engine of change.  And we have to empower women.

Three, we have to fix the relation between the states or the governments, and citizens.  First by providing basic needs.  Secondly by promoting participation, inclusiveness, and accountability.  We have to do it.  We have to have the ownership to implement it.  But we cannot do it by ourselves.  We need three things.

We need recognition of our efforts.  We need support.  And we need incentives from the international community.  Why?  Because it means our regime is politically, strategically, economically of a paramount importance to peace and security.  And secondly, I will finish with what I begin with.  Because globalization is threatened, and because (inaudible) is questioned.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Thank you.  Professor Sky.  And I think you mentioned before that your prognosis has a lot to do with looking back at what we've done wrong.  Take it away.

Ms. Emma Sky:  Yes.  Well, we set out once before to reorder the Middle East with the Iraq War, and it didn't go well, and nobody has been held accountable for what happened there.  So I speak with humility, but I also want to start by trying to explain, or help explain, parts of the reason for the disorder that we witnessed today in the Middle East.
So after the 2003 invasion of Iraq, the coalition's policies unintentionally led to the collapse of the state and Iraq's decent into civil war.  And those policies were De-Ba'athification, dissolving the security forces, and a non-inclusive peace agreement.  In the chaos of the civil war, Al-Qaeda in Iraq was able to a foothold.  But during 2007 to 2009, that period that we call the surge, things really changed, and during that period, the U.S. for the first time had the right strategy, the right leadership, and the right resources.  And that led to a dramatic decline in violence.  The states were strengthened, security forces were strengthened, all different groups were brought into the political forces.  Al-Qaeda in Iraq was defeated and the civil war came to an end.
But things fell apart again in 2010, when the international community fell to uphold the election results.  And what's happened after that was the politics failed.  The U.S. rapidly disengaged.  And this allowed the Islamic States of Iraq to rise up out of the ashes of Al-Qaeda in Iraq and proclaim itself as a defender of the Sunni's from the Iranian backed sectarian regime in Bagdad.
So ISIS is not the cause of the problem in the Middle East.  Rather, it's a symptom of broken politics and failed governance.  Now, the Iraq War and the way in which the U.S. departed Iraq left the Iraqi State weak and changed the balance of power in the region in Iran's favor.  And what this has done has triggered or exasperated the Geopolitical struggle between Iran and Saudi Arabia leading them to support extreme sectarian actors in different countries which is turning where the local grievances over poor governance into these regional proxy wars, and we see this playing out in Syria, and we see this in Yemen.
So what can be done?  There are no easy solutions.  ISIS has to be defeated militarily, but that's not enough.  What needs to be done is not only to defeat the ideology, but also the circumstances which gave rise to ISIS.  So this means addressing the crisis of governance, the crisis of political legitimacy in the Arab world.  Now, as was mentioned, the civil wars need political settlements.  And more needs to be done to push back on Iran and to help balance Saudi and Iran in order to lesson these proxy wars, and I think the U.S. can play a role in doing that.
But a big issue remains the reform of the Arab States.  And, again, that's what led to the Arab spring, dissatisfaction with the young people with the status quo.  So I just want to reinforce another important issue that you raised which is the empowerment of women, it's the empowerment of civil society, and really the empowerment of half of the population in the Middle East which is women and particularly young women.  So thank you.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Thank you.  So with that, I would like to pivot to a Word Cloud question.  So if everyone could pull out their apps.  We've talked about addressing radicalism.  We've talked about how you incentivize the west to try to--or the international community to help.  One of the key questions is, how do we in the west, how does the international community term the leading problem or what we see as the leading problem, which is militancy, religiously inspired militancy?
So if you guys could answer the question, how do you refer to militance or violence carried out by Al-Qaeda and the Islamic state?  What is the term that you think is the appropriate term to describe that violence or those movements.  I'm looking for any sort of term that we might have had a fight over between the last administration and this U.S. administration.  So unacceptable, extremist, extremism, that seems to be--or just simple terrorism, that seems to be outweighing things like Jihad.
There is a debate in the United States.  Do you call Islamic extremism radical Islamic terrorism?  That's the preferred term by the Trump administration.  Do you simply refer to it as violent extremism?  What is the appropriate term?  Ambassador?

Amb. Mohamed Loulichki:  I think the appropriate term is Islamic Extremism or Islamic Terror.  The reason for that is that it points out the reality, the ideological reality in part which is what's going on.  There is an ideological fight about interpreting Islam or interpreting the Koran.  And some in that Islamic Civil War, War within Islam, interpret the doctrine in very extremist ways, and when we call it Islamic Extremism it clarifies that there is an ideological struggle going on, and it's just not purely a military struggle.
If you said it was terrorism pure and simple, that there is a terrorist group, you defeat that terrorist group and that's the end of it.  That is not the end of it militarily.  It points to the political dimension of the struggle as well.  That this is going to take time.  In order to defeat them you need to deal with the problems of governance, the political dysfunctionality, the empowerment of those forces that have a different interpretation, a different vision of Islam and the future.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  And yet the Saudi Government, the Jordanian Government, others, religious scholars have asked U.S. administrations not to use that term because they say if you call ISIS, the so-called Islamic State, if you call them Islamic Terrorists, you are allowing them to access the legitimacy of the religion.  That's why the Obama administration chose the term violent extremists so as not to empower those movements.

Amb. Mohamed Loulichki:  Right.  I appreciate that.  I just want to say one word because they--some of the leaders for reasons of political correctness in part, and in part because they fear that if you add the word Islam that all of the non-Muslims will look at Islam as being a terroristic religion, and I think we need to be sensitive to their concerns.
But the reality is that there is an ideological, political struggle going on, and one manifestation of that is a minority manifestation, some more minority manifestation is that.  And believe on balance in order for us to have the right strategy, the ideological dimension needs to be taken into account.  And the ideological is from this extremist interpretation of Islam.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Minister, do you think it's the right term?

Amb. Zalmay Khalilzad:  No.  And let me say while we have two Muslims here disagreeing on what's happening, but that's fine.  That's what we should have in terms of a debate.  I don't think it's about the interpretation of Islam.  I think it's a challenge and a conflict between those who want modernity, and those who want to go back to--way back in history.  In most of the debates that we have in Islam, it's interpretations of the religion not about a way of life in the fashions we see today, and I would add, it's very strange if this was only a debate between Muslims.
Why is ISIS, why is jihad attracting non-Muslims in their mix?  Because there are people all over the world who find this message of opposing what's happening something that they can join.  Now, I would add my voice to one of the words there.  I think its terrorism.  I wouldn't use the word Islamic terrorism, not because it's not coming from the Muslim world.  It is.  But because on the one hand it's not about Islam.  It's about the issue of modernity, and secondly, not out of political appropriateness, really, but you're never going to convince the ideologues.
The ideologues you really need to deal with on a security basis.  But you can affect the general public, those who, if you want, aren't active enough in dealing with this project, and if you use the word Islamic terrorism, they will shy away from that.  And one last point, just for the record, the initial utilization of our re-emergence of political Islam, and if you want, Al-Qaeda, was in Afghanistan by the west against the Soviets.  So this was not--this did not come out of a political debate about Islam and suddenly the extremist won.  They were used and encouraged, and then it helped generate the frustration that existed.
So to solve it, we in our part of the world, have to do much more domestically.  The international community has to deal with this also in a much more comprehensive nature.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Well, that's a little bit of a chicken in the egg thing.  Did the U.S. create extremism by funding it?

Amb. Zalmay Khalilzad:  Create?  No.  But they did encourage it.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  That's--

Amb. Mohamed Loulichki:  I wanted to make that point that we did during the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan back groups that were Islamic, Islamic Extremists even, but they existed.  It wasn't that the U.S. invented them, and in part, I think, that was based on a mistake and assumption in my judgment at that time that the Soviet would ultimately prevail in Afghanistan.  It was a reasonable assumption, but it turned out to be wrong.
So the goal was to make the costs of the occupation as expensive as possible, and Islamics were the most determine, the most fierce in wanting to resist.  And the Feed there was no thought about poor Soviet Afghanistan because the assumption was there would be no post Soviet Afghanistan.  So that's a--was a tactical issue, but the ideological basis was already there.  The struggle is a couple of hundred years old at least in the world of Islam.  Muslims have asked themselves what went wrong that we were great at one time and we are not so great now.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  From Hassan al-Banna and the Muslim Brotherhood.

Amb. Mohamed Loulichki:  For example, is one version of it, and this issue hasn't been resolved and there is no consensus that has come about.  I think modernity and secularism in my personal views is the ultimate answer.  But they haven't got to that and there is no agreement among Muslims on it.  And so there is this ideological struggle.  And if we, by not using the word, Islamic terrorism, under appreciate the ideological dimension, that would be in my judgment a mistake.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  So I'd like to bring up another Word Cloud question to pivot, and then I want to hear about Morocco's efforts.
And the next question is for you in the audience.  What is your one-word solution for defeating militancy?  You can boil it down to one-word, right?  They had to do the Middle East in three minutes.  So people are thinking okay, education, engagement, democracy.  Something that used to be talked about a lot, especially by the Bush administration, it's a word that we don't hear much anymore, prosperity.
There's a debate going on even within the Trump administration.  I've talked with some advisors like Seb Gorka, who is advising the president as part of the Strategic Initiatives Group, and he said the last administration had it wrong.  It wasn't a jobs problem.  It's an ideology problem.
I see renaissance.  That is an interesting way to take it.  So riffing off of those, Ambassador, Morocco has done a lot to reeducate it's population on religion.

Amb. Mohamed Loulichki:  Well, with your indulgence, I just would like to say a few words about the concept--the proper concepts that we might use.  I think that talking about violent extremism is a very neutral concept.  We are not in discussion between scholars.  It's not a discussion between experts.  It's a discussion between civilizations.  Messages are sent to a certain number of populations that identify itself with a certain religion.  Otherwise we may have maybe to create subdivisions of Islam fundamentalism.
We can talk about European Islamic fundamentalism, African fundamentalist Islamism, and so one and so forth.  When somebody triggered a fire at the Aksa (ph) mosque, we did not identify terrorism with a certain religion.  When somebody went to Germany and killed 20 Muslims in a mosque, we did not talk about certain Islamism.  So I think that in order to really be consistent with what we call dialogue of civilization, I think that we have not only to use this neutral world of violent extremism, but the media has also to embrace this concept instead of hinting to a certain religion.
Now I come back defeating militancy.  When you are a moderate and you are convinced of your ideas and your values you have a tendency to think that, I don't have to advocate because it's so evident.  It's so obvious.  It goes without saying.  While the radicals are extremely militant, even if they are a minority.
Now I am very pleased that there is an awareness of shifting the strategy.  Promoting counter narrative.  And acting not only internationally, but domestically.  If I take two minutes just to give you the example of Morocco.  Morocco has been for centuries promoting a moderate (inaudible) and tolerant Islam.  It is in our DNA.  When faced with these fundamentalism and extremism, his majesty the king of Morocco decided to do something about it and take action on the ground.  And we have today, I think about 6 or 800 imams from different countries of the world, from Asia, from Africa, and even from European countries that come to discuss and to promote dialogue on how to really present the genuine image of Islam, which is a religion of peace, a religion of tolerance, and a religion of coexistence.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  And yet, just a quick follow to that, what I often hear from U.S. politicians including in the administration is that when an attack happens, they don't hear enough of the Islamic world, enough Islamic scholars, who are prominent, speaking out and condemning it.  Is it that we're not listening to the right channels?

Amb. Mohammed Loulichki:  I think to a certain extent, yes.  I'm--even if I'm not anymore in diplomacy for the last three years I've been--you cannot live your passion.  I'm always following what's happening.  And I noticed that systematically regardless of the venue of any terrorist act, Morocco has always and consistently reacted.  Regardless of the size of the casualties.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  So a question would be to convince people in the United States who are calling for things like a Muslim ban.  How to let them know or is important to let them know that there are these voices that are denouncing violence because they don't seem to be aware of them?

Amb. Zalmay Khalilzad:  I mean, I think this issue of not recognizing inside the struggle within Islam.  And I'm against a clash of civilization issue although I recognize some people see the struggle also in that way.  It's really one of the biggest issues facing the world is the struggle within Islam right now and has been for some time.  And I fear that many Muslim leaders are intimidated or perhaps feel it would be inappropriate or afraid or think it's inappropriate to own this problem, that there is this problem and that it's a struggle going on.  They need, perhaps, help from the rest of the world, at this point, to defeat it.
But at the same time, the requirement of the defeat is changes that some of them find hard to do, don't want to make.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  But the fact that they are afraid to embrace criticism of parts of the religion or parts of the way it's being practiced is in itself a scary message.

Amb. Zalmay Khalilzad:  Which could lead to a clash of civilization.  That is the problem.  That the absence of ownership of the problem and doing what needs to be done to defeat it, to transform, and normalize could inadvertently lead to a problem that I think it's in everyone's interest not to take place.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Professor Sky, you've waited patiently.

Ms. Emma Sky:  Well, I mean, I prefer the term violent extremism.  Most victims of Islamic state Al Qaeda, most victims are Muslims.  We tend to just focus on what happens to us in the west.  But the majority of victims are Muslims.  Muslims are being killed in Syria, are being killed Iraq, are being killed in Libya.  It's Muslims who are being killed, Sunni and Shia Muslims.  So I think that's important to bear in mind.
But when you look at Syria, Syria today, over half the population have been displaced from their homes.  Over 400,000 Syrians have been killed.  The vast majority are being killed by the regime.  The vast majority killed by the regime.  And so again, when you look at what is the solution for defeating militancy in the Middle East, I think it's about governance as much as anything.  The choice being put before people in the Middle East can't just be ISIS or Assad, violence extremists or dictatorship.  There have to be other choices out there.
And when you interview and speak to young people in the Middle East, most of them, the vast majority will say they rather live in a place that looks like Dubai than under Daesh.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  So I'd like to start inviting some questions from the crowd and also inviting questions via the app.  I will start monitoring it.  And could I get a microphone as well.  Let's see.  I will start here.  Ambassador.

Amb. Kerry Buck:  Kerry Buck, Canadian Ambassador to NATO.  So we heard you, Professor Sky, on what went wrong as a result of the first Iraq intervention.  We've also heard many people say that part of the thing that's going wrong in Syria right now is a lack in intervention at a moment when some red lines were crossed.  So what place for western military assets in the region?  What's the right role?  What's the wrong one?  But if somebody can tell me what the right role is, that would be helpful.  Thanks.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Minister.

Dr. Nabil Fahmy:  Let me just make two quick points.  First, I think all four of us agree that there's a need for reform in the Middle East in the whole governance issue.  I don't think anyone challenges here that, and I say this as a proud Muslim.  That Muslims need to look at how they interpret their religion as they move forward.
The reason why I differ with the Ambassador is I don't like simply defining the debate as being terrorist and none terrorist Muslims.  I think that missed the point.  But on the point of the other question--thank you, Ambassador, for the question.  One of the basic problems in the Middle East today is a geopolitical imbalance if I go beyond the domestic issues.
Frankly, I urge Arab states to enhance their own national security capacity be they military or political.  At the same time, as they cooperate more and more regionally with other allies in the region and, thirdly, as they work with the international players, whether it is the U.S. or the west or the others.  The reason for that is most problems are not existential threats.  Therefore, the foreign players will not come in to give you the support unless they're major problems.
Most conflicts start in small events.  And what you see today in Syria, Yemen, for that matter, of course, Iraq for a long time.  And I don't know of any international player who can do it alone.  And I don't know of any regional player who can do it alone.  I don't know of any army that can achieve peace as the Ambassador was saying.  I know a lot that can win a war.  So we need to balance the game again more seriously and have international military force as complimentary to a better balance in the region.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  But there have been multiple interventions over the past 15 years, Iraq, Afghanistan.  Also assistance projects where you've got the U.S. going in and working with local forces to mix success.  It seems that when they leave that things fall apart.
And General Joseph Osterman did you want to ask of that of these guys?

General Joeseph Osterman:  Joey Osterman.  I'm the Deputy Commander at U.S. Special Operations Command.  No, but I do think the strategy even when you're looking at military involvement has to--you don't want to treat the symptoms.  You need the cause that it factors.
So one of the things that we look at frankly is that it's a whole of government approach, diplomatic, informational, military, economic.  It has to be altogether and it ebbs and flows.  It's also not something subject to short temporal solutions.  It has to be something that has a very long approach to it frankly.  And, you know, Iraq was a great example of that with the rise of ISIS.
So as a result, I mean, from a Special Operations perspective we look at it in very long terms.  And I guess just a quick pitch from the military perspective is we don't look at it as a kinetic solution.  That does nothing except just buy you time for all the other activities that need to occur to treat the cause.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  And that brings up a Word Cloud question I wanted to ask, which is how many years should a country invest in an unstable civil war torn foreign country to stabilize it?  Because the time horizon has been--under the Obama administration, they put limits on it.  And you had then Chairman of the Joint Chief, Dempsey saying it takes a least a decade, probably 20 years.  But you tell that to most populations like the U.S. population that has been pretty war weary and that sounds like a really long term investment.  So let's see.  Unlimited.

Amb. Mohammed Loulichki:  Can I say something on this question?

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Yes.

Amb. Zalmay Khalilzad:  Which is--

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  As long as it needs.

Amb. Zalmay Khalilzad:  It depends.  Is the solution of a problem a civil war?  A strategic issue.  I mean there is obvious civil war that produce humanitarian concerns and we ought to apply what we can prudently do for as long as we can to ameliorate and encourage a political settlement.  But if the issue is terrorism, where you are threatened by it, the United States is threatened, Europe is threatened, in order to solve that strategic problem, a piece of territory that's controlled by the terrorists needs to be taken away from them.  And then that piece of territory has to be controlled by friendly forces or by you, the outside power.

I think it's much better if it's by friendly forces.  You use your force in part to get rid of the terrorists from that area, and for that, depending on the context, you may have to stay there for a very long time.  I think the problem with the Obama administration was that by announcing whenever it increased its force, the deadline for withdrawing it, it encouraged the terrorists or the extremists to say we'll just wait them out.  I think that was a mistake in that regard, and I think the other thing is, it takes much longer to defeat a group if there are sanctuaries, and those sanctuaries are allowed to continue.

And the reason Afghanistan has taken, for example, such a long time is that we know there are sanctuaries across the border, where the terrorists go and they recover, they rest, they go to hospitals.  They get reequipped, they come back.  That takes much longer to defeat terrorists.  So the question is you have to know what's your objective, how important is that objective.  And therefore depending on the conditions, it may take a lot longer than you would like, and the challenge for democracies is can we persist as long as it takes in some cases to do the job.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Well, one provocative thought I know they're considering in the U.S. military, they're discussing the concept of considering every time you have to militarily intervene in a country, should you treat that as an opportunity to stay there long term.  Not with a heavy troop presence, but treat it as an opportunity to establish a near permanent relationship, training local forces, assisting local government.  And the people I've spoken to who are studying this are trying to figure out, first, how to sell it to their bosses and then how to sell it to the foreign countries in which they intervene.  So, sir, you had something to--

Amb. Mohammed Loulichki:  Yes, a very, very quick comment.  I don't think that it's about time table.  I think it's about approach that we have to deal with certain conflicting situations.  You have to combine both establishing peace and building peace.  You have to have a post-conflict strategy, and this is not something that will come in sequence, meaning that you will establish peace, and then after that you will consolidate and build peace.  It's an overlapping process.   While establishing peace, you have to promote civil rights, you have to promote entrepreneurship, and you have to do things that prepare for the post-conflict state.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  But the question is who sets that plan up for post-conflict peace?   I've reported on multiple situations where, whether it's U.S. officials trying to decide, okay, we're going to make a decision how this foreign country is going to look afterwards, and it often doesn't work.  But the people they're talking to, they haven't quite figured out who's going to ultimately rise to power afterwards.  So you have this, as the British would say, dog's breakfast of foreign policy.

Amb. Mohammed Loulichki:  I think it's combination of three elements.  First, it's the priority that was set by the local government.  Secondly, whatever powerful allies or powerful external countries that have interest in peace and security in the region, and three, the effort of the United Nations, because the United Nations dealing with so many conflicting situations, they have some kind of standard process moving from the establishment of peace to the consolidation of peace.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  So we're talking in generic ideas, and I promise, Karen, we will get specific in a moment, because we're supposed to come up with solutions.  But Ambassador, I know you had a question.

Unidentified Male:  No, I wanted to say that today we are all targeted in the Middle East.  Don't forget Europe and Africa, and we need action.  If we don't act and we need, I think, a comprehensive approach which deals with the military.  Yes, military is essential.  Intelligence, yes, it is essential.  Democracy, job creation, it's essential.  But today, I think the most crucial issue, work on the mind of people, because we have a big debate in our region today, how to deconstruct the Jihadist narratives.  This is essential on issues like equality.
And today, we are working in the Arab world.  There is some debate on--and I agree with you, Ambassador, this crucial sort of interpretation.  I disagree with Fahmy.  The crucial of Jihad, for example, I'll just give one.  Jihad means effort if you interpret it correctly, but Jihadist fight against the (inaudible).
This is one example that we should work on it.  Gender equality, Islam is compatible democracy, but also is quest of interpretation.  So we have a big debate today between secularity and Islam, and it's a big issue.  And not only at the level of our war in Middle East.  Watch Africa.  Africa, today, Boko Haram is growing, you know.  Despite the sexes of the intervention, French intervention in Mali, Boko Haram is in Nigeria, is Niger, and we have to be very careful.  So work on the mindset, but also all this comprehensive approach.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  And that leads nicely into a question from the audience.  Islam needs to go through a renaissance period similar to what happened with Christianity in order to produce reformation.  How can that happen?  Mr. Fahmy?
Dr. Nabil Fahmy:  Well, I agree with the question, frankly.  I think what we call (inaudible) in Islam, we've slowed down in doing that and continue to interpret our own religion in terms of faith and modernity and how we move forward so that--if you want to call it renaissance, I completely agree.  The reason I differed with the description of terrorism in the past is that the debate is much larger than whether we become a violent terrorist group or whether we become Islam.  That's a different discussion.

But I want to answer partially the question put just before this.  You can never, as the ambassador said, put a time limit on your participation, and as you said also, there's no suit that fits every project.  But my problem with the question was, the word stabilize, what you consider to be stable would be what is politically acceptable to you, given the cost that you will put into the project.
Well, what is stable to me as somebody there in the theater will be completely different.  The determining factor is how long will it take you to develop the local capacity building, local stakeholders to take on the charge of modernity, to take on the charge of good governance, to take on this charge of civil liberties and engagement.  That's really it.  You deal with the problem.  You support the problem, and then you have to have the locals do it.

If you don't do that, it will bounce back and force between your politics in the West or between West and geopolitics, which may be consistent or inconsistent with our own.  And you will have the continuous back and flow of conflicts and differences.  So I just want to underline in no uncertain terms, this is not about making us closer to the West.  It's about making us better individuals in whom we are in our own societies.  And I encourage very much engaging the world as a whole to learn from your lessons and emulate them according to our own culture, but the same principles.
But trying to simply say you have all the solutions, I'm sorry you don't, but can I learn from you, yes, and vice-versa, but the work has to be done mostly by capacity building.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  So the capacity builders are often foreign countries--

Dr. Nabil Fahmy:  Sure, sure.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  --or the United States.  So a quick question before taking a lightning round of questions over here that I have is what does the Trump administration do to its legitimacy and ability to help in the Middle East, if it does two things, moves the embassy to Jerusalem, and maintains strict procedures on the seven countries that are currently named in the temporary travel ban that is having trouble working its way through the U.S. court systems?  Go for it.

Amb. Zalmay Khalilzad:  First, I want to say a word about the question of reformation, the reform from within.  Unfortunately, it may have to get a lot worse before this really happens.  The struggle is going on, but when will it come to a head to lead to a new consensus among mainstream Muslim groups about, for example, reconciling Islam and democracy as some say.  I say about embracing secularism, treating religion as a private matter.  Citizens are equal, rule of law.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  That doesn't apply in a number of countries where Islam is the guiding force for the government--

Amb. Zalmay Khalilzad:  Right.  And when you have Islam as a guiding force--

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  --with political systems.

Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad:  --in which kind of Islam, and there are Shia and Sunni Muslims.  So you get into all kinds of complexities.  And it may take, as I said, I worry that it may--condition may have to become a lot worse before people confront and therefore overcome.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Well, with our time getting compressed, what do you think--I'd love to hear from each of you what do you think about the Trump administration and those potential moves that it's considering, and what that could do to its ability to help and lead in solutions in the Middle East.  Professor Sky?

Ms. Emma Sky:  Well, I'll comment on the travel ban as such, because I think the primary objective of this is for President Trump to show the American people that he's doing something.  One of the reasons why he was elected was people's fear.  Whether that's justified fear or not, it doesn't matter.  It's people's perception of fear.
So I think the primary reason for this is not to stop--I don't think it's going to be effective in stopping terrorists getting on planes, but I think it is showing the population that the president is taking action, he is doing something.  But, of course, we hear constantly of ordinary people caught up in this, particularly people who've been applying for asylum.  Translators who have worked with U.S. forces in Iraq and Afghanistan have trouble getting visas.  So it's really affecting people that shouldn't be caught up in this.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Okay.  Do you have anything to add?  So I've got some quick questions to get over here.  I'm going to do a lightning round.

Ms. Rousa Hahn (ph):  My name is Rousa Hahn.  I'm from Amsterdam.  First of all, I would like to thank you, Mr. Fahmy, for addressing this issue in a perfect way, because I think terrorism and Islam combined, they don't fit with each other because Islam means peace.  And many of the youngsters in the Netherlands feel that their religion is being hijacked by some people with sick mind and so they feel like, why should we condemn something which is done by individuals who have nothing to do with their religion?  So that's my point.
I think it's very important to work together, because I feel the terrorists are winning.  They're dividing us, and I think we should work together and let not us divide.

Mr. Kimberly Dozier:  More of a comment than a question, but an important comment.  Kevin Baron?

Mr. Kevin Baron:  Hi, Kim.  My thought was about patience and the general saying, the need of whole government and how long should, you know, western forces by involved.  There was an assumption that had the Americans gone into Syria sooner, the refugee crisis wouldn't have happened.  Hundreds of thousands of people wouldn't have been killed.  There may have been some American deaths, but something different could have been done.
So I wanted to hear more about the notion of is there a desire for an immediate greater military intervention from the western coalition to go with the patience that people are calling for a 30, 50-year transformation as Americans hope to train up local forces.  And to that, what faith is there in the local forces of the region to ultimately own their own security?  That's the ultimate military task at hand.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Okay.  And one last one?

Ms. Selin Nasi (ph):  Thank you very much.  Celia Nassey, from (inaudible) Daily News, Turkey.  It seems that--my question is to Ambassador Famhy.  It seems that Egypt has finally found a friend in the White House, given that President Trump's dislike of the Muslim Brotherhood and his initiative to create a joint Arab force in the Middle East.  I would appreciate hearing Ambassador Famhy's thoughts on the prospects of a joint force in the Middle East, both in terms of intention and capacity, how feasible is that project?  Thank you very much.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Okay.  Those three.  Mr. Fahmy, start.

Dr. Nabil Fahmy:  Sure.  Let me start with the Arab force issue.  We actually suggested that about a year and a half ago, to create an Arab force, not to fight all the wars in the Middle East or all the wars in the world, but basically as a rapid deployment force.

When you have crisis in certain areas or you had a state that's failing, our proposal is still there.  It did was not the source of agreement throughout the Arab world, although there was widespread support, but it wasn't there, so it hasn't been adopted.  Now, I'm not sure exactly what President Trump is suggesting, whether he's suggesting the same air force because I sometimes heard it Arab, sometimes heard it middle east and sometimes the target of the force was a bit different from the target of the force that we are looking at.  So the discussions in Washington in April should be useful in developing that.

But I want to go back to the General's point.  Military force is a tool.  It's not the objective, it's not the solution.  If you don't know the day after, this is not going to solve it.  And as much as we can analyze would the intervention in Syria have been good or bad, is it worse now because we didn't do it or we did do it?  Do I have to remind you of Libya?  Was there a day after in Libya?  There was a force, and it wasn't the American force, but was there a force used in Libya?  Yes.  Was there anybody to pick up the pieces after that?  No.  Many of you could go home, we couldn't.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  So that goes to Kevin's question.  How long should have the force have stayed and how much of a force?

Dr.  Nabil Fahmy:  No, it's the day after.  Unless you tell me the day after, I can't tell you how much--whether you should go in or not.  And I would also go to the Ambassador's point.  You want to use force, you have to do it through international law, in many respects, through the U.N.  But even if you get that, frankly, tell me what you're going to do after you bomb.  Can American military support win almost any battle in the Middle East?  Yes.  There's no question about that.  But you may create problems for yourself and for us if we don't know what we're doing the day after.

So force is a tool, it's not the objective.  And give me the day after.  And I would add also, I underline this again, we need to do more ourselves, simply depending on foreigners is not the answer.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  So I'm going to go to my last Word Cloud.  There are so many hands in the audience and I'm getting the high sign, so the last Word Cloud is the question, what is your one word prognosis for stabilizing the Middle East?  And so I will now give my panelists a chance to answer that starting with, let's see, women, education, okay.  So Ambassador, what is your one-word solution?  What is your concrete solution?  Impossible, okay.  Respect, listen.  You can't cheat and steal one of those.

Amb. Zalmay Khalilzad:  No, no, no, I'm not cheating.  I'm just trying to pick the most appropriate word for me.  I think fixing the relation between citizen and the government and promoting, progressively, trust between both parties, I think is the key factor.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Now, there is a divide in Morocco between the elites who speak French and the larger population, some of whom have never gotten the opportunity to have that kind of education.  So how are you bridging it there?

Amb. Zalmay Khalilzad:  Well, we have a diverse Morocco, okay.  I must confess that, for example, I don’t speak one of the official languages of my own country and I'm ashamed of saying that.  The constitution say that the official languages of Morocco is Arabic and Berber and I cannot speak even one word of Berber, despite the fact that my father and my grandfather is coming from this region.

We have, in Morocco, a diversity of cultures, of languages, of religions, etcetera, etcetera.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  And you're working on bridging the gap?

Amb. Zalmay Khalilzad:  Absolutely.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  So starting at home.  Professor Sky?

Ms. Emma Sky:  Leadership.  I'm going to come up with leadership.  The problems of the middle east are complex, they are really difficult but I don't believe it's beyond what human beings can solve.  And I'm hoping for a whole new generation coming up of young people getting involved in politics and really coming up with the solutions for their region because the old guys have failed.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Thank you.  Ambassador?

Amb. Mohamed Loulichki:  The urgent issue is ending civil wars and winning the peace afterwards.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  How would you do that in Syria?

Amb. Mohamed Loulichki:  It would have to be in the immediate future some kind of power-sharing at the center and a confederate or federal arrangement for local--

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  So Assad stays?

Amb. Mohammed Loulichki:  Assad, ultimately, would have to go.  The question is how long does he stay, when he goes?

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  Twenty years?

Amb. Mohammed Loulichki:  Because I can't see lasting peace and acceptance internally and regionally for him to stay indefinitely.  But the longer term solution is clearly reformation and transformation but that's going to take a long time for the west, since we're here in Europe.
Since the struggle for this transformation is going to be long and it's going to involve a lot of violence and potential--even terror, the challenge is how to be helpful, protect one's self against that terror but not to be drawn too much in it because that could zap everyone's energies.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  That seems to be--

Amb. Mohammed Loulichki:  And not necessarily be always helpful.  So that is the balance that's hard to maintain, but that's what, I think, would be required.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  So Minister, how would you solve the problem starting with your country?

Dr. Nabil Fahmy:  Well, throughout the region--and it's very difficult in our region to speak in one word, but critical thinking.  If we can develop the skill set of critical thinking, I think it's very important in dialogue, in inclusiveness, in democracy, in education.  If we don't do that, we ultimately end up reaching a point where we cannot take into account the position of the other.  Or even look at what we have done properly or not done properly.
And I would add to that, again, it's important for us to do that with your help, not the other way around where you assume, okay, this model worked in your countries, therefore it's going to work in this area, especially if we haven't picked up the same skill sets.

So for me, from experience, from education today, get me somebody who thinks critically, he's a partner.  Otherwise, we're in trouble.

Ms. Kimberly Dozier:  So what I'm hearing is individual solutions for each country, listening to the local governments and local people as to what they think they need and enabling them and be willing to stay for a really long time.  So on that note, some practical ideas but not too many middle eastern problems solved here.  But I thank you for your thoughts and I turn it back over--ah, I send you out to coffee.  Thank you.
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