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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. DEMPSEY: (Good afternoon, and welcone to the Cato
Institute. My nane is Gary Denpsey. | ama Foreign Policy
Anal yst here at the Institute, and I will be noderating today’ s
panel .

As many of you know, this nonth marks the 10-year
anniversary of the end of the Persian Gulf War. Baghdad,
however, has intensified its saber rattling, and U S. air strikes
continue to occur. The Gulf War coalition, nmeanwhile, is fraying
at the edges. And in France, Russia, and Turkey, there is
grow ng opposition to the |ongstandi ng enbargo. | n Washi ngton,
the new Bush adm ni stration has voiced concern that Baghdad is
still a source for instability in the region and there is
i ncreasi ng bipartisan support for supporting lragis seeking to
oust Saddam Hussei n.

Today we are privileged to have three experts here to
di scuss the | essons of the past ten years and what the future of
Washington's Iraq policy should be. Qur first panelist is Dr.
Laurie Mylroie. Dr. Mylroie is a Vice President of the
Washi ngt on-based I nformation for Denbcracy and an internationally

recogni zed expert on Iraq and the M ddl e East.
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She is the publisher of Irag News, an online e-nai
newsl etter, and an Iraq analyst for the Mddle East Intelligence
Bulletin.” Dr. Mylroie has just published a new book, "Study of
Revenge: Saddam Hussein's Unfini shed War agai nst Anerica,"
copies of which are avail able outside. Her previous book,
"Saddam Hussein and the Crisis in the Gulf,” was a nunber one
best seller on the New York Tinmes best seller list and was
translated into 13 different |anguages.

Her articles have appeared in Jane's Intelligence
Revi ew, The National Interest, The New Republic, Newsweek, and
several other major newspapers. Dr. Mylroie received her Ph.D
in political science fromHarvard University and her B.A from

Cornell University. Please welconme Dr. Laurie Mlroie.

(Appl ause.)

LAURI E, MYLRO E, PH. D., AUTHOR,
" STUDY OF REVENGE

SADDAM HUSSEI NS UNFI NI SHED WAR AGAI NST AMERI CA"

DR. MYLRO E: Thank you, Gary, for that very kind
i ntroduction, and thank you all for com ng.

The Gulf War is not over. |It's not over for us in ways
that are obvious. The sanctions we inpose on Irag cane out of

the Gulf War and cause suffering on the Iraqgi popul ation. And
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then we bonb Iraqg fromtinme to tinme. | think those are points
that people are famliar with. Wat | want to discuss in the 15
m nutes or so that | have are the ways that the Gulf War is not
over for Saddam Hussein, and that involves two things. It
involves terrorismand the weapons of mass destruction that he
retains in flagrant violation of the formal cease-fire to Gulf
War Resol ution 687.

Now, the question of the weapons is fairly well known.
UNSCOM did a ot to bring that point out. There haven't been any
weapons inspectors in lraq for over two years. And | can assure
you that absent the weapons inspectors, Saddamis building the
weapons that he is not supposed to have. So, what | want to tal k
about -- and we can tal k about the weapons at Q%A -- but what |
want to talk about nowis terrorism

The bonbi ng of New York's World Trade Center buil ding
in February 1993 -- in fact, today is the eighth anniversary of
t he bonmbing of the Wrld Trade Center -- is said to mark the
start of a new kind of terrorism It is said that unlike the old
terrorism which involved states, the new terrori sm does not
i nvol ve states. Instead, it is carried out by individuals or
| oose networks. And the nobst recent manifestation of what is
said to be the stateless terrorismis Osanma Bin Laden.

Now, this viewthat there is a new kind of terrorismis

specifically associated with the dinton adm nistration, because
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the Wrld Trade Center bonbing, the start of this supposedly new
terrorism occurred one nonth into dinton's first termin
office. Yet, this notion that there is a new form of major
terrorismthat does not involve states, which is what the
terrorismexperts say, is contradicted by another very preval ent
view of late that is put out by the defense comunity.

The defense conmunity says that there's sonething
call ed asymetric warfare. That is, the U S is so powerful, so
technol ogi cal l y advanced, that no state can beat it on the
conventional battlefield. And that's correct.

The claimis also by the defense community that these
states, these hostile states, they aren't going away just because
they can't beat the United States on the conventi onal
battlefield. Rather, the warfare will take a new form And that
new formw Il involve terrorismand sabotage to a nuch hi gher
degree than before, because they can't beat the U S. on the
conventional battlefield. And they call it asymetric warfare.
That terrorismincludes terrorisminside the United States.

And what this book "Study of Revenge" argues is that
there is not a newformof terrorismthat doesn't involve states;
there is asymmetric warfare. The major acts of Mddle Eastern
terrorismdirected against the United States, starting with the

Wrld Trade Center bonmbing, are Iraq -- Iraqg working with Mislim
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extremsts, with Muslimextrem sts who are put up front and are
meant to take the bl anme.

Now, why would | say this? Well, this idea that there
is a new formof terrorismconmes out in the bonbing conspiracies
in New York in the first part of 1993, the Trade Center bonbing,
and then the next plot a few nonths later to bonb the United
Nati ons, New York's Federal Building, and two tunnels.

Let nme explain briefly about the Trade Center bonbi ng.
New York FBI strongly suspected that Iraq was behind that bonb,
that it was a false-flag operation, run by Iragi intelligence,
with the Muslimfundanentalists neant to be arrested. The bonb
was huge. The bonb was neant to topple New York's tallest tower
onto its twin, and, according to its masterm nd, the elusive
shadowy Ranzi Yousef, to kill 250,000 Americans by toppling that
t owner .

The bonb left a crater in the basement floor of the
Wrld Trade Center building six stories deep. There were lraqis
all around the fringe of the plot. One of those Iraqgis is an
indicted fugitive. He cane from Baghdad before the bonbi ng and
returned to Baghdad after the bonbing. But you certainly don't
hear nmuch about him That is why, for all those reasons, and
because the Trade Center bonbi ng happened roughly upon the
anniversary of the end of the Gulf War -- Kuwait's |iberation

today -- those are all the reasons why New York FBI suspected
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that Iraq was behind that bonb. And to suspect sonething |ike
that is significant. O course, the dinton Wite House didn't
want to hear it.

But you can go further than just suspect that |Iraq was
behind that bonb. | think you can denonstrate to the very high
| egal standard, beyond a reasonabl e doubt, that Iraqg was behi nd
that bonb. | do that in my book. The denonstration revol ves
around the identity of the masterm nd of that bonbing, Ranzi
Yousef, and docunents associated wth his identity. Now, that
denonstration is a little conplex, a little long. | don't have
time for it, but if soneone wants to ask ne in the QRA, |'d be
happy to address it.

Now, that's the first plot. What about the second?

Fol |l owi ng the Trade Center bonbing, New York FBI
| aunched an undercover operation aimed at teaching the Muslin
extrem sts in New York a | esson. They had an Egyptian working as
an informant for them And the Egyptian went around proposing
jihad. And a Sudanese em gre picked up the bait to nake ji had.
This is a perfectly legitinmate | aw enforcenent techni que.

Now, the Sudanese em gre who wanted to make jihad, his
first target was a Manhattan arnory. But he had two "friends" --
Sudan's U N. mssion, intelligence agents -- and they suggested
that he bonb the United Nations. They would give himdiplomtic

pl ates so he could get his bonb-laden van into the U N parking
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garage. And then Sudanese intelligence agents added the other
targets: the Federal Building and two tunnels. This is havoc
and mayhem It's asymmetric warfare.

Now, this was an FBI undercover operation. But it's
not understood as such. And Sudanese intelligence becane
involved in selecting the targets. But that's not understood
either, even though U. S. authorities were aware of Sudan's
i nvol venent because they were running the plot.

Moreover, it seens that they thought that Sudan was
fronting for another country. Because U. S.-Sudanese relations
weren't that bad in 1993. Sudan was not even on the official
list of terrorist states. So, it didn't seemto be Sudan al one,
but Sudan fronting for another country and U. S. authorities
thought, in terns of fundanentalism and they thought of Iran.

But Iran has no quarrel with the United Nations. The
nost inportant thing for Iran, particularly back then, 1993, was
a cease-fire to the Iran-lrag War. And the cease-fire to the
Iran-1raqg War, a U N resolution, says that Iraqg was the
aggressor in that war and that Iraqg owed Iran tens of billions of
dollars for starting the war. So, lIran has no quarrel with the
U. N.

But who has a quarrel with the U N ? Under whose
auspi ces was the Gulf War fought and sanctions maintained? O

course... And Sudan has very close relations wwth Iraq. Both
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are Arab states, both our Sunni Muslimstates. Sudan supported
Irag during the Gulf War and afterwards. And Irag nmakes a | ot
nore sense than Sudan as a hitting hand in the conspiracy whose
first target was the United Nations. Two days after they
arrested the conspirators in that plot, United States hit Iraqi
Intelligence Headquarters, Bill Cinton said this was for
Saddanmi s attenpt to kill George Bush

But it's ny inpression, based on dealings with Martin
| ndyk then, and subsequently he was NSC advisor in the Mddle
East, and on |leaks to The New York Tines fromthe Wite House,
that Bill Cinton and his top advisors thought that the strike on
Iragi Intelligence Headquarters two days after the arrest of the
people in the second plot would take care of the New York bonbing
conspiracies, as well, that it would deter Saddamfromall future
acts of terrorism not just the attenpt to kill George bush, and
that it would show Iran and Sudan that the U S. was tough and
t hey shoul d stop neddling around.

But, of course, as | told Martin Indyk in Decenber of
1994, one strike on an enpty building at night is not going to
stop Saddam forever. And it didn't. Because even as we spoke,
Ranzi Yousef, the nmasterm nd of the World Trade Center bonbi ng,
was plotting in the Philippines to bonb a dozen U.S. airplanes.

Anericans are dead for the sly way that the dinton

adm nistration dealt with terrorismin its first six nmonths in
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office. It keeps happening over and over and over again. And |
could explain also what |inks Osama Bin Laden to Iraq, but |
don't have tinme. | just note that, in this book, the back of it,
there is very high praise fromJi mWol sey, who was Director of
ClA at the time of the Wrld Trade Center bonmbing -- "a brilliant
and brave book"; Paul Wlfowtz, "a provocative and di sturbing
book, argues powerfully that Ranezi Yousef is an Iraqi
intelligence agent.”" And I'Il leave it there to say that

i nportant peopl e have endorsed the conclusions of this book.

Now, in conclusion, let ne explain what is the very,
very nost dangerous aspect of Saddam Hussein's unfini shed war
against the United States. One possibility is that he will use
t he weapons of mass destruction that he's building right now for
anot her act of aggression in the Gulf, ainmed at Kuwait and Saudi
Arabi a, and gaining control of the oil facilities on the Arab
side of the Persian Gulf.

And the other possibility is biological terrorism
Saddamretains his entire biological program That was the one
programthat Iraq nade the nost effort to conceal from UNSCOM
To the end, Richard Butler, the second and | ast UNSCOM chai r man,
called it a "black hole."

Now, during the crises over UNSCOM the Secretary of
Def ense expl ai ned what a bi ol ogical attack, an anthrax attack,

could do. He held up a five-pound bag of sugar. He said, "If
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this were anthrax, it could be used to wi pe out half the

popul ati on of WAshington, D.C." | assure you Washi ngton, D.C.
is ground zero. It nmakes a |lot of sense to attack Washi ngton,
D. C.

Now, in conclusion, the war is not over. It is an

enduring and fateful relationship. One cannot be half pregnant.
And once one is involved in a war, one can't just say, "l'm going
to pick up ny nmarbles and go hone," because the other guy is
still fighting us. So, if we do things that are being
recommended, |ike smart sanctions and whatnot, and put nore noney
into Saddam s pocket, we will just be giving hi mnore of the
wherewi thal to continue his unfinished war agai nst us.

Thank you very nuch.

(Appl ause.)

MR. DEMPSEY: | thank you very nuch.

Qur next speaker today is Anbassador Edward Peck. He
is a lecturer and consultant for governnments and busi nesses and
educational institutions in the U S. and abroad. He is also a
Di stinguished Visitor at the National War College and a Visiting
Fel |l ow at the Wodrow W I son Foundati on.

Anmbassador Peck fornmerly served as a U S. Anbassador to
Irag and to Mauritania, and as an enbassy officer in Sweden,
Morocco, Tunisia, Algeria, and Egypt. He was al so Deputy

Director of the White House's Cabi net Task Force on Terrorism

ARTI Transcripts
(202) 347-0030 and www.artitranscripts.com



12

Anbassador Peck has appeared on all mgjor U S. TV networks and
several overseas networks. He has also witten wdely on events
related to the Persian Gulf. Anbassador Peck received a

bachel or's degree from UCLA and an M B. A. from George Washi ngton

University. Please wel come Anbassador Peck.

(Appl ause.)

AMBASSADOR EDWARD PECK
FORMER CH EF OF M SSI ON,

U S. EMBASSY I N | RAQ

AMBASSADOR PECK:  Thank you, sir.

It's always difficult facing an audi ence |like this,
because | have no idea, of course, what your orientation is, and
| have a difficult rowto hoe in that | amhere to say that our
policy inlrag is wong. And this is hard to do because
everybody knows that it's right. The only debate in our Nation
over the last ten years has been between those people who want to
bonmb Irag and those people who want to bonb Iraq nore frequently
using larger bonbs. And | put it to you that that is not really
a debate.

Let me bring this, if | can, to you. A couple of
stipulations. Nunber one, Saddam Hussein is not a nice guy.

Ckay. Has our Nation ever dealt with not-nice guys before? Yes,
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many, many tines. In fact, sonme of them we propped up for
decades. Sone of the biggest scuzbags the world has ever seen
were on our side, and we backed them

But here is ny country, your country -- for sone of you
anyway -- proud of the role that we have played in getting the
Catholics and the protestants to talk in Northern Ireland and the
Israelis and the Palestinians to talk in the occupied
territories. And |look for a second at the problens facing these
two groups. They don't even have borders to fight over. They
spill each other's blood on ground that they nutually contest,
and they have, to sone extent, nutually exclusive objectives.

But they are tal king.

Now we don't talk to Irag on any | evel on any subject
anywhere. \Why? Because he's not a nice guy. Yes, okay, we know
that. | don't think Sharon has a wonderful opinion of Arafat or
vice versa. But they're going to talk. You don't have to
intermarry, you see, or invite themto your cocktail parties.

But you certainly ought to talk to them

Now, anybody in the audience who is old enough
remenbers that at the height of the Cold War, when the United
States and the Soviet Union were a button push away fromthe
elimnation of the human race fromthe face of the earth, when we
were at daggers drawn all over the world and faced a real serious

threat fromthem They had an enbassy here, we had an enbassy
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there, we had del egati ons and conm ssi ons and exchanges and
prograns not because we |iked themand trusted them but because
that's what you do.

And we don't talk to Iraq -- because Saddamis not a
nice guy. GCkay, he's not a nice guy. | understand that. But
what |'m concerned about is American interests. And Anmerican
interests are not served by the continuation of this program
we' ve had going out there for ten years.

Nunmber one, you | ook hysterical. | nean, Saddam
Hussei n poses a threat now, when, according to the U N, he was
bonmbed back into the preindustrial age ten years ago and has had
an enbargo ever since? Wat's he going to use, a truck? He
poses no threat of any serious kind. But our Nation has
devel oped this fixation about this guy.

You renmenber the words of Bush, the elder, who said,
and | quote, "Saddam Hussein is worse than Htler." Ah, c'non,
George, that's going pretty far.

But once the Nation gets its teeth |ocked into this
guy, he becones the enbodi nent of evil, the vilest creature that
ever oozed over the surface of the planet, and therefore you
can't talk to him But you ought to, because you m ght be able
to resol ve sone of the issues.

The recent bonbings of Iraq, as many of you may know,

do not take place under the auspices of any U N. agreenent,
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resolution, or regulation. They were inposed by the United
States and its mghty ally, Geat Britain, under the well-known
international principle of "I am bigger and stronger than you
are. \What are you going to do about it?"

So, when we hear that lraq is still fighting a war, you
betcha, and so are we, and we're doing it on a daily basis.

And you | ook racist, because you're not doing this to
Nort h Korea, which has not only the weapons but a delivery
system We've punished them by giving them $600 mllion worth of
econom c assistance, a light water nuclear reactor, and a visit
by Madel eine Albright. That'll teach them

And in the case of Iraq, they just die. They just die.
How many die? Well, | want to show you, very quickly, a video
that many of you may not have seen but which is shown all over
the world all of the tine. It was done in 1996. |It's a program
call ed 60 M nutes.

Leslie Stahl goes to Iraqg with her canera crew and she
films the dying fly-covered children and the sewage and the
anbul ance graveyard and the rest of it. Then she conmes back to
the studi o and she's speaking to the Anerican Anbassador to the
United Nations, who was at the tine Madel eine Al bright. And she
asks her about the half-mllion dead children, which she says,
"Way, that's nore than died in Hroshima." They say that about

70, 000 people died in that horror in Hroshim. Now we're
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tal king about a half-mllion. So, if everything is working
correctly, this is 20 seconds of your time, take a look. It's
interesting to renmenber that everybody sees this except people in
this country.

[ FROM VI DECTAPE: ]

[ Baby crying. ]

NARRATOR: Mdst lraqgis are suffering.

LESLI E STAHL: W have heard that a half-mllion
children have died. | nean, that's nore children than died in
Hiroshima. And, you know, is the price worth it?"

SECRETARY ALBRIGHT: | think this is a very hard
choice. But the price, we think the price is worth it. W also
t hi nk. ..

LESLIE STAHL [ VO CEOVER]: Wbrth it, because she
bel i eves the sanctions are worKking.

[ END OF VI DEOTAPE. ]

AMBASSADOR PECK: W thout batting an eye, wthout
qui bbli ng over the nunbers, she just took credit for the death of
one-half mllion Iraqgi children.

Ladi es, gentlenen, Anerica is responsible for this.

Oh, sure, it's Saddam Hussein's fault. Sandy Berger, in Novenber
of last year, had a piece in the Financial Tinmes in which he

says, and | quote, "If the sanctions were lifted tonorrow, |raqi
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children would still die because Saddam Hussein has no interest
in feeding his people.™
That nmay be true, but | question it. Wat you want to

t hi nk about is what he just said. What he just said was that

until the sanctions are |ifted. It's the sanctions that are
killing them And the sanctions are the United States of
Aneri ca.

But, the real question, if you're a practicing
di pl omat, is what happens after you finally get rid of Saddam
Hussei n? Who knows? [It's anbiguous. You' re going to get Taha
Yassin Ramadan. And to use the football anal ogy, that's second
inten. Sorry about that, Taha. So, he's gone. Up steps Aisa
lbrahim Nowit's third in ten. So, you enploy that other
international principle of kill for peace and you take off the
top 296 | eaders of the Iraqi Governnent.

What's going to happen? Who knows. Let's guess.
You' ve got the Shi'a and the Sunni. 1'm always very pl eased when

peopl e take a nonent to say, "Can you tell us quickly the

difference between Shi'ite Islamand Sunni |slan?" | say, "Yes,
it's quite sinple. It's precisely the sanme difference as between
Lut herans and Epi scopalians.” And that shuts everybody up,

because they don't what that difference is either.
But you've got the Shi'a and the Sunni, and they spill

over into the surrounding countries, and you've got the Barzan
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Kurds and the Tal abani Kurds, and they spill over into the
surrounding countries. And you've got the Yezidis and the
Sabi ans and the Mandeans and the Assyrians and the Turkmen. And
they're all going to rush out into the streets to settle their
bitterly divisive savagely contested differences using ballots
that they've been saving up for this purpose, right?

Can you spell Kosovo? Two groups. Two. And that's in
Europe. No one will benefit when you decapitate that governnent,
because the country may, and probably will, inplode. Kurds won't
benefit. Not the Israelis, not the Saudis. Nobody. And
certainly not the U S. of A

Here cones the last thing, and then |I'm going to get
off. M Nation, ny Nation does not have the right to decide who
rules Irag. Show nme where that's in our charter. Were is the
mandat e that says, "You, out."” Now, nobody can stop you, which
is another thing entirely. Sonme people mght call that an act of
terrorism but that depends upon your point of view, of course.
Because you don't have the right to do that, and you have no idea
what's going to happen afterward. But a |ot of people who are
fairly know edgeable will say that it's probably not going to be
good.

And, in the neantine, the United Nations says that the
death toll of children is up over 875,000, alnost a mllion.

That is nothing to be proud of, especially since, after ten years
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of this, Saddamis the |last man standing. Bush, the elder, is
gone; dinton is gone; cones another Bush. | can renenber,
anybody who worked in the governnent can renenber, that we waited
desperately, eagerly, for Marshal Tito to di sappear. Because we
knew t hat as soon as that dictator was gone, Yugoslavia would
flower and prosper. Right. It worked out very nicely, didn't
it?

Vile though this guy may be, Saddam Hussein, he serves
our interests by providing the one thing in the Mddl e East that
you have to have anywhere in the world for all of the things that
we think are good to happen: peace, freedom justice, rule of
| aw, human rights. None of those things can happen unl ess you' ve
got stability, which is why we backed all those dictators during
the Cold War.

Saddam Hussein is a dictator. No question about it.
He' d doing bad things to his people, yes. And we're doing worse.
And that is a Muslimcountry 9,000 mles fromhere with which we
have no probl em whatsoever. Qher countries have problens with
lrag. But we don't. W' ve chosen to nmake themours. And we
may, if we haven't already, pay a terrible price for this.

(Appl ause.)

MR. DEMPSEY: Thank you very nuch.

Qur final speaker today is Dr. Ivan Eland. He is the

Cato Institute's Director of Defense Policy Studies. Dr. El and
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has aut hored several studies and articles on U S. mlitary
readi ness, terrorism proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, ballistic mssile defense, and NATO enl ar genent .
Prior to joining Cato, Eland was Principal Defense
Anal yst at the Congressional Budget Ofice. There he authored on
such topics as the affordability of the U S. Navy, the overseas
presence of aircraft carriers, and trends in alliance
burden-sharing. He has also worked with the House Foreign
Affairs Commttee on issues related to the crisis in the Gulf
before Desert Storm
Dr. Eland's articles have appeared w dely, and he has
testified before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. He is a
graduate of lowa State University and has an MB. A and a Ph.D
in national security policy from George Washi ngton University.

Pl ease wel cone Dr. |van El and.

(Appl ause.)

| VAN ELAND, DI RECTOR

DEFENSE POLI CY STUDI ES

DR. ELAND: Thanks, Gary.
| think in Washington we usually tend to focus on
what's happening at the nonment. But | think on this particular

policy, it's been going on for so long that we really need to
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focus on the big picture. Sonetinmes we get involved in the
policy over a nunber of years and a nunber of adm nistrations and
we just keep bangi ng our heads against the wall. Even though it
hurts, we just bang it harder. And | think that is what we may
be doing with the current policy and the latest installnment to
the current policy that President Bush has sponsored recently.

We usually think we're intervening in a region, we're
going to have a good effect and nmake things better. And | think
this is a classic case of where we're nmeking things worse. Just
alittle bit of history on this policy, and this is a thunbnail
sketch. Probably sone of you will say it's sinplified, but I
think it gets the major events straight here.

The first one, back in the seventies -- well, before
that even -- we |l ent excessive support to the Shah of Iran, which
led to the zealotry of the Islamc revolution. Now, that caused
a scare in U S. policynmakers, so we started supporting Iraq

during the lran-lraq War. Even after Saddam won that war, we

continued to support himvis-a-vis Iran, because we still feared
this Islamc fundanmentalism And we still fear it today, of
cour se.

O course, Saddamthen did what we feared Iran would
do, and that is invade another nei ghboring country. So, we |ed
this to policy. As Gary nentioned, | was on the Foreign Affairs

Commttee staff, and we | ooked into U S. actions during that
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period. Now, when we had this dispute, the Assistant Secretary
of State nmade it very clear, when Saddam was t hreateni ng Kuwai t
before he invaded, that the United States did not beconme in
inter-Arab territorial disputes. And he made sone ot her
coments, which would | ead anyone to believe that the United
States really didn't care that nuch. And | think Saddam
interpreted it as such.

Now, of course, April daspie, the U S Anbassador to
Irag, received nost of the criticismfor that policy, but it
emanat ed higher up in that adm nistration.

O course, after Saddaminvaded Kuwait, the rhetoric
changed dramatically when President Bush told us that that
aggression wll not stand. So, this never really got nuch press
at the time, but this is, of course, the second tine that had
happened.

I n Doug Dando's book, "Trip Wre: Korea and U. S.
Foreign Policy in a Changed Wrld," he, of course, notes that the
Joint Chiefs declared the Korean Peninsula strategically
uni nportant and that Dean Atchi son and CGeneral Dougl as MacArt hur
at the time didn't believe that Korea should be in the U S,
defense perineter. Well, of course, this changed later, as it
did in the Persian GQulf, after the aggressor interpreted such

statenents as a green light to invade. So, the United States has
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a history of saying that places aren't strategic and then

pani cki ng when sonet hi ng happens in a non-strategic area.
|"mgoing to nmake the argunent that the Persian GQulf is

not as strategic as we think it is. But if we are going to say

that certain areas are strategic, then we need to prevent people

frominvading, rather than reacting after the fact. So, | think

what this really points tois we really need to decide which

areas are strategic and which areas of the world we need to be

i nvol ved in, which of course we've never done after the Cold War.

And the Iraqi policy is an exanple of that.

O course, George Bush gets credit for assenbling this
international coalition and a smashing tactical defeat of Iraq.
We al ways focus on that. W focus on tactical victories
t hroughout history, but we never focus on the fact that war is a
failure of diplomacy. And the Bush adm ni stration di pl onmacy
failed badly at the tinme, as | just nentioned. And also we don't
focus on the strategic aspects of things. W focus on this
dramatic tactical victory.

Now, of course, they're going to celebrate the tenth
anniversary of this -- | guess even as we speak. And certainly
the mlitary should be given credit for a smashing victory. But
we shoul d ask questions about why the Bush diplonacy failed to
di ssuade Saddam from aggression in the first place and al so why

did we fight the war and what did we acconplish or fail to
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acconplish. Those are the strategic questions that we really
need to address, rather than focusing on the battlefield victory.

Now, Iraq illustrates a classic case of winning the
battle and losing the war. And Anerica has seen this in the
past. If you'll renmenber, the British won nost of the battles of
the American Revol ution, but George Washi ngton won at the end of
the day. Robert E. Lee was one of the greatest mlitary
tacticians the planet has ever seen but blew it strategically by
attriting his inferior arny by relentless offensive attacks.

They were very, very great tactics, in a tactical sense, but he
wasted all his nen on attacking a superior arny. Again, in
Vietnamthe United States | ost few tactical engagenents but ended
up losing the war.

So, we have the tactical victory in Desert Storm but
what do we have? Ten years later we're still at war and Saddam
has not been put away. And he's probably not going to be put
away despite all the rhetoric com ng out of the adm nistration
and ot her places about sponsoring an end to -- and the Cinton
admnistration, as well -- sponsoring an end to this regine,
sonebody to overthrow it. The lraqi opposition is very
i neffectual, bickering anongst thenselves. At no tinme soon,
certainly, will they take over Iraq. | guess we'll have to hope

for an assassination or sonething like that from sonebody in the
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mlitary. But of course the Iraqi mlitary has an incentive to
keep Saddam in power.

But | think you need to go further than that. Wy did
we originally do the Gulf War? Well, four reasons have been
stated or inplied.

The first one is, well, we can't |let the aggression
stand, as the President said at the tine; to safeguard supplies
of oil, which have al ways been just under the surface; to support

our ally, Israel; and the fourth one is preventing Saddam from

getti ng weapons of mass destruction. Well, let's |look at those
four, and we'll see that none of themhold up very well. And
after all of this analysis you're still left with the question of
why did we do it in the first place and why are we still doing

it.

First of all, President Bush provided the
justification: This aggression will not stand. Well, the United
States has | et cross-border aggression stand before and probably
will again. W didn't do anything when Vietnaminvaded Canbodi a,
and when Ethiopia recently went at it with Eritrea. W certainly
didn't intervene directly to help the British when Argentina
i nvaded the Fal kl ands. And there are countl ess ot her exanpl es of
where this principle just doesn't apply.

The second justification, Janes Baker, then Secretary

of State, provided the rational: jobs, jobs, jobs -- which
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really neans oil, oil, oil. But on the eve of the GQulf War,

prom nent econom sts from across the spectrum Nobel |aureates

M| ton Freedman and Janes Tobin, as well as Bill N skanen, who is
now t he Cato Chai rman and was a nmenber of Reagan's Council of
Econom ¢ Advisors, they all said that if you want to go to war,
do it but don't do it for oil.

Davi d Henderson, who was al so a staff nenber on
Reagan's Council of Econom c Advisors, did an econonetric study
on the oil market. You can find that in Cato's 1991 book,
"America Entangled: The Persian Gulf Crisis and its
Consequences.” And not hing has changed since then. |In fact, the
situation has gotten better. This econonetric analysis showed
that the economc effects of the worst possible case -- that is,
Saddam overrunning Kuwait, the United Arab Emrates, and the
prized Saudi Arabia -- would all ow Saddam enough nar ket power to
raise oil prices only slightly. Such a price rise would have
anounted to only one-half of one percent of U S. GDP. That's the
wor st possi bl e case.

There was never an indication that Saddam was going to
overrun Saudi Arabia, as well. But even if he did, he has to
sell the oil. Mbst of the Persian Gulf countries depend a |ot,
or are overwhel m ngly dependent, on exports of oil for all the

nmoney that comes into their country. Eighty to 90 percent of
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their exports are oil, so they need to sell it worse than we need
to buy it.

And it's ironic that the anbunt of oil that Saddam
woul d have taken off the market to raise prices after having
i nvaded Saudi Arabia -- renmenber the hypothetical worse case --
woul d have been |l ess than that which the international conmunity
took off the market with its enbargo against Ilragq. W were
fighting to save oil, and yet the first thing we did when we
i nvaded Kuwait was enbargo oil, which takes it off the market and
drives up the price. So, if we're fighting for cheap oil, we're
doing a lousy job of getting cheap oil.

We can add to this the anount of oil that was taken off
the market when Kuwaiti oil wells were destroyed during the war,
whi ch nmakes the policy even nore ill-advised. Also there was a
gigantic price spike. The biggest price spike occurred on the
fears that there would be a war; that is, of U S retaliation for
Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. So, the whole policy seens to be
quite strange if we're doing all this to defend oil, which
think is the main reason that people sort of give for having done
this.

Now, all this fear about oil was caused by the 1973 oi
enbargo. But nmany econom sts now mnimze the effect of this
enbargo on the stagflation of the 1970's, and instead they now

bl ane the flawed nonetary and econom c policies of the N xon,
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Ford, and Carter admnistrations. The oil market is even better
now than it was in the 1970's. G| has dropped from 9 percent of
US GCDPto 3 percent. So, we're not as dependent for our
econom c power on oil.

Anot her reason that was given, the third reason, and
this always is never nentioned too overtly, was that we needed to
protect Israel. But that's sort of a strange thing since |srael
didn't get attacked with ballistic mssiles fromlraq until we
started attacking Ilraq. The other thing is that Israel is a very
weal thy country conpared to its nei ghbors and has never been nore
secure. And you say, "Well, they have a |l ot of Palestinian
viol ence,” but that Palestinian violence is fairly |low |l evel and
it doesn't really threaten the existence of Israel.

| srael has been at peace with its |argest and nost
menaci ng nei ghbor, Egypt, for years, and nowit's also at peace
with Jordan, and domnates mlitarily its only remaining foe,
Syria. Syria has not nodernized its mlitary like Israel has
because Syria lost its Soviet client, which provided a ot of aid
during the Cold War. Al so, Israel showed that it's nore than
capabl e of taking care of itself by -- OR taking care of Iraq,
actually -- by bonbing the nuclear reactor in 1981.

The fourth reason that has often been given for the war
was to prevent Iraq fromgetti ng weapons of nass destruction.

Well, he already had weapons of mass destruction, as we uncovered
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during the Gulf War, or inits aftermath, actually. And also
this has been sort of a nore recent objective of US. policy. |If
you renenber, originally the sanctions were put on to get Saddam
to withdraw from Kuwait, but the purpose of the sanctions has
changed over tinme. After the war, they now becane a | ever to get
Saddamto conply with the U N resolutions and get rid of his
weapons of nmass destruction.

Now, of course, general econom c sanctions, as
Anbassador Peck pointed out, are very blunt instrunments. And
they haven't achieved that goal. And Irag wll probably get
weapons of mass destruction whether there are sanctions or not.
And also | have to say the inspections have been probably
overrated as getting rid of these weapons. He can nove things
around. It may slow himdown in getting weapons, but he's
probably going to get them

And as we've seen, the bonmbing has not encouraged him
to let the inspectors back in. If anything, it's had the
opposite effect.

But | also ask, howis Iraq different than other rogue
states? O her rogue states have weapons of nmass destruction.

But the dinton adm nistration used to say that Saddam has
actually used them Well, Qaddafi used chem cal weapons agai nst
Chad. And al so other nations in the past have used chem ca

weapons, too.
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Saddam coul d use weapons of mass destructi on agai nst
the United States, as Dr. Mylroie pointed out, by sponsoring
either a terrorist attack or soneday even a |long-range mssile
attack if we were going to invade Baghdad or sone such
ill-advised policy like that. But | think Anbassador Peck's
poi nt was excellent. | nmean, why would they attack us with
weapons of mass destruction? Well, really, they're no threat to
us 9,000 mles away.

Al so, Iraq has a defense budget that is one-half of 1
percent of that of the U S., and a GDP that is two-tenths of 1
percent of the United States. How big of a threat is it? The
answer is that it's been greatly magnified. Colin Powell just
said the other day that the Iragi mlitary is one-third the size
it was during Desert Storm And we saw how effective it was
during Desert Storm

Every president needs a threat. Reagan had Qaddafi ;
the el der Bush had Noriega and Saddam and Cinton has had
M1 osevic and Saddam So, Saddam seens to be one threat that
just keeps -- it's like the Energizer bunny, it just keeps on
goi ng.

| think the Bush fam |y probably feels a little
i nsecure about Iraq, because the el der Bush was criticized for
not taking out Saddam at the tine. O course, the reason they

didn't at the tine, or at |east one reason was that, again, the

ARTI Transcripts
(202) 347-0030 and www.artitranscripts.com



31

fear of Iran taking over the vacuumthat would be left by that.
So, | think the younger Bush's canpaign rhetoric and recent
escal ati on of the bonbing may be overconpensation for this
criticism

But this nerely raises the stakes and w dens the gap
between the rhetoric and results to date. | think Bush is going
to find out the sanme thing that Cinton found out: that this is
a very intractable problemthat is not easy to sol ve.

| think the major potential future problem and the
only threat that we really face, is a terrorist attack. And if
the Iragis were behind the bonbings as Dr. Mylroie has said, then
| think that is a potential threat. But | prescribe the opposite
solution to that problem They're really no threat to us other
than that, so why do we need to be there? 1've gone through the
reasons that we really don't need to be in the Persian Gulf. And
| think perhaps we should do the sane thing that we did with
(addafi after Reagan. Forget about him

What ever happened to Qaddafi ? Renenber, we were
bombing himall the tinme during the Reagan adm nistration. It
was sort of a threat that was inflated. And there's also a
paral l el anmong the terrorist incidents. Because after the
bonmbi ngs that Reagan did on Qaddafi, the word was out that we
cowed himinto subm ssion. Wll, what actually happened, if you

| ook at the record, is about 12 or so incidents, including Pan Am
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103, where he retaliated. He just went underground. And that's

asymmetric warfare, as you were describing earlier.

So | say, how should we change the strategy? |1'll sum
up. | criticized the policy, so |I've got to have sonething el se
to put in. Wll, |I think we can at |east tone down the rhetoric

and certainly stop the bonbing. W can also work to achieve a
regi onal bal ance of power. All of these states, the Gulf
Cooperation Council states and particularly Saudi Arabia, have an
econony and a defense budget many tinmes over what |Iraq has. The
Saudi s have one of the |argest defense budgets in the world,
$21.8 billion, and this dwarfs the $1.4 billion spent by Saddam
by al nost 16 tines.

And, of course, the @Qulf Cooperation Council states, if
you add all those together, that conmes to 23 tines that of Iraq.
And the GDP figures are nuch the sane. Saudi Arabia has an
econony that's seven tines that of Iraq, and the GCC states have
conbi ned econom es of 13 tinmes that of Irag. So, U S. protection
nmerely prevents themfromdoing nore in their own defense.

Also, if Iraq acted up again, Iran, Turkey, and Syria
could also either act alone or in conbination to rein in Saddam
A bal ance of power is possible without U S. intervention in this
area. So, | would say, in sum that the U S. doesn't have many

vital interests at stake in the region after all, and why should
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we be footing the bill for wealthy countries to protect
t hensel ves?

| woul d negotiate an end of general econon c sanctions
and put in place a narrow dual -use enbargo on hi gh-technol ogy
stuff that can be used for weapons of mass destruction, and al so
use the sanctions |ever, the wthdrawal of sanctions, to maybe
get inspectors back in there. Now, | don't think inspections and
t hi s dual -use enbargo would prevent himfromgetti ng weapons of
mass destruction but it mght slowit sonewhat. Certainly end
the no-fly zone, lower the rhetoric, and take away the spotlight,
and quit bonbing him so his stature is not magnified, his
stature is not magnified anong circles in the world and anong
circles of people that we aren't very friendly with. So, | think
we need to lower his status in the world. And by making himthe
eneny, we're unduly raising it.

Experts in the stock nmarket say the hardest thing for
people to do is that they make a bad investnent, cut their
| osses, and reinvest in sonething better. U S. policy toward
Irag has the sane problem W can't admt that the aggressive
contai nment policy hasn't worked and is not needed. It would be
better to cut the | osses of our interventionist policy and
reinvest in efforts to establish an effective and sustai nabl e
bal ance of power in the region using regional actors. And this

is not going to occur as long as the U.S. is the mlitary nanny
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to the region. And we're a mlitary nanny that can't really put
this baby to bed. And | think that we really need to do that.

Thank you.

(Appl ause.)

MR. DEMPSEY: Thank you very much, Ivan.

Ri ght now we're going to open it up to questions. |
woul d just ask that you wait for the m crophone to cone around to
you. And when you receive the mcrophone, identify yourself,
gi ve your nane and your affiliation, and then address either one
or all of the panelists.

MR. JENSTROM M. Jenstrom from Finncorr Press.

We've heard Dr. Eland just nention Israel as the third
reason. And, Anbassador Peck, your paper that you distributed
before this neeting made passing references to Israel in the
|atter parts of the paper. And Dr. Mylroie did not nention
| srael at all.

| wonder, and as far as | know -- I'mnot really a
student, but as far as | know Israel and the United States do not
have a bilateral defense treaty. W are not responsible for the
defense of Israel by any treaty. Now, | don't knowif that's
true or not. But ny question is, does our attitude, our
jointness with Israel, drive our foreign policy in the Mddle

East? |Is that an inportant ingredient in our determ nation of
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what our foreign policy should be in the Mddle East, what |srael
t hi nks about it?

DR MYLRO E: Well, this session has been on Iraqg, the
threat that |Iraq does pose, as | argue, or as the others say does
not pose, to the United States and its allies, which include
Kuwai t, Saudi Arabia, and Israel. 1In no way |I think can one say
that Israel has been driving U. S. policy toward Iragq.

This is a policy fixed upon by the Bush adm nistration
back in 1990 when it nmade the decision to force Saddam out of
Kuwait. It was supported by the majority of Arab states and
| srael as well. And once the war was underway, it was supported
by the American public. And since then, the U S. really has
determned its own policy.

So, it's really quite unfair to suggest that any of
this is driven by Israel. And | really think that the key issue,
and one we are not really, really addressing, is where do we
stand now in our dealing with Irag. What kind of problemdoes it
pose?

Now, if you accept what |'ve been saying, that he bl ew
up the Wrld Trade Center building back in February of 1993, at a
time when the new U S. President was very friendly to Saddam
Clinton wanted to be rid of this Irag nonkey so he said, before
he got elected, he believed in deathbed conversions and was

prepared to conme to ternms with Saddam and still Saddamtried to
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| that, you see that we

have a very major problem W just can't walk away fromit.

And | think that's sonething
consi deration when we consi der the 500,

M nutes said were killed by sanctions.

we've got to take into
000 children which 60

Those are the reasons. [

don't think the nunber is that high, but | think the Iraqi

popul ati on has suffered. Those are the reasons why Saddam

Hussei n conti nues his war agai nst us.

i ndependent of Anerican-Israeli ties.

And it exists entirely

AMBASSADOR PECK: | would tend to go nore with your

side than what Dr. Mylroie expressed.

Whenever you see the U. S

Governnment' s succeedi ng adm ni strations tal ki ng about our

interests in the Mddle East, it starts, appropriately perhaps,

with the security and safety of Israel,

and then it's oil, and

then it's good relations with the countries there. And our

Nation is an unstinting, hesitating, unwavering supporter of

I srael. | nean, nobody can doubt that.

The proof is everywhere

before us. That's how we see ourselves, that's how the Israelis

see us, and that's how the Arabs see us. Wiy would it be a

surprise?

So that what you suggest is that Israel driving our

policy is incorrect, but concern for Israel has a major inpact.

| know that if you accept that Saddam Hussein did all these

terrible things that Dr. Mylroie tal ks
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problem But you have to ask, who is provoking whon? W' ve been
bormbing Irag on an alnost daily basis. W would do it nore
often, but we don't always the excuses we need. W're after
them they're not after us.

If we were to stop, as has been suggested, bonbing them
and make the enbargo nore selective and so forth, there's a good
chance that they wouldn't see any reason to cone after us.
Because those airplanes flying over Iraq are the ones that are
provoki ng their responses, in nmuch the sanme way -- there is a
parallel -- if Israel did not have settlenments in Gaza, the
settlers in Gaza wouldn't be facing trouble with the
Pal esti ni ans.

Now, you can think they have a right to be there. You
can think we have a right to overfly and bonb. But that's the
cause nore than the result. So, | think that what you were
suggesting, sir, was that there is sone roomfor |ooking at the
situation a little bit differently, is perhaps a good thing.
Because we do have broader interests there than just oil. And it
is entirely possible that our own interests would be nmassively
advanced by making a change in the policy to which we appear to
be wedded.

Dr. Mylroie nade a reference to the fact that she
t hi nks that the nunbers that Madel ei ne Al bright accepted w thout

batting an eye are exaggerated. So | would have to ask: They
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may be exaggerated; are you nore confortable thinking it's only
300, 000 Iraqi children?

DR. MYLROE: No, | amnot confortable with the death
of one Iraqi child. M viewis that the way to address this
problemis to get rid of Saddam | believe that if the United
States were to be serious about arm ng the Iraqgi opposition and,
in addition, backing it up with the U S. Air Force, Saddam woul d
be gone in no tine. However, until and unless we get rid of
Saddam he will continue his war against us, whether it's for the
death of 300,000 Iraqgi children, for the death of 500, 000 Iraqi
children. He seeks revenge for what we have done to him

DR. ELAND: 1'd just like to address the Israel
gquestion. | think that of course our foreign policy in a
denocracy tends to be an aggl oneration of what various groups
want. And that's just a rule of political science, where you
have a concentrated group of people that are for sonething and
then you have a diffused group of people who don't really care
about it or who are against it. And NATO expansion was driven by
certain key ethnic groups in certain key States that the
Denocrats needed to win, and that's why NATO expansi on went
ahead. The dinton adm nistration was very | ukewarm about it
until the elections cane up.

And | think Israel's security is a donmestic issue here

just as a lot of other foreign policy questions are the sane way.
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There are not as many donestic constraints on foreign policy
behavi or by presidents. So, | think you can see that when a
pressure group conmes in, there's not a lot of countervailing
pressure, like with a donestic issue that you woul d have. So,
think Israel does have a role in this whole policy. There are
other factors that cone in. But as | said in ny talk, | don't
think we need to be as fearful of Israeli security as in the
past .

Certainly, Israel is a nmuch better country as far as
nmore conpati ble with denocratic processes and that sort of thing
t han nost of the Arab countries are. However, Israel can take
care of itself. And it has 200 nucl ear weapons. And | think
that is the key guarantor, if all else fails, of Israel security.
So, I'mnot sure that we need to take such an active role in
providing for that security.

MR. ZENAM M nanme is N chol as Aaron Zenam
unaffiliated. | have a question for Dr. Mylroie, and I'll make a
qui ck coment and then listen to your response.

|, too, amvery concerned about terrorism but |I'm not
really as afraid of Muslimfundanentalist terrorismin this
country as | amof another, | guess, sonething else that could be
defined as terrorism And that is that for the entire decade of
the nineties we had Warren Chri stopher and Madel ei ne Al bri ght,

both Secretaries of State, saying that sanctions would renmain
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intact on Iraq until Saddam Hussein is gone. In other words,
they said that regardl ess of his cooperation -- | nean, they
didn't say this but they inplied -- that regardl ess of his

cooperation with inspections, sanctions would remain intact.

So, in a sense, that is saying to the people of Iraq
that until you hungry, sick people who are suffering can get it
t oget her and overthrow your governnment, we are going to continue
to withhold food -- not food, but medicine -- and | think
specifically of banned itens by the 661 Commttee, the Sanctions
Commttee, like air-conditioned trucks that prohibit the
di stribution of nedicine, which then allows the State Departnent
to say, "See, Saddamis warehousi ng food and nedicine."

So, ny questionis, could it be considered an act of
terrorismto coerce a civilian population into rising up agai nst
their leader? And I'll leave it there.

DR. MYLRO E: Cenerally you are correct in your
critique of dinton admnistration policy. It was basically just
sanctions. And they are a hardship and cruelty to the
popul ation, and they don't achieve the goal of getting rid of
Saddam What was m ssing, and what existed under the first Bush
adm ni stration, was arns support for an Iraqi opposition that
woul d overt hrow Saddam t hrough an i nsurgency.

The popul ation hates Saddam It would willingly take

up arnms if given the opportunity. And | amfor -- because | see
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the threat is so grave -- throwing in the U S. Ar Force, who did
a very fine job in Kosovo. Now, | think that if we try this,
there's a very, very high chance that Saddamw || very quickly

| ose control of the south and north of the country -- he doesn't
control the north at all -- the south of the country, and he'l
becone the mayor of Baghdad and that will be the end of him

So, all | would suggest is -- we don't really disagree
about a lot -- what I'msaying is the way to resolve this problem
is by supporting the Iraqgi people in overthrow ng Saddam and
doing it in a large and neani ngful way.

AMBASSADOR PECK: Quite recently the U S. courts
awarded $250 million to the parents of the young woman who was
killed in the bonb blast in Israel a couple of years ago. And
they charged the Iranian Governnent for this because the Iranian
Gover nnent may perhaps possi bly have been involved in supporting
the group that is alleged to have done this.

So, ny question is, if we launch this insurgency and
these freedomfighters -- do you know the difference between a
freedomfighter and a terrorist? Freedomfighters are subsidized
by the United States; terrorists are not. |If these freedom
fighters that Dr. Mylroie is urging happen to kill, accidentally,
t hree dozen Dani sh di plomats, will we then be liable for this?
Because that's called terrorism |t depends upon where you're

sitting, of course.
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The other thing that gets ne is the reference to
hardship and cruelty. Wen you're talking about 475,000 dead
children, that is not hardship and cruelty. That's mass
sl aughter.

MR FINE: I'mTomFine with the Cato Institute.

" m thinking the fundanental question about setting
US policy is: Wat is Saddam Hussein's ultimate goals and
notivations in the region versus other political forces inside
the country? | think only by answering that can we decide
whether it is of strategic inportance to be involved there and in
what way we should be involved. And I want all three nenbers of
t he panel to coment on that.

DR. MYLRO E: You have stated precisely the problem
VWat is the threat? The question to which there nust be a
consi dered answer or answers of, life's like that; it's conpl ex,
what threat does Saddam pose to U.S. interests? And until that
gquestion is explored, you can't decide how you' re going to deal
with it.

That threat is expressed, | would argue, in terns of
t he weapons prograns that he retains. That's a big part of it; |
didn't have a chance to get to that in ny own talk. After the
@Qul f War, it was thought that Irag' s unconventi onal weapons

progranms had | argely been destroyed during the bonbi ng canpai gn
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and that the U N weapons inspectors were slowy nopping up what
remai ned, that Saddam was not a threat at present.

There were those of us who warned the Cinton
adm ni stration, to which I was an advisor in 1992 in Cinton's
canpai gn, beware of Saddani s charm canpai gn. W thought Saddam
woul d think Iike us, that he would cooperate mnimally with the
U. N weapons inspectors, get sanctions lifted, and then he would
ki ck them out and he woul d be back in the business of making this
materi al .

But that was not the way Saddam t hought. He never gave
up that material. He gave the least inportant stuff to UNSCOM
kept the nost inportant stuff conceal ed, and that was revealed in
August 1995, when Saddami s son-in-law, Hussein Kamal, defected.
And all these things we | earned about Iraq' s weapons prograns.
The nucl ear program continued, and all Iraq needed was the
fissile material to make a nuclear bonb. Al he needs is 35
pounds of highly enriched uranium

The chem cal program far bigger, conplicated, nore
advanced. Four tons of VX 1/100th of a gramis lethal. You
get it by just touching it. Mssiles and the biol ogical problem
This was stunning and it showed that Saddam was a real danger.

But what happened was, as a gentleman here said previously, the

Clinton admnistration policy was just sanctions. So, they said,
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"Ch, we can keep the sanctions on." So, that's a big part of the
pr obl em

Saddam del i berately, through a series of crises over
t he weapons inspectors, engineered their demse. And he did it,
| believe the only |logical reason for doing it, is because you
want to prepare that stuff and make nore of it. And he's doing
that right now.

As | said, the terrorism which any day, could be
unconventional terrorismas well. | think these are all things
that | would I ove to discuss with nmy coll eagues here on the panel
in detail. They have to be explored. | think if you do that,
everyone would agree with nme -- they would -- that you have to
get rid of this man because he is our nortal foe, bent on
revenge.

AMBASSADOR PECK: Well, | renmenber when Secretary Cohen
put the five-pound bag of sugar on the table and he said, "This
much ant hrax coul d destroy half the city of Washington." Well,
Bill, that much anthrax could destroy a hell of a ot nore than
the entire Gty of Washington. But the problemthat you face is
where do you |l ook for the five-pound bags of anthrax. And the
answer is "Everywhere, everywhere."

Scott Ritter, if you know who he was, the UNSCOM
i nspector who admtted he spied for the United States and I|srael,

in response to ny direct question to him | said, "Could you, M.
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Ritter, have guaranteed that the UNSCOM i nspecti on headquarters
didn't house 300 pounds of anthrax?" And he said, "Absolutely,
if you let nme destroy the building.” Oherw se, you can't.
Where are you going to look for it and then start again tonorrow?

The problemw th the weapons inspections -- and
sonebody touched on it here -- was that it was not quantitative;
it was qualitative. Howin the world do you prove a negative?
You renmenber, the inspectors were always going to maybe find
sonet hi ng next week or perhaps tonorrow, or nmnaybe over there or
maybe over here. Because you can never say that there's nothing
left there. But the delivery systens are gone.

The chem cal weapons, if you want to use a chem ca
weapons program mlitary experts will tell you that you need
t housands of tons and a delivery system O herw se, why bot her?
And you can't hide that. And an atomc programyou can't do in
your garage. But anthrax you can.

There are other ways to get where Dr. Mylroie suggests
we go other than the deaths and the destruction and the war and
the destruction and the terrorismand the assassination, which is
being urged. There are other ways to do this. W've done it
before; so have other people. And it certainly is worth a try.

To wind up, | renmenber when | was |living in Baghdad,
the U S. Governnent finished its report on the Shah. This was a

year before the Shah fell. And the study that canme out fromthe
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Central Intelligence Agency with inputs from other organizations
showed that the Shah of Iran was | oved, admred, revered, and
respected by 312 percent of the population, up from 271 percent
just five years before.

And anybody who said, you know, "Wew, hold it. This
guy has got clay feet clear up to the armpits," quickly found
sonme other way to earn their living. Now, it's the other way
W th Saddam Hussein. He is evil incarnate. Yeah, yeah, well,
maybe. But we've dealt with not-so-nice guys before, and we
certainly ought to do it nowin the interests of everyone.

DR. ELAND: | would just like to say that | don't think
Saddam's intentions are the key factor because, | think, of sone
of the other things | nentioned: |Is this really as strategic as
we nmake it out to be? And then also, | would agree with
Anbassador Peck on several things.

The only threat that | see is that Saddam coul d sponsor
a terrorist attack using weapons of mass destruction. It's very
hard to stop that. It's a very small quantity of stuff that
coul d be shipped in, either get through custons or cone in
another way. And it's very hard to stop these things. You have
to have perfect intelligence all the tine, which we don't.

The other thing is that this area is not as strategic
as we nmake it out to be. Perhaps we can rely on other countries

to be the first line of defense. | nmean, if things really go
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awy and one country, |ike perhaps a future Soviet Union, is
trying to take over the whole region and capture all the oi
supplies for itself, that mght be a problem Then we m ght have
to do sonething. But | think at this point, there are plenty of
countries about the size of Iraq in the regi on who have been
antagonistic to lraq before. W can use the classic bal ance of
power to rein in Saddam Hussei n.

Al so, we always tal k about a threat to U.S. interests
rather than a threat to the United States. The weapons of mass
destruction mght be a threat to the United States if they bring
it over here. But if we extend our defense perineter so far
forward, sooner or later some country is bound to threaten our
interests. So, | would say we have to redefine our interests.
And we're the only super power, we're the only country that
polices all regions of the world; |I'mjust wondering whether we
really want to do that anynore.

It costs a |ot of noney and we get very little benefit
for our efforts. People don't give us trade concessions.
Certainly our European and Japanese allies don't. So, we can
define our interests any way we want, but Saddam woul d be an
autocrat and a problem maybe, for the regi on on occasion, but |
don't really see how he threatens U. S. vital interests at all.

QUESTI ON: Anbassador Peck has suggested that a stable

state of Iraq is very much in the national interests of the
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United States. He al so has suggested sone of the factors that
woul d perhaps cause the state of Iraq to inplode, if we yanked
out the present governnent, the Saddam Hussei n governnent. You,
however, are willing to do that.

By the way, Ceneral Zinni, the former Commander of
Central Conmmand, suggested that the policy you suggest -- support
for the Iraqi dissidents -- has the feel of a Bay of Coats
canpaign. But let's assune it succeeds and the governnent is
out, would you be willing to see the United States go back in to
reestablish the borders of Irag and a stable central government?

DR MYLRO E: | think, again, what this gentleman over
here said, what is the threat? The threat, and | think ny
col | eagues are kind of agreeing with me on this, Saddam can carry
out an act of terrorismusing unconventional agents that would
kill 100,000 -- easily -- 100,000 Anericans or nore. That is
what these biol ogical agents could do. And there's also a
probl em of nuclear terrorism too.

I f you see the threat as that big, which | do, and it's
based on this account of terrorismstarting with the Wrld Trade
Center bonbing that |'ve given, then | think whatever is
necessary to deal with that threat should be done. | nean,
previously the United States has fought wars that were necessary.
| think | everyone would agree Wrld War Il was necessary. \Wat

woul d have happened if the decision was not made by Franklin
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Roosevelt to fight? Well, if the Japanese didn't attack Pear
Harbor -- in sone ways it's the sane debate

But eventually you have to deal with these things. And
we enjoy a very confortable |ifestyle and our freedons because
our fathers and grandfathers fought that war. Imagine if they
hadn' t.

So, yes, if that's what's necessary, to send U S
forces there to sort of straighten out the situation. But I
don't think it will be that big a deal, because |I think it wll
be possible to recreate the situation that existed in March of
1991, when nost of the population rose in revolt, particularly if
you throwin the US. Ar Force to assist them At that tinme, in
March of 1991, as figures |ike George Bush and Brent Scowcroft
have said, we thought at that tinme when we decided not to help
the uprising -- because that was a m stake not to -- that Saddam
woul d be overthrown in a coup. W expected himgone. That was
the assunption of the way the war ended. But he survived. He
wasn't nmeant to survive.

| think it is very inportant that as soon as possible
we go back to making a serious effort to recreate those
circunstances. | think, between U S. Air Force and the Iraqi
opposition, well arnmed, plus maybe sone support fromthe U S
Arny -- not a great deal -- this man will go and we will not face

a threat.
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What Anbassador Peck expl ained is you cannot find five
pounds of anthrax in all of lraq. That's right. That is why
weapons i nspections alone won't deal with the problem Because,
even at their best, they cannot elimnate that kind of threat,
which is sinply an intolerable threat to expose the Anmerican
popul ation to.

AMBASSADOR PECK: If we do this thing where the Bay of
Goats actually carries on into sonmething successful, there is the
possibility that you m ght generate a certain anmount of
resentnment in lragq, which would | ead people to try to use weapons
of mass destruction against the United States in response to what
we did there. Now, that's just as |likely an outcone as any
ot her .

VWhat burdens ne here is that ny nation -- |'ma veteran
of two wars, and | have been out on the front |ines as a dipl omat
t hrough wars and attacks on nmy house and attacks on the buil di ng
where | worked and life-threatening di seases and evacuati ons
twce -- and so | don't take a back seat in terns of patriotism
to anyone. This is the greatest nation that ever was. It may be
the greatest nation that ever will be. but that is nmy perception
and it is not universally shared. And | believe profoundly that
the world is a better place because there is a United States in

it. But, again, that is not a universally shared perception.
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And | find nyself strangely distressed by our
w I lingness, or the willingness of the people who occupy
| eadership positions -- which is not the sane thing as | eaders
necessarily -- to step up and say, "By George, we're going to
defend the Kurds against the Iragis.” And where do we base the
ai rplanes to defend the Kurds? In Turkey.

And the Kurds in Turkey have had an infinitely worse
time for a far longer period in |arger nunbers than they ever had
in lrag. But sonehow we're not concerned about that. And we
al so are not concerned about the Palestinians. | bring this up
because it fits into the question asked earlier as to how we're
vi ewed over there

My Nation, your Nation, condemmed the Serbs for what
they were doing in Kosovo. But we didn't armthem and we didn't
finance them In the case of the Wst Bank, the Arabs’
perception of us is armng, financing, and defending |Israel from
doing things to the Pal estinians, which are in many ways
equi valent to what the Serbs were doing to the Kosovars.

DR MYLRO E: Ch, that is ridicul ous.

AMBASSADOR PECK:  That is ridiculous. 1It's also
di fferent, you understand.

DR. MYLRO E: They are not.

AMBASSADOR PECK: Stand by. Stand by.
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That's the perception fromthe other side. This is one
of the things that you have to understand, that there are other
peopl e out there, Dr. Mylroie, who may not share your view. And
there are lots of people out there who don't share the views and
actions of the United States. Because our norality is selective.
Everybody does this. There is not a nation in the world that
doesn't enploy selective norality. |If she does it, it's good; if
he does it, it's not good. Everybody does this.

W do it in spades because we are the biggest and the
strongest by far. And the people in that part of the world,
where we do have interests -- oil or not -- we've got |ots of
interests out there -- see us as the people who are irrational,
illegal, hostile, not concerned about human rights, and al so
terribly, terribly, narrowfocused and ignoring the |arger issues
to which you referred earlier.

DR MYLROE: | just think that this has been so
egregious it's necessary to correct. Because it is absurd,
totally wong-headed and anoral --

AMBASSADOR PECK: So, you don't agree, then.

DR MYLROE: -- to conpare the Israeli-Palestinian
situation to what happened between Serbia and the Kosovars.

AMBASSADOR PECK: Nobody did. | tal ked about

perceptions.
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DR MYLRO E: Well, there are many people -- I'mglad
you agree with that -- there are many people wth very distorted
perceptions. And the idea is to educate themso that they wll
have better perceptions, not to repeat their m staken
perceptions.

AMBASSADOR PECK:  We do this with bonbs. Ckay, that'l
wor k.

DR. ELAND: | do agree that there may be a weapons of
mass destruction threat from Saddam but it's brought on by
ourselves. | nean, if we intervene in the region, he may
retaliate in an asymmetric manner because he doesn't have nuch
else to retaliate with.

But there are also other countries out there as |
menti oned before -- Iran, Syria, Qaddafi, nmaybe even North
Korea -- shall we just take out all these regines at once? W
have weapons of nmass destruction ourselves. And our nuclear
deterrent is so |arge conpared to anyone else in the world,
especially these countries since they don't have nucl ear weapons
yet, that we have an overwhel m ng deterrent in one sense.

The snuggling terrorism perhaps it's a threat. But if
we don't cause themany harm-- and | certainly don't think
they're worth it in terns of being a threat in any other
respect -- | nean, to conpare Saddamwith Hitler in Wrld War 11

Saddamis a small country -- we conpare everyone with Hitler

ARTI Transcripts
(202) 347-0030 and www.artitranscripts.com



54

The dinton adm nistration conpares Saddamto Htler. W
conpared Ml osevic to Hitler when he was in power. These are
very small countries w thout nmuch econom c power.

Germany in World War |1 had a substantial econony. It
was trying to overrun an entire continent. That's nuch different
t han what Saddam has done to date and what any of these smal
countries will do. And | just don't see how Saddamis any
different, except that we get all enotional because we fought him
in the Gulf War and he's our nunber one eneny. But, of course,

t hese enem es keep comng up, like MIlosevic, and we got rid of

him So, maybe we could just down through the whole |ist and get

rid of all these people and just have a "bonbfest,"” and then
we'll be done with it.

But | don't think that's the answer. |'mjust being
facetious. | think that we have to live with countries that we

don't like. And they nay have weapons, but they're unlikely to
use them against us if we don't extend our defense perineters so
far that we interpret everything they do as threatening our vital
interests, which they don't.

MR. DEMPSEY: W have tine for a few nore questions.
Yes, here in the second row.

MR. SINGER MW nane is Max Singer. |I'mwth the
Hudson Institute. W' re a research organization, so |'mvery

interested in distinctions and rel ative things.
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| worked on the definition of "terrorism" for exanple,
whi ch is usually thought of as sonebody who kills innocent
civilians for political purposes, which is a uniformand
political cause blind definition that is very worthwhile to
mai nt ai n.

Pal estini an perceptions are certainly inportant in
t hi nki ng about peace in the Mddle East. But we should renmenber
that the Pal estinian perceptions include the perception that
there was never a tenple on the Tenple Munt, Jesus never booted
any noneychangers because the Mount was unoccupied until the
Arabs canme centuries later. |It's also their perception that
there was no Hol ocaust. So, undoubtedly they do have perceptions
that Israel is terribly mstreating them but that doesn't nean
that we have to assune that that's correct.

The nost fundanental point, though, about the U S. and
Israel is that the United States is in support of |srael because
| srael is a denpbcracy. And the nmain support of Israel conmes not
in the United States, the donestic support -- the political,
practical side is distinguished from | would say, the rea
reason or the justification -- the main support is by non-Jews
who recogni ze the character of Israel is a denocracy and
synpathize with it against its attackers. Anybody who deals with
Congress knows that the support is very nuch broader than the

Jewi sh comunity.
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MR. DEMPSEY: Wuld anybody |Iike to coment on that?

AMBASSADOR PECK: Was there a question there?

MR. SINGER Yes. The question is, since sanctions are
designed to prevent Saddam from getting noney, and he had plenty
of noney to buy food and nedici ne, and i ndeed has food and
medi ci ne, | don't understand how the sanctions killed one Iraqi
child, let alone hundreds of thousands. I'mwlling to yield to
the man who says that we kept air-conditioned trucks out, so
maybe there was a problemthere. But those hundreds of thousands
were not killed for lack of air-conditioned trucks. And Saddam
has been able to build air-conditioned palaces, so | don't think
our sanctions are responsible. | think Saddamis responsible.
And i f our governnment doesn't say so, the problemis with our
gover nment .

(Appl ause.)

AMBASSADOR PECK: |'m not sure how your speech was
related to your question, but let's take the speech first.
Because nobody that | know -- well, okay, let's put it another
way, because we're off the subject but it's worthwhile
addressing. No one with half a brain wants anything bad to
happen to Israel or to an Israeli. That doesn't include
everybody, we understand.

But the question is are the Israeli governnents doing

the right thing to get the peace and security that they want?
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And the answer is: | don't know But if whatever you do,

what ever nation you are, if you either ignore or are unaware of
the fact that the people on the other side of the issue may have
a differing perception, you are, at a mnimum mnmaking it far nore
difficult to get wherever you're trying to go.

You don't have to change a policy or apologize for it,
but you've got to understand how they see it, because their
perception is what controls how they respond. And they may not
see you as a bringer of peace, beauty, justice, truth, and the
rest of it when you cone with a bayonet.

Now, com ng back to Iran. | showed you Madel ei ne
Al bri ght because she took credit, w thout batting an eye or
qui bbling over the nunbers, for one-half mllion Iraqi dead
children. Two U N humanitarian assistants -- supervisors -- the
peopl e running the program have resigned in protest.

You say Saddam has got noney. As nmany of you may
know -- and if you don't, I'll tell you about it now -- I|Iraq does
not get one penny fromthe sale of the oil. Do you know that?
The U. N. gets the noney. Saddam Hussein doesn't get a dinme from
the sale of the oil. The U N takes the noney. Twenty percent
of it goes for -- here's a dirty word -- "reparations" for
Kuwait. Twenty percent is kept by the U N for its own

operations and to feed the Kurds. And the rest is dribbled out
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for contracts that we approve. And that's why there's $12
billion in the pipeline, because we hold it tight.

We want Saddam out of there, and we want the Iraqi
people to do it for us. The problemis that this is not a fuzzy
puppy governnment. Marchers on the palace in Baghdad are very
short, and they're only around for one. So, all they can do is
die. And we're fixing it so they can. And the people out there
see that and what's happening to the Palestinians differently
than we do. It doesn't make themright. But you've got to
understand how they see it. Because that's why they don't I|ike
you, and that's why they want to cone after you. Because they
see us doing nasty, dirty, terrible things that fly in the face
of everything we say we stand for.

(Appl ause.)

DR. MYLRO E: Let ne also respond to that question.
Max Singer is absolutely right that the noney has existed to
provide for the humanitarian needs of the Iragi people. The
first resolution provided for that. That was passed in 1991.
Iraq did not accept any such resolution until five years |ater.
The noney exists. It is Saddam who does not spend it. And he
was recently criticized by the U N humanitarian coordinator in
New York for not spending the billions of dollars that are in the

account for the Iraqi humanitarian needs.
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Saddam uses his own popul ati on as hostages so as to
elicit synpathy and demands for the lifting of sanctions. |If he
is soindifferent to the suffering of his own people and their

own deat hs, inagi ne how he feels about people he views as his

enem es and are his enemes. |If he does that to the Iraqi
popul ation -- it is he who is the instrunent of it; the noney
exists -- what do you think he has done and wants to do agai nst
us?

Anot her point to be corrected, the noney for
reparations does not go sinply to Kuwait. The noney for
reparations, coming fromthe a U N resolution comng out of the
Qulf War, is for all sorts of people in countries who suffered
| osses during the Gulf War. So, it doesn't just go to Kuwait.
And it's inmportant to keep these facts straight.

DR. ELAND: | just want to make a comment. This forum
isn't on Israel, but this always gets drug into the debate. |
think Israel should be commended for having a denocracy. | think
we shoul d support them But |'msure that we need to bonb
everybody to do it. They're a wealthy country, as | nentioned.
They have 200 nucl ear weapons. And as history has shown, they
are nore than willing, nore than capable of sticking up for
t hensel ves.

The other thing I think we have to guard against is |I'm

not sure that when we go around the world bonbing we're not
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erodi ng our own denocratic principles, first, by commtting
mlitary aggression, as Anbassador Peck correctly states, wthout
any U.N. or international sanction, as in the case of a no-fly
zone, or in the case of Kosovo for that matter.

Also, | think one thing that never gets brought up is
every tine we go on these mlitary interventions we violate the
Constitution nost of the tine. Mst constitutional scholars wll
tell you that Congress, when they nmade the Constitution, they
originally intended for Congress to pass on a declaration of war
or sone authorization for mlitary strikes.

This got worse during the dinton adm nistration
certainly, but other presidents before that have violated this.
Every time we go on these mlitary excursions -- and enforcing
the no-fly zone, in ny view -- is unconstitutional, because there
has been no congressional authorization. W even put
i nternational organizations before our own congressional
aut hori zation of these mlitary strikes.

MR. DEMPSEY: W have tine for one nore question.

Brian Mtchell over here.

MR. M TCHELL: Brian Mtchell, Investors Business
Dai | y.

| would like to ask the Anbassador to comment on |van's
argunment that we m ght have been better off just not doing the

Qul f War and letting Saddam Hussei n keep Kuwait.
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AMBASSADOR PECK: That's a tough issue. But one of the
things that the -- | hope | can say this here w thout ever being
quoted -- the Anerican public, the great unwashed, knows not hi ng
about the rest of the world and cares | ess. Anericans want to
focus on the things that we know are inportant -- sports networks
and a broad choice of depilatories -- and not have to worry about
what's happening in all these far corners of the world.

So, what the adm nistrations have to do al ways for that
nanosecond when you have their attention is wave the flag of
norality. "W're doing a noral thing." "Ch, well, then go do it
and don't block out the Super Bowl ," or whatever.

What woul d have happened? You tell the American public
that we're doing this in defense of denobcracy, goodness,
graci ousness, and all the rest of it. "GOkay, go take care of
it," and we're not worried about it too nuch if a couple hundred
thousand Iraqi children die in the process.

Was it the oil? Yes, it was the oil, except that if
oil is why we fought in Kuwait, you' re going to have to tell ne
what vital export commodity led us to sacrifice 47,000 American
lives in Korea. And kinthi doesn't count. You fought that war
because you had a perception of national interests.

And if you think we fought for oil in the Gulf, why did
you fight in South Vietnan? You renenber, sone of you who are

ol der, dom noes. If South Vietnamfalls, the whole region falls.
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Well, South Vietnamfell and the whole region hasn't fallen --
yet .

And we didn't fight for oil in Genada. | think it was
peppercorns or sonething there.

So, you fight in Kuwait for all of these reasons that
you think are the right thing at the tine. You couldn't let him
do that, you know, because we have allies, we have friends, it's
destabilizing. Stability is a big thing. Jordan is out there,
Israel is out there. You can't let that happen. There is Hosn
Mubarak on that thin green ribbon that runs down through the
sands of Egypt, with his 67 mllion people. You' re not going to
| eave himout there with Qaddafi on one side and Saddam on t he
other. Who knows where he's going to stop? So you stop him
That's okay.

The reason we didn't go in and "finish the job" was
t hat anybody who was wat ching the area knew that the m nute you
went on to invade lIraq, the coalition would have evaporated. No
Arab governnent is going to stand up next to the United States
going in to topple another Arab governnent, which is precisely
why Israel didn't retaliate for the SCUD s. Because they knew,
"thud,"” there goes the coalition, guys.

W were going to go in and finish the job neat and tidy
and go hone, and that's what scares the Arabs. Knock off Saddam

Hussein, that's it. You know, it's MIller tine, and everybody
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| eaves. And then what happens? Nobody knows, but it's going to
be bad.

We fought for all of those conplex reasons that a
denocracy has. Sone are good, sone are bad. But the difficulty
is that once you announce a policy -- once you announce a
policy -- it is tough to step up and say, "Unh, it's been a total
failure and a disaster and we're going to change it."

Had t he new Bush adm ni stration done that, sonething,
qui ckly, they could have done it easily. But now they've
inherited the old policy. "Wat would you have done?" | hear you
asking. You send Colin Powell over to neet with Tariq Aziz. You
say, "Tarig, we want to tightly control your weapons of mass
destruction and your mlitary buildup. Wat do we have to do to
get that fromyou?" And he says, "Take off the general enbargo."
Done.

Then you woul d have -- consider the concept -- an
agreenent. \Which neans they get sonething that they want and we
get sonething that we want, and you have a reason to keep it.

The rest of the world would back you on that. Control the
weapons. Control the weapons of nass destructions. Let the
peopl e go.

Forgive nme. | stepped past your question, but |

coul dn't pass up the chance.
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DR. MYLRO E: There are figures in history with whom an
agreenent is not possible. It is hard for ne to understand or to
concei ve of what the present situation would have been like if
the U S. had not fought the Gulf War back in 1991. Saddam woul d

be the dom nant figure on the Arab side of the Gulf, controlling

either directly -- because he's occupying the area or because
he's exercising a great deal of influence over it -- the oil from
Iraq through Oran. Iraq would be the dom nant power, by far, in

the Muslim M ddl e East.

The econom ¢ boom of the dinton years would not have
occurred. And nost probably, at sonme point in all of this, |ong
bef ore February 26th, 2001, the error of not fighting the war in
1991 woul d have been recogni zed and we woul d have fought a war in
1995, or whenever. |It’'s very simlar to the 1930's and the
situation with Hitler; you re going to have to fight him sooner
or later, and you better do it sooner because you will do it on
terms nore advant ageous to yourself.

DR. ELAND: Well, | don’'t think we can keep bringing up
the 1938 Munich situation as driving our entire foreign policy.
Iraq is much different than Hitler was. Al so, there are other
countries about the sanme size in the region that can check lIraq’ s
advances: Iran, Turkey, Syria, et cetera.

And | think this argument that we woul d not have an

econom c expansi on goes back to the old argunents about oil,
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which | think were erroneous back in the seventies and are even
nore erroneous today. | don't think oil is a strategic
comodity, and | think many econom sts would agree with ne. It’s
a commodity just |like anything else. There is a cartel, which
econom sts wll tell you, wll not be very effective because
there are great incentives to cheat. It elevates the price in
the short term but in the long term in 50 years, we may not be
usi ng petroleum Who knows? What | ooks strategic now, we have
enough petroleumin the ground for 200-and-sone years, and that
is what they don’t find anynore, and we have nore natural gas
than that. And, as | say, technology nay nove forward.

So, | think when you say that we wouldn’t have had the

econom ¢ boomin the nineties if we hadn’'t countered Saddam s

invasion of Kuwait, | think that is just not a very valid
argunent at all. QI is vastly overrated. And | think, frankly,
in addition to Israel, oil is the main reason that we think we’'re

there. But the problemw th the national security conmunity is
they don’t like to talk to the econom cs conmunity because it’s
too scary for them Because there goes one of their major
theater wars right out the window, and there goes the defense
spendi ng.

Maybe I'’mtoo cynical, but there is a marked difference

bet ween what econom sts think about oil and what nati onal

ARTI Transcripts
(202) 347-0030 and www.artitranscripts.com



66

security players think about oil, and it never seens to get
reconci |l ed.

MR. DEMPSEY: Wth that, 1'"'mgoing to bring it to an

end. | would |like to invite everybody upstairs to an open |unch
buffet. |If everybody could just thank our panelists.
(Appl ause.)

(Wher eupon, the Policy Forum was concl uded.)
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