But the present world situation, and the interdependency
between the two countries for the sake of maintaining the
developmental process on a day-to-day basis, requires active
participation in providing security beyond one’s own
borders.

U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, addressing
the Shangri-La Dialogue—the third Asian Security Confer-
ence in Singapore on June 17—made clear that Washington
would not only retain its “forward presence” in the Asia-
Pacific region, but would also seek to update its military-
strategic balance. The United States has made no secret of
its intent to form a regional military cooperation under its
tutelage to police the Straits of Malacca, a sea-lane that
facilitates enormous oil traffic to all the Southeast and East
Asian nations. The United States wants to protect the oil
cargo from terrorist attacks. It is interesting to note that it
was neither China nor India, but rather the United States, that
dominated the security talks about the Asia-Pacific region at
Singapore.

It was soon noted that Rumsfeld was not indulging in idle
rhetoric. It has already been announced that the U.S. Navy’s
first exercise of its new operational construct, the Fleet Re-
sponse Plan (FRP), will take place in the Pacific, and it will
be a huge one. FRP is about new ways of operating, training,
manning, and maintaining the fleet that results in increased
force readiness, and the ability to provide significant combat
power to the American President in a national emergency or
crisis. For the exercise, four aircraft carriers from the Atlantic
squadron, and three from the Pacific squadron will be de-
ployed from the 12 total aircraft carriers the U.S. military has.
The exercise will last for three months from June 5 until
August, with over 50,000 soldiers taking part. In the East
Pacific area, all seven aircraft carriers will gather to perform
a joint drill from mid-July to August, a senior U.S. Navy
officer said.

There is no doubt that the U.S. Navy’s exercise in the
East Pacific is to establish through show of force “who is
the boss.” This show of muscle was considered necessary by
the “war-hawks” in Washington because some have become
aware of the growing military capabilities of both China and
India. For instance, James F. Hoge, editor of the Council on
Foreign Relations’ Foreign Affairs magazine, wrote recently
that “the transfer of power from West to East is gathering
pace and will dramatically change the context for dealing
with international challenges—as well as the challenges
themselves.

“Many in the West are already aware of Asia’s growing
strength. This awareness has not yet been translated into pre-
paredness. And therein lies a danger: that Western countries
will repeat their past mistakes,” Hoge said. Singling out India
and China, he added, “Like Japan and Germany in the early
20th Century, these rising powers are nationalistic and seek
redress of past grievances. Asia’s growing economic power
is translating into greater political and military power.”
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Interview: Gen. Christian Quesnot

French General Looks
At U.S. Iraq Policy

General Christian Quesnot (ret.) was Chief of Staff of French
President Frangois Mitterrand, in the crucial period between
April 1991 and September 1995, during which the Rwandan
genocide and the Serbian genocide against Srebrenica occur-
red. In testimony to the parliamentary commission investigat-
ing the failure of the international community in preventing
the genocide carried out by the Serbs against the Bosnian
population of Srebrenica in July 1995, Quesnot stated the
West was “completely capable of preventing the capture of
Srebrenica or of retaking the enclave.” He proposed a plan
for military intervention which could have saved the Srebren-
ica population. “We had at least 30 times the armor and 100
times the artillery of the Serbs, it was completely within the
capacity of the Americans, the British, or the French,” he
said. He then challenged the claim of technical unfeasibility
of Admiral Lanxade, former chief of staff of the French Army,
during his interrogation the previous month by the parliamen-
tary inquiry. General Quesnot denounced the prevarication
of the UN in proclaiming the Muslim enclave a “safe area,”
without furnishing the means to protect it. He defended the
French and foreign officers who served in Bosnia, as “among
the best of their generation,” but victims of the mandate im-
posed by the UN, which “violated not only the principles of
warfare but threatened their basic security.”

After it was learned on July 11, 1995 that Srebrenica had
fallen, Quesnot was asked by Prime Minister Jacques Chirac
to devise possible means to retake it from the Serbs. He pro-
posed an airborne operation, outside of UN control, for which
he was asked to evaluate the risks. “I estimated them to be
the loss of an airplane and of two helicopters, that is to say
between 25 and 100 men,” he said. Most of the French politi-
cal and military officials questioned by the parliamentary
commission agreed with Quesnot’s plan, but the French pro-
posal had to be abandoned because of lack of support from
the United States and Great Britain.

General Quesnot is today president of the Commission
on National Defense Studies, and editor of Revue Défense
Nationale. He gave this interview to Christine Bierre in Paris
on June 8. It has been translated from French.

EIR: The Iraqi debacle is causing a severe crisis in Washing-
ton. As a military man, you have led several of France’s for-
eign deployments which have given to you a good deal of
experience on these questions. What are your thoughts about
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the American situation in Iraq?

Quesnot: This situation provokes thoughts at different lev-
els. The first is political and concerns the reliance on “state
lies”—possession of weapons of mass destruction and affir-
mation of a strong link between Iraq and terrorism—to mobi-
lize public opinion. If the United States attacks Iraq, whether
you agree with that or not, is their responsibility, but the fact
of giving false arguments to convince public opinion is an
error which reduces the credibility of the officials.

As for the war itself, I think that the strictly military part
of the conflict, that is the eviction of the Saddam Hussein
regime and the battles which ensued, were carried out remark-
ably by American military officials in the utilization both
of intense firepower and maneuvering in the field with the
armored raid against Baghdad, by putting a screen in front of
various cities, and taking the bridges at specific moments
with special forces, and taking into account overall the whole
logistical effort needed to revise the planning, after Turkey
decided not to allow them to cross its territory.

On the contrary, the problem of the post-Saddam period,
which, from my own standpoint, is a purely political responsi-
bility, was not anticipated with the necessary imagination and
forethought. It is obvious that the control of Iraq after a certain
point, needs the presence of a much larger number of troops
than those deployed for the military action as such. I don’t
want to give figures, but their order of magnitude, in order to
reduce violence to a level where negotiations can start, it
seems to me, would be closer to 300,000 men than 130,000.
Experience has shown me, that stationing military forces in a
foreign country, whatever country that might be, gives politi-
cal leaders a lead time of approximately six months. If within
those six months, there is no elaboration of a viable political
solution for all parties, the foreign army which had been
thought of in the beginning as a liberation army, becomes
then an occupation army, and from that moment on, the people
living there put up resistance, and the army which originally
freed the country, becomes the target.

The aim of those resistance fighters—who are not all ter-
rorists, even though the latter profit from the situation—is to
cause enough losses among the occupation army troops to
create a domestic political problem back home. I lived
through all that in Beirut, in the company of American troops,
as well as in other places. From the moment it becomes a
domestic political problem with more and more casualties,
the question for the government is raised in the following
way: Either one shoots or one withdraws; or, in other terms,
does one bring in reinforcements and attempt to establish
total control, or does one withdraw? The present American
administration is facing that dilemma. It is not up to me to
judge and say what it should do, butitis clear that this question
is a fundamental question for the image of the American na-
tion and for its political weight in the world.

EIR: After this first phase of military takeover, the Ameri-
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cans seemed to have done everything to set up Iraq against
them: by not calling upon the local men to secure military and
police activities, by not carrying out any reconstruction effort
which would have shown Iraqis that the U.S. was on their side.
Quesnot: I believe that the post-Saddam period was dealt
with in too ideological a manner; the American civilian
officials, willingly intoxicated or not by the Iraqis who had
been in exile for several years, and who had no credibility,
being persuaded that they would be received as liberators.
I think also that the demobilization of the Iraqi Army was
a real mistake committed by the American administrator.
Because when you know the country’s history well, the
Iraqi army has a legitimacy going back long before Saddam
Hussein, because it was the instrument both of integration
and promotion, in spite of the fact that the majority of its
officers were Sunnis and the majority of the soldiers were
Shi’ites. Saddam Hussein himself had no trust in that armys;
he always favored the Republican Guards, which did not
live up to the high hopes that he had placed in them, any
more than the 10,000 immortals of the Shah in Iran had
done in their times. These praetorian guards always end up
abandoning their dictators.

The fact that the Iraqi Army was dissolved pushed a
certain number of officers, junior officers, and soldiers,
which the American administrator could have well rehabili-
tated, to join the resistance. The case of Fallujah is exemplary
in that sense. The American administrator should also have
relied more on the Ba’ath Party. I agree that the top officials
of the system had to be discarded, but they should not
have gone far beyond that and rehabilitated anyone with the
experience and authority necessary to re-establish security
and respond to the demands of Iraqis for water, electricity,
work, and housing.

EIR: How do you compare the attitude of Coalition Provi-
sional Administrator Paul Bremer in Iraq, to Gen. Douglas
MacArthur’s and the way he dealt with the question of Japan
after the war?

Quesnot: The context is very different: I do not want to di-
minish the merits of Mr. Bremer, but it is true that MacArthur
had a professional experience and a background which were
far superior. He had a world strategic vision and understood
that you cannot take away the unifying symbol of the Japanese
Empire, the Emperor, even if he had been in strong harmony
with the Japanese military regime. Acting with a lot of auton-
omy from Washington, MacArthur played a very important
role in transforming Japanese society, and in my view, it was
a great success.

EIR: You earlier raised the ideological character that Penta-
gon civilians imprinted on the Iraq War, a fact which is con-
firmed by increasingly strong opposition to them from retired
military officers, such as Gen. Anthony Zinni, and some ac-
tive military.
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Quesnot: It is true that the Rumsfeld/Wolfowitz team has a
vision of that type of conflict, which is both ideological and
“hyper-technological,” and that the extremely strong person-
ality of Mr. Rumsfeld brooked no professional advice to pre-
vail. While he was right, in my view, to accentuate the mod-
ernization of the military equipment, he committed a deep
error in underestimating the number of men necessary to the
secure Iraq after the fall of the regime. Gen. Eric Shinseki,
the former Army Chief of Staff, who resigned shortly before
the war, was right on this issue.

My general sentiment, taking into account my experience,
is that the intelligence services did their job, even if they did
not collect all the information. On the contrary, the interpreta-
tion of the findings and their reworking by specialized, biased
cells had perverse consequences, leading Colin Powell, for
instance, to compromise himself at the UN by presenting as
proven facts information that didn’t correspond to reality.

EIR: How did you react to the news that there was torture in
Iraq? France also faced that in other periods.

Quesnot: 1 was both surprised and personally shocked. I
have always opposed any form of torture. Aside from any
question of morality, what happened in that Baghdad prison
is both awful and pathetic. Average Americans were faced
with peasants from the Euphrates, and the act of humiliating
them in the way it was done, couldn’t produce anything; those
people held no secrets which could justify that behavior. That
men like Saddam Hussein and his top collaborators, without
being tortured, could be subjected to particular treatment,
and strong moral or psychological pressure, can be debated,
because it was a significant issue, but here, there was no issue
at all. I find it regrettable and distressing.

EIR: All wars are horrible. How can that type of situation
be avoided? What makes the difference between war where
battle takes place with a certain elevation of character, and
those where the situation degenerates to torture?

Quesnot: There are never wars without excesses on both
sides. But the quality of training, determination, and personal
commitment in supervision, at all levels, allows drifting to be
limited. Good leaders must exert absolute control over the
behavior of their subordinates. If they react firmly to any
infraction of regulations. it will stop happening. The situation
is extremely complex, and I don’t want to throw a stone at
the American command. The presence of a large number of
reservists, who lack the training of the professionals, as well
as the reliance on mercenaries and contract intelligence agen-
cies, created a situation where strict control of their actions
was difficult, the more so, because, undoubtedly, it was de-
manded that they get results.

EIR: During the Algerian conflict, General de Gaulle was

able to take the right decision to withdraw from an increas-
ingly poisoned conflict, which had no just political solution.
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Quesnot: Taking into account the present situation, I would
not like to be in President Bush’s position, because no matter
what he decides, the consequences will be grave. The Ameri-
can administration is engaged in the political, economic, and
religious remodeling of the Greater Middle East, if not the
Muslim world from Marrakesh to Bangladesh. However, you
cannot propose that kind of reform, and at the same time
give a carte blanche to Prime Minister Sharon, in the Israeli-
Palestinian problem. I am not saying that educating young
women in Saudi Arabia and in the Muslim world, is condi-
tional on solving the Israeli-Palestinian problem, but the fact
that the American administration has a double standard on
that problem does not give credibility to its actions. Success
of this ambitious project requires, aside from the means a
great power has, a moral authority that the United States had
in September 2001, and which it to a large extent degraded in
the way it managed the the post-Saddam period.

EIR: Lyndon LaRouche has just proposed a new doctrine,
a top-to-bottom reform of American policies for the entire
Southwest Asiaregion, which corresponds to the concern you
just expressed. He proposes to withdraw American troops, in
the context of a new policy in which the United States, and
all the countries in the region, would work together to solve
the grave economic problems in this part of the world.
Quesnot: For sure, the Greater Middle East needs to change.
It is obvious that in a globalized world, the behavior of re-
gimes towards their populations cannot leave us indifferent.
There is a problem in the education of women and girls, and
in economic development. The obscurantist and intolerant
interpretation of Islam by the fundamentalists, creates a fun-
damental problem in the Muslim world. But, to establish de-
mocracy in the Muslim world, you need democrats. Yet, we
don’thave them in sufficient numbers that the idea of “democ-
racy right away” would make any sense. A realistic intermedi-
ate step consists in putting the emphasis on world economic
development and the creation of a middle class. That is the
Chinese method. With that as a starting point, there will be a
tendency towards a certain democracy. But the American and
European systems are not directly transposable. In the name
of what legitimacy could we impose our model on the Muslim,
Indian, and Chinese worlds, which are great civilizations but
different from our own?
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