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PROCEEDI NGS

MR. ELAND: Good norning. M name is Ivan Eland. | am
the Director of Defense Policy Studies here at the Cato
Institute. | would like to welconme you to the Policy Forum
entitled "Should the United States Go to War Against Iraq?"

Recently President Bush remarked, "I stand by these
words: Afghanistan is just the beginning.”" And he stated that
Saddam Hussein "needs to let inspectors back in his country."”
When asked about the consequences of letting the inspectors back
into Iraq, President Bush replied "He'll find out."

Condol eezza Rice, the National Security Advisor, also
said sonmething to the effect that we didn't need the Septenber
11th attacks to tell us that Irag was a threat to our U. S
security.

Al'l of these remarks could be interpreted as simlar to
the ultimatum that Bush gave to the Taliban to turn over bin
Laden or share his fate. But should the U S. go to war agai nst
Iraq? That is the question we are going to be taking up today.

Bef ore introduci ng our two distingui shed speakers |
would i ke to take a mnute to throw out sone issues, in the form
of questions, that should be prom nent in the debate on this

issue. We will hopefully get the answers to them or at |east a
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better understanding of the issues, fromour speakers today or in
t he questi on-and-answer period.

| was at a small |unch roundtable yesterday on this
very subject, and one of the participants said: Saddamis a bad
man and |'mnot sure why a | ot of people in the Washi ngton policy
community don't understand that. And | thought to nyself, |
wonder what planet he is from | don't think anybody in the
Washi ngton policy conmunity doesn't think that Saddamis a bad
man.

But | think the question is: Should we not just attack
but take out Saddanf? Another question is: Do we need hard
evi dence that he had direct involvenent in the Septenber 11th or
anthrax attacks to do so?

According to a forner Congressman at this |unch
yesterday, the fact that Mhanmed Atta nmet with Iraqi intelligence
i s enough evidence to take himout. But this same forner
Congressman passed out a picture, which he had in an el aborate
case, of him shaking Saddam s hand in 1982. So | was wonderi ng,
if we applied that evidentiary standard to his behavior, would we
have to bonb his house since he net with the top dog?

| don't think we need to prove in a court of |aw that
Saddam had sonething to do wth those attacks, but a little nore
convi ncing evidence than this m ght be needed. And nmaybe nore

evidence will be cited today in our forum
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O course, sone analysts don't require such evidence
and would |ike to use the war on terrorismto get Saddam once and
for all. Which brings us to a key question, and | think a
guestion that will probably be addressed today at the forum How
big of a threat to the United States is Saddanf? Is he a bigger
threat than any other rogue state that we have to deal with?

Saddam probably has weapons of nmass destruction, or is
undoubt edl y working to reconstruct them because he had t hem
before. He has invaded his neighbors and he has used weapons of
mass destruction in the past. But Qaddafi also has weapons of
mass destruction and used themin his intervention in Chad in the
1980's. Also lrag is a threat to Israel. But isn't Syria, which
actually borders Israel, a bigger threat to that state?

Is Iraq a bigger threat than the other poor rogue
states sinply because it borders Saudi Arabia and the United
States needs to defend the oil? O is all this talk about Saddam
just because we went to war with Saddamin 1991 and won, yet he
continues to thunb his nose at us? |Is this a visceral reaction
on our part that makes him seem nore evil than other dictators,
or is hereally nore evil? That's the question.

We probably should note a little enbarrassing history
here. As with so nmuch of Anerican interventions overseas, our
relationship with Iraq turned out to be counterproductive in the

end. Renenmber in the 1980's, when the United States was scared
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that Iran would win the Iran-lrag war, we indirectly hel ped Iragq,
the original aggressor, in that war. Even worse, after Iraq won
the war, the first Bush adm nistration continued to support
Saddam i nstead of switching to support Iran and keep a bal ance of
power, or sinply just extracting itself fromthe whol e ness.

So the question is: |s Saddam a quantum | eap above
other dictators and a threat to the United States or is this an
enoti onal response, much |ike Reagan's interactions with Qaddafi
in the eighties or Bush's interaction with Noriega in the sane
decade? Saddamgot the villain of the 1990's award, narrowy
beating out Ml osevic, but will he be restored to his nunber one
perch once diabolical bin Laden is killed or apprehended?

Anot her question is: D d the first Bush adm nistration
have good reasons for not going to Baghdad in the first place --
for exanple, fear of disnenbering Irag and the chaos that m ght
ensue, lranian gains froma weakened Iraq, or not having the
support of Arab allies, et cetera? O was the elder Bush just a
weak- kneed | eader who had no stomach to go all the way? That's
t he questi on.

I f the adm nistration does want to topple Saddam how
woul d they go about doing it -- with indigenous forces on the
ground and U.S. air power, using the Afghan nodel that we are now

using, or a full ground invasion, or sone other nmethod? What
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will we get after we do take out Saddan? WII| there be chaos, as
there may be yet in Afghani stan?

We had no choice but to induce instability in
Af ghani stan. The perpetrator of the vile Septenber 11th attacks
and the regine that supported himhad to be taken out. But don't
we have a choice whether to destabilize Irag? Alternatively, to
prevent instability, would U S. forces have to occupy lraq after
t aki ng down Saddanf

Can we guarantee that a governnent that replaces Saddam
will be any better? In other words, would it be another
post - Sovi et Af ghani stan all over again?

And finally, the last question is: After we take out
Hussein, will we continue on and take out every regine that we
don't like who is devel opi ng weapons of nass destruction -- for
exanpl e, North Korea, Iran, Syria, Libya, et cetera?

These are the questions that | think at | east need to
be asked, and hopefully our two distinguished panelists will help
us answer sone of them today.

One final note. | amgoing to all ow each speaker
roughly 20 mnutes to speak, with five m nutes each for rebuttal,
and then we wll go to QA

Let ne introduce our first distinguished speaker.

James Wbol sey is now a partner in the law firm of Shea and

Gardner in Washington, D.C., where he returned after serving two
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years as the Director of Central Intelligence. That is probably
his nost fam liar position, | think, to the public. But before
that he served in the U S Governnent as Anbassador to the
Negoti ati ons on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe, in Vienna,
from 1989 to 1991; Under Secretary of the Navy from 1977 to 1979;
and General Counsel to the U S. Senate Arned Services Conmittee
from 1970 to 1973.

He has been a nenber of the National Comm ssion on
Terrorism the Comm ssion to Assess the Ballistic Mssile Threat
to the U S., that is, the Runsfeld Comm ssion; and the
President's Comm ssion on Strategic Forces, that is, the
Scowcroft Commi ssion. W are very pleased that he is here today
to tal k about the Iraq situation.

Go ahead and take it away.

JAMES WOOLSEY, FORMER DI RECTOR,

CENTRAL | NTELLI GENCE AGENCY

MR. WOCOLSEY: Thank you. | was honored to be invited
to be here today to debate with Bill. He and | go way back. W
both were whiz kids when his hair was a different color and m ne
existed, in Alain Enthoven's office in the Pentagon, he in the
early to md-sixties and me in the late sixties. But, to tel

you the truth, since I ama Washington | awer who has spent sone
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time out at the CIA | ampretty well honored to be invited into
any polite conpany for any purposes what soever.

One question that was stated was: Should we use the
war against terrorismto get Saddan? To ny mind, this is
sonething parallel to asking: Should we, as of Decenber 7, 1941,
use the war against fascismto get Hitler?

We have here, for all practical purposes, what is a
declared war on the United States, sone portions of it silently
and sone portions of it openly, particularly now, after the bin
Laden tape of today, a sort of conmbination of Htler's and
Torquenada's, who have noved agai nst Western civilization,
agai nst civilization period, and against the United States. And
there are various facets and aspects of this question. But the
first and, | think, nost important point is: The way you ask the
guestion is going to determ ne the answer.

| f you ask the question, could we prove beyond a
reasonabl e doubt in a court of law that Iragq was behind and
directing the attacks of Septenber 11th or the anthrax, then the
answer is likely to be no. And if that is your decision
criterion, if that's the question you ask, you may deci de that
you don't think we need to do anything with Iraq.

If you ask a different question, is it clearly
denonstrabl e to any reasonabl e person that Iraq has been

substantially engaged in terrorism agai nst the West, and the

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



United States in particular, over the course of the |ast decade,
that there is a reasonabl e chance that they were involved in
Septenber 11th and the anthrax, that they are devel opi ng weapons
of mass destruction, particularly biological and nuclear in order
to terrorize their neighbors, I would submt the answer to that
guestion is a clear yes. And there is probably not nmuch dispute
about it.

So the answer you get is going to depend, in part, on
the question you ask. Now, let's go through a couple of these
one at a tine.

First of all, weapons of mass destruction. A |lot of
guestions are is he working on chem cals, but biological and
nucl ear are the ones that are truly mass destructi on weapons.
And biol ogicals, we know, are in Saddanmi s kitbag. W know from
the U N inspections. W know that he went to great lengths to
hi de the type of prograns he had in anthrax and the others, the
nature of the strains, that he noves the equi prent around for
production with his Special Security Services, that he is working
har d.

We know from Khi dhir Haneza, his chief bonmbmaker until
1995, from his book, that he is working hard on the nucl ear
program that he has dispersed the enrichnent facilities for
urani um and pl utoni um around the country so that it would be

difficult to attack them There is so nuch evidence with respect
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to his devel opment of weapons of nass destruction and ballistic
m ssiles, fromthe Runsfeld Comm ssion findings, | consider this
point really beyond dispute. |If people disagree, we can talk
about it, but this is a very vigorous programthat the Iraqi
Government has long had in the past and has today.

Second, has it been involved in terror, including
particularly terror against the United States? Again, this one
is a slamdunk. If you go back to 1993, when Saddam quite
clearly tried to kill former President Bush in Kuwait in the
spring of 1993, both the FBI and CI A sent forensic teans to | ook
at the unexpl oded bonb which the Kuwaitis had obtained. Both
reported to President Cinton that this was clearly a Mikhabarat,
an lraqi intelligence, bonb.

| would submit to you that the Mukhabarat is not a
rogue el ephant, as Senator Church once fanmously ternmed the Cl A
It wasn't either, but certainly the Mukhabarat is not. Wat it
does, it does on orders of Saddam It follows, as the night to
the day, Saddamtried to kill former President Bush eight years
ago. That was the reason President Clinton said it publicly and
di d shoot a couple of dozen cruise mssiles into an enpty Iraq
Intelligence Headquarters building in the mddle of the night.

| have never understood why a determination to kil
I ragi cl eani ng wonmen and ni ght wat chnen had much to do with an

effecti ve response against an attenpt to assassinate the
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President of the United States, but, again, it is a slam dunk
t hat Saddam has been, at least in 1993, engaged in terrorist
operations against the United States, terrible terrorist
operations, which happily was thwarted by the Kuwaitis.

Now, there are sone indications that he has been
involved in others. The evidence for this is circunstantial, but
it certainly adds up. First of all, there are nunerous neetings
between Iraqi intelligence, including M. Hajazi, a very senior
official in the Mikhabarat, who until very recently, at |east
nom nally, was the Iraqgi Anmbassador in Ankara, neetings between
hi m and seni or al Qaeda people in both Afghanistan and in Iraq.

The notion that is fostered by sonme, that there could
be no cooperation between the Iraqi reginme because it's secul ar
and al Qaeda because it's deeply Islanm st is just nonsense.

There has been cl ose cooperati on between a nunber of these
terrorist organi zations and intelligence services in Sudan, Iran,
Iraq, al Qaeda, Islamc Jihad, for years -- neetings, noney
nmovi ng around. And again, this, | think, is quite clear.

There is some reasonabl e chance that Saddam was
involved in the 1993 attack on the Wrld Trade Center. The two
key individuals, Yassin, who escaped the FBI's clutches in New
Jersey and returned to Irag, where he has sat for now about eight
years in Baghdad, |ike a cat on a fence taunting a dog, was one

of the principals, and he is an Iraqi citizen. He was one of the
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principals of the Wrld Trade Center attack. The other, Ranzi
Yousef, entered the United States on an Iraqi passport, was known
as "Rashid, the Iraqgi," when he lived in New Jersey. And there
is some circunstantial evidence that he is tied to the Iraqi

Gover nnment .

Wth respect to Septenber 11lth, we have, announced by
the Czech Governnent, three trips by Mohammad Atta, the | ead
bonmber, to Prague. And on one occasion at |least, he net with
Iraqi intelligence, in the formof M. A-Ani, a senior Iraqi
intelligence officer, who has been historically in the business
of assassinations and the |like, in Prague. Neither of these were
casual trips to Prague. 1|In one |last year, Atta, living then in
Hanburg, first tried to get into Prague by air. He did not have
an appropriate visa. He went back, drove to Prague, and nmet with
Al -Ani quite possibly on that occasion. He flew from Prague
directly to the United States, where he began his preparations
for the bonbing.

Last April he flewfromthe United States to Prague and
met with Al-Ani. Both of these trips to Prague were for 24 hours
or less. This is unlikely to be a tourist jaunt to | ook at
Prague's | ovely nedieval architecture. On the second trip, he
flew back within 24 hours to Florida. And, within a few days,
$100, 000 was transferred to himfromthe UAE, and he began the

final preparations.
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Again, is this a slamdunk? |Is this a snoking gun?
woul d say it is suggestive only, but it is very suggestive.

And then we have Sal man Pak, |ocated on the southern
edge of Baghdad, the site of one of Iragq's two najor biol ogical

weapons facilities fromthe md-1990's. A nunber of eyew tness

accounts -- two fromformer U N inspectors, both American
citizens, and three fromlraqi defectors -- that have seen one or
anot her aspect of the followng at Sal man Pak. First of all, two

training canps, one for Iraqis, one for non-lraqis, at both of
themat different tines, using a Boeing 707, which is still there
and which can be seen on commercially available satellite inmagery
today, for training on aircraft hijacking, and a substantial part
of the training was training using knives.

Now, perhaps Saddam just has a grudge agai nst |cel andic
Air and he has not given vent to it yet and he is sort of working
on the problem But, again, as with Mohammad Atta's trips to
Prague, there is another explanation which is far nore |ikely.

Wth respect to the anthrax, this is a work in
progress. The investigation goes in all sorts of different
directions. The only thing | would say about that is the
follow ng. One hypothesis, and it nust be a hypothesis -- and
apparently sonme in the governnent are following it -- is that
this is entirely separate from Septenber 11th, has nothing to do

wth Septenber 11th. It is, let's say, a crazed Anerican Nazi
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Ph.D. mcrobiologist with a fully equi pped | aboratory in a cave
sonmewher e under Trenton, New Jersey, who just gets his anthrax
ready and mails it -- sort of a Kaczynski figure.

Two problenms with asserting that anthrax has nothing to
do wth Septenber 11th. |[If this is this crazed Nazi Ph.D
m crobi ol ogi st operating entirely alone, then it is a
coincidence -- and | would say it is a very substanti al
coi nci dence -- that he had his anthrax all ready to go and was
just kind of sitting there, waiting to do sonething when
Sept enber 11t h happens. And he thinks, ah, that's a good
opportunity for me to follow on. And so, one week |ater, he
starts mailing anthrax. And 28 days later, he starts mailing
highly refined, mlitarized, sophisticatedly processed anthrax.

If it seens a little unlikely to you, well, the only
other possibility, if Septenmber 11th is unconnected with the
anthrax, is that this crazed American Nazi Ph.D. nicrobi ol ogi st
hadn't done anything with anthrax until after Septenber 11th, at
whi ch point he gets the idea and, quick |ike a bunny rabbit, gets
his | ab assenbled and starts refining and processing it. That
woul d nean he woul d have had to have done the first part of the
work wi thin seven days, and the sophisticated work within 28
days, froma standing start.

| woul d suggest neither of those scenarios is

pl ausible. It does not nmean that the anthrax has been fully and
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conpletely directed by al Qaeda or whoever al Qaeda is worKking
with. There is at |east one Anerican we know of, Wal ker, who has
fought with the Taliban and perhaps, to sonme extent, under al
Qaeda's influence. There is an Australian, in the paper this
nmor ni ng, who did the sane thing.

It is not inpossible that sonme crazed American, either
a naturalized American citizen or an Anerican citizen who | ooks
somewhat |ike ne -- maybe with nore hair -- has been an
i ndividual involved in this. And we don't know exactly where the
anthrax cane from where the technol ogy cane from where the
gui dance cane from where the timng canme from The one thing
that seens very unlikely is that whatever this individual has
done and however he has done it -- or individuals -- they have
done it conpletely apart from Septenber 11th.

| would submt it is nost probable that Septenber 11th
and the anthrax are involved in one way or another. And if that
is true, then we have to ask: Wat organization or what
governnment is al Qaeda closest to that is nost |likely to have
access to and that has had a sophisticated anthrax progranf
There are only three countries that have had sophisticated
mlitarized anthrax prograns -- the United States, the forner
Sovi et Union and Iragq.

It is not inpossible that sonething was stolen from

American | aboratory. It is not inpossible that Russian organi zed
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crime has sonehow obt ai ned technol ogy wherewi thal, anthrax
itself, and transmtted it to al Qaeda. But, again, the country
that is closest to al Qaeda and working with it, | would submt,
in a nunber of neetings and all the rest, is Iraq.

Now, what about other possible states? |If we agree
that tinme is of the essence because Iraq is working day and
ni ght, as fast as possible, to produce weapons of mass
destruction, nuclear weapons, to obtain the fissionable
mat erial -- because they already know how to build a bonb, it's a
guestion of getting the fissionable material -- and to work on
t heir biol ogi cal weapons prograns, is delay in our interest? |
woul d submt not. | would submit that their work on ballistic
m ssi | es, biol ogi cal weapons and nucl ear weapons, and their ties
to terrorismsuggests a certain urgency.

Wth respect to other nations, such as Iran, Syria,
Sudan, that have backed terrorismin the past or back it today,
there is, I would suggest, not nearly the sane sense of urgency.
And there is also a real possibility that, with some of these
ot her countries, we will be able to affect their policies, their
regi nes, and see changes without going to war. In lran, for the
| ast nmonth, there have been a nunber of denonstrations, tens, and
in a few cases hundreds, of thousands of young peopl e,
denonstrati ng agai nst Khonmei ni and Khanenei. Mbst of these

denonstrations foll ow and surround soccer ganmes in Teheran,
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chanting "USA, USA, " with smiles on the faces. And ny favorite
chant just fromlast week is "Death to the Taliban" in Kabul and
in Teheran.

Now, the young people of Iran -- half of Iran, roughly,
is under 21 years old -- the young people of Iran have never
known the Shah and SAVAK and any of that. Wat they know as
t hose who oppress themis the nullahs. Wy are we popular? W
are popul ar because the nullahs hate us.

So al though we certainly don't want to do anything to
interfere with that popularity, we don't want to do anything to
cozy up to the wali-he faghih, the group of mullahs that manage
the power institutions in Iran, nonetheless, Iran is an
interesting country with a real constitution, with voters who go
to the polls, with structure, but also with tension and with
potentially change within itself. Perhaps we should assist in
sonme fashion. But there is hope for Iran; there is no hope for
I raq.

Irag is not containable in the sense the Soviet Union
was containable in the Cold War. The Sovi et Union eventually
threw up a Mkhail Gorbachev, an honest comrunist, who really
want ed from each according to his ability, to each according to
his need. And by trying to make the system work honestly, he

made that thoroughly rotten system coll apse. Contai nnent worked
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pretty nuch the way George Kennan said it would work over half a
century ago. It just took a long tine.

But Iraq is not going to throw up a M khail Gorbachev.
This is far nore Iike Nazi Germany in terns of the notivation,
attitude and aggressiveness of the structure in lraq than it is
like the evil but somewhat cautious Soviet Union.

Briefly, what do we need to do if we decide, as the
President | believe has suggested but not clearly stated, that
Iraq's work on weapons of mass destruction, its terrorizing of
its neighbors and its backing for terrorismgenerally is enough,
and we don't need to show a cl ear and decisive Iink to Septenber
11th or the anthrax? First of all, | would submt we do need one
ally very much -- Turkey. W need bases for tactical aircraft in
the north. W need some | and access. W have access fromthe
sea in the south, with the aircraft carriers and anphi bi ous shi ps
in the Persian Gulf. W have access for bonbers from Di ego
Gar ci a.

We do need Turkey for a nunber of reasons, but | would
submt we don't need a great deal nore than that. It is usefu
to have other countries support us, but | would suggest it is not
essential. The thing that is different, that very few people
have noticed until the |last few days, with the quick and decisive
victory over the Taliban in Afghanistan, is what has happened in

the revolution in mlitary affairs. In the Gulf War, we had only
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10 percent smart weapons, and it took an average of about 10
weapons to destroy a target. Today 90 percent of the weapons
that U.S. aircraft drop are snart weapons and we take an average
of two weapons to destroy a target.

That means, even with a radical reduction in nunbers of
sorties and aircraft, one can have a several-fold inprovenent in
destruction of targets over the Gulf War. And we didn't do too
badly with our air forces during the Gulf War. Iraq is not
Vietnam It is not very nountainous. It certainly has no
jungles. Arnored forces of any kind, a nodern mlitary w thout
air cover in that environment, are sitting ducks, as nuch sitting
ducks as the Tali ban have been

This woul d not be as easy as Afghanistan. W would, if
we decided to nove against Iraq, first destroy its air defenses.
They have been degraded by 30 to 40 percent, according to nost
public reports, by our bonbing in the north and south, in the
no-fly zones, over the course of the |ast several years, but we
woul d need first to take out the rest of their air defenses.

If we did that successfully, the Republican Guard, or
any other lraqi divisions -- the loyalty of which in the latter
case is extrenely doubtful as far as Saddamis concerned, but
even the Republican Guard -- is about half the strength of what

it was in 1991. It has no place to hide.

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



As Joe Louis once said of one of his opponents in the
boxing ring: He can run, but he can't hide. They could hide,
suppose, in the mddle of cities, in the m ddle of Baghdad. But
if they do that, for indigenous forces -- Shia in the south,
Kurds and other Sunni in the north -- to take control wth
Anerican hel p, sone Anericans on the ground, Special Forces,
per haps Mari nes, perhaps sone Airborne, but along the |ines of
what we have done in Afghani stan would, | submt, be a doable
thing, particularly in the north and south. And that's where the
oil is. It is not in Baghdad.

A quick offensive, armng the Iragi opposition and
utilizing devastating American air power against Irag would, |
suggest to you, be quite likely to achi eve substantial and
relatively early gains in the northern and southern parts of the
country. At that point, we can figure out how to nove to
conplete the war. | believe we could successfully prosecute it.

Iraq is not Afghanistan. It is not a particularly
tribal area. There are divisions between the Shia and the Sunni
and the Kurds, but there is broad acceptance anong all of those
groups that they want Iraq to hold together. |If we pledged that
we will assist in Iraq being kept as a single country, hol ding
together, no separate Kurdistan to act as a magnet for Turkey's
Kurds, | believe, inthis relatively sophisticated and

wel | - educated country, one of the nost technol ogically and
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soci al ly advanced countries, until Saddamtook over, in the
Muslimworld, | believe that we woul d have a very good chance of
bringing a reasonabl e and denocratic regi ne of sone stripe to
power in Ilraq within a nunber of nonths.

Keep in mnd, the world is full of the destroyed
reput ati ons of individuals who, beginning around half a century
or so ago, said: The "blank" wll never be able to becone
denocrats, will never be able to run a denocracy. At different
times, from 1945 on, wth the Morgenthau Plan originally and so
forth, the "blank” was, first of all, the Germans, then the
Japanese, then the Russians, then the Koreans, then the Chinese.
But from Seoul to Taipei to Berlin to Tokyo, today -- even to
sone extent, to Mbscow -- people seemto have found out how to
make free governnments, or at |least substantially free
gover nnents, worKk.

Denocracy is not sonmething that is solely the province
of this country. It is not alien to the Muslimworld.

Bangl adesh is a functioning denocracy. Wat we need to do is
nove to destroy this regime that wants badly to destroy us and to
terrorize its neighbors, and begin the process of convincing the
world that America is again on the march and that Anmerica is on
the side of denocracy and the people of the M deast.

Thank you.

(Appl ause.)
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MR. ELAND: Thank you, M. Wbol sey, for a great
present ati on.

Qur next speaker, and the |ast speaker, is our Chairman
here at the Cato Institute, Bill N skanen. He has served as the
Chai rman here since 1985, having previously served as acting
Chai rman of President Reagan's Council on Econom c Advisors. He
is one of the nost highly regarded m croecononists in the nation.
He has al so served as the Director of Economics at Ford Mbtor
Conpany and as a defense analyst for the Pentagon, the RAND
Corporation, and Institute for Defense Anal yses. He takes a
great interest in defense and national security issues, and has
t hroughout his career.

Bill.

W LLI AM NI SKANEN, CHAI RVAN

CATO | NSTI TUTE

MR. NI SKANEN. Thank you, |Ivan.

America's war in Afghani stan has been unusually
effective. And for that, | suggest the Bush adm nistration
deserves our respect and our support.

My case today, in contrast, is that the United States
shoul d risk peace in our relations with Iraq. | choose these

words with special care, recognizing that the risk of peace may
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soneti nes be substantial, but that the inherent nature of war
should meke it the foreign policy of last resort except in
response to a major attack on Anerican |ives and property.

May | first acknow edge that Saddam Hussein is a
dangerous, evil man. At his direction, Iraqi forces and agents
i nvaded Iran and Kuwait, brutally suppressed donestic
i nsurrections, used poison gas against both Iranian and Kurdish
forces, they may have sponsored several prior terrorist incidents
and the attenpted assassination of former President Bush, and, to
a now uncertain extent, have acquired or devel oped several types
of weapons of nass destruction.

For all of that, | conclude the Bush adm nistration
shoul d not follow a successful prosecution of the war in
Af ghani stan with another war in Iraq unless, unless they present
concl usi ve evi dence, credible enough for at |east Tony Blair,
t hat Saddam hel ped finance, organi ze or inplenent the Septenber
the 11th attacks or that he has supplied weapons of nass
destruction to sone terrorist group to use agai nst American |ives
and property.

Despite the concerted efforts of Jim Wol sey and Larry
M Il roy and others, no such concl usive evidence has been presented
to date. Anobng those who have recently attested to this
conclusion are the U S. Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of

State, the British Prinme Mnister, Foreign Secretary and Defense
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Secretary, the NATO Secretary-General, and the head of Israel
Mlitary Intelligence. For those of us who do not now have the
security clearances necessary for an independent eval uation of
this evidence, we nust rely upon such official validators.

If M. Wolsey draws a different conclusion fromthe
avai | abl e evi dence, he nust make his case to sonme public officia
that we both trust and respect. No purpose, | suggest, is served
by trying to make this case to us who are not in a position to
eval uate the evidence.

In t he absence of such evidence, or a future attack on
American lives and property that is nore clearly attributable to
Saddam we shoul d be concerned about the foll ow ng possible
consequences of another war in Iraqg.

One, Anerican popul ar support may not be sufficient to
prosecute a war agai nst Saddam Some dramatic event, such as
Pear| Harbor or the Septenber the 11th attacks, has usually been
necessary for broad popul ar support of a mlitary response by the
United States. Anmericans have properly learned to be suspicious
about anbi guous evi dence of a distant event, such as that which
| ed to congressional approval of the Gulf of Tonkin Resol ution
and the buildup of Anerican forces in Vietnam

Two, we may have few, if any, of the regional allies
necessary for |ogistics support, bases and overflight rights.

Turkey is concerned that supporting Kurdish forces in Iraq m ght
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lead to a Kurdish state on their border. The Turkish M nister of
Def ense was recently quoted as saying "Turkey was not in favor of
attacking Irag within the context of the war against terrorism"™
He suggested that there nay be ot her evidence devel oped or other
consi derations, but he said that Turkey was not supportive of
attacking Irag within the context of the war against terrorism
Kuwait is concerned that they would be anathenmatized by the rest
of the Muslimworld.

Three, we may have little if any support fromthe other
maj or governnents of the world. Several European governnents
have al ready warned the U S. CGovernnent that they would not
support another war in Iragq based upon the evidence presented to
themto date. The British Defense Secretary recently conmented
that a coalition action against Iraq did not seemjustified. And
the German Chancellor recently questioned the basis for
continuing anti-terrorist actions in the Mddle East "other than
t he ones underway i n Afghani stan at present."”

Now, support of the European governnments for another
war in Irag, though valuable, would probably not be necessary.
But their continued willingness to | ocate and prosecute | oca
terrorist cells and to share intelligence across the world is
critical to the success of the broader and, | think, nore
i mportant sustained war against terrorism | think that a

unilateral U. S. action in Iraq, even with the cooperation of
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Turkey, may very well break apart the larger coalition that is
necessary for the successful prosecution of the broader war
agai nst terrorism

Four, in the absence of allies and regi onal bases, it
is not clear how U S. forces could prosecute another war in Iraq.
In any case, such a war could be nore costly in tinme, |ives and
resources than the first @ulf War. The successful prosecution of
the war in Afghanistan to date provides no assurances, at | east
to me, of a simlar successful, lowcost war in lraq. Iraq stil
has about 400,000 mlitary personnel, with noderately nodern
arnms, conpared to the lightly arned Taliban of about 40, 000
t roops.

The opposition forces in Iraq are small, unorgani zed
and lightly armed, even in conparison with those in Afghani stan
on which the U S. has relied for alnost all ground conbat. The
only victories of the Iraqi National Congress since 1996 have
been here in Washington. Mreover, Saddam nmay be nore willing to
use some weapons of nmass destruction if his regine is at stake,
in which case the costs woul d be unusual |y hi gh.

And | ast, another war in lIrag nmay serve bin Laden's
obj ective of unifying radical Muslinms around the world in a jihad
against the United States, increasing the nunber of anti-U. S
terrorists and probably future attacks. |In contrast, the

Septenber the 11th attacks and the successful prosecution of the
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war in Afghanistan have divided the Muslimpolitical elite, and
maybe the Muslim street.

Yes, there woul d be one benefit of a successful
prosecution of another war in Iraq -- the death of one dangerous,
evil man, maybe his regine, and the tenporary reduction of the
potential of one governnent to inflict great harmon us and
others. But what do we do for an encore? There are any nunber
of dangerous, evil nmen in the world, and a nuch | arger potenti al
supply. One way or the other, we have to learn to live in a
wor |l d of dangerous, evil nmen, without an indefinite series of
wars agai nst them unless they initiate or assist in attacks on
our vital national interests.

In technical terns, the optimal strategy in a
prisoner's dilenma game of uncertain duration is atit-for-tat
strategy -- an initial cooperative nove, followed by a
proportionate response to each successive nove by the other
party. The nost viable long-termstrategy is probably not a
series of wars to reduce their potential to do us harm but
changes in our policies that would reduce their incentive to
single out the United States as a target. The best defense may
be to give no unnecessary offense.

Yes, there are surely sone better alternative to our
status quo policy in lraq. The key issue is whether we try to

achi eve a better outcone by negotiation, by threat or by
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conquest. Cato Institute analysts, for exanple, have made a
case, a good case to ny mnd, to negotiate the restoration of
U. N inspection of facilities that may be producing or storing
bi ol ogi cal or chem cal weapons in exchange for suspending the
bonmbi ng and reduci ng the scope of the enbargo to those Iraq
imports that may have a dual military capability.

Nucl ear inspections, in contrast, have continued, but
shoul d probably be broadened. An inspection by the International
Atom ¢ Energy Agency | ast January verified that Iraqg was in ful
conpliance with their own commtnents to the Non-Proliferation
Treaty Safeguards and Security Agreenent, but the lIraqi agreenent
was | ess restrictive and | ess conprehensive than called for by
U. N Resolution 687. But even the status quo policy toward Iraq,
however unsatisfactory the outcone, seens to me to be superior to
anot her war, unless it proves of course that Saddam has been a
terrorist of global reach -- the Bush criterion that has
fortunately focused the war on terrorismto date. W have |ived
with this policy for a decade at no great cost, or much benefit,
to us.

I n conclusion, we should continue to avoid anot her war
in lrag unless we have nore justification than a shared agreenent
that Saddamis indeed a dangerous, evil man. In the spirit of
t he season, we should be prepared to risk peace.

Thank you.
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(Appl ause.)

MR. ELAND: Now |I'm going to give each speaker five
mnutes for a rebuttal, and then we will go to questions and
answers after that.

MR. WOOLSEY: Thank you.

As | said at the beginning, the outcone of this debate
depends on the question you ask. The question Bill asked is: Do
we have concl usive evidence of Iraqgi involvenent in Septenber
11t h or supplying weapons of mass destruction to terrorists? As
| said, I don't think that evidence could be regarded as
conclusive. Wat is conclusive is that he has conducted terror
against the United States, at least in trying to kill President
Bush, and that he is working on weapons of nmass destruction in
order to terrorize his neighbors. And so the answer, again
depends on the question.

On the question of popul ar support, if you | ook at the
public opinion polls, if you |look at the fact that in no place in
the country can stores keep American flags in stock because they
sell out too fast, if you |look at the fact that not only the New
Republic but Christopher Htchins, in the Nation Magazine -- ny
goodness -- all sound like Tony Blair. |If you |ook at the fact
that we were attacked on this continent ourselves and thousands
of Americans were nurdered by these people, | would suggest

havi ng popul ar support is about as far fromthe anbiguities of
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the Gulf of Tonkin as one could get. And | speak to you as the
Founder and President of Yale Citizens for Eugene MCarthy for
President in 1967-68.

Turkey and the Kurds -- what matters in Turkey
ultimately, and will affect the politicians as they think about
it, is the views of the Turkish mlitary. And | would submt
t hat those who have known and worked with them would find that
they are with us in a pinch if we need them

The Europeans may not support it. R ght. But we
really don't need the Europeans. And | think it is quite

incorrect to suggest that they would stop sharing intelligence

with us or stop hel ping other governnments -- say the
Philippines -- to fight terrorismif we noved against Iraq
against their will. They will be the first inline to pat us on

t he back foll ow ng success, and say that they were with us al
al ong.

Bill said that Irag won't be as easy as Afghani stan.
On the eve of the war beginning in earnest in early Cctober in
Af ghani stan, the New York Tinmes editorialized: Nobody should
think that this war in Afghanistan is going to be as easy as the
@Qul f War against lrag in '91.

And follow ng the clear successes in Afghanistan, the
New York Tinmes editorialized: Nobody should think that going

against Iraq is going to be as easy as goi ng agai nst Afghani stan.
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| would submit, if one can adopt this line of thinking, one wll
never use force. It is always going to be, in sone people's
opi ni on, harder the next tine around. | would submt to you that
is not the case.

What has happened as a result of the smart weapons
revolution that | described is the other way around. The
dom nance of Anerican air power makes a huge difference, whether
it is 400,000 troops or 40,000 troops. And nost good anal yses
that I know of woul d suggest that the loyalty of the
non- Republ i can Guard divisions is quite, quite sketchy in Iraq.
The Republican Guard will fight, and that is the problem but it
is half the size that it was in 1991. It was al so decinmated and
we saw a |l ot of surrenders fromit during the Gulf War fromair
power .

Saddam may use weapons of mass destruction if we fight.
That, to nmy mnd, is an argunent for fighting sooner rather than
later. As every day goes by, he gets nore sophistication, nore
capability, nore ability to use ballistic mssiles of greater and
greater range to carry weapons of nass destruction. W are
getting nore in danger every day by his existence and the
exi stence of his reginme.

W may add to the incentive for jihad and anger in the
Arab street? Quite the contrary. |If you look at the Arab street

since the fall of Mazar-e Sharif, silence, absolute silence,
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except, not Arab, in Teheran, where the crowds are cheering us,
and in Afghanistan, where the crowds are cheering us. The reason
the Arab street has gotten quiet is because they have begun to
realize, the very small Islam st mnorities in any of these
countries, that they m sjudged the situation, that we are not the
paper tiger that they thought we were after our flaccid and
feckl ess two decades in the M deast, but rather that sonething
has been awakened in this people and in this country that can
nmove al nost on a dine, halfway around the world, to a | andl ocked
state, and win a war within three nonths of a standing start from
bei ng attacked.

The Arab street is shocked and somewhat fearful. W
really need to make thema bit nore fearful. A very
di stingui shed M deast expert said to ne shortly after Septenber
11t h: Dependi ng on how we respond to this, when this is over, we
are either going to be regarded with contenpt in the M deast, as
we are today because of our having fled Beirut, having fled
Mogadi shu, having failed to prosecute the war successfully
agai nst Saddam and having betrayed the Iraqi resistance, and on
and on and on, either we are going to be held in contenpt, as we
are today, or, he said, we are going to be both feared and
respect ed.

The point is, there is nothing in between. There is no

generally being tolerated and |i ked for being sort of halfway
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decent, nice guys. That world is gone. W have to reestablish
respect for ourselves. And that neans victory in war and fear to
sone extent. After the war we can becone our regul ar nice
Americans again and help rebuild things and establish denocracy
and doing all of the things that we have done all over the world.
But that cannot take place w thout victory.

Reduce their incentive to cone after us, and don't give
t hem of fense? M response to that would be the one | had a few
weeks ago froma nenber of one of ny favorite subcategories of
humanity, the grizzled, sonewhat elderly black Washi ngton, D.C
cabdriver. It was the day after President Cinton's speech at
Georgetown, in which he had inplied -- not quite said, but
inplied -- that what we were going through, in sone fashion, was
a payback for slavery and our treatnent of the American Indian.

| asked the cabdriver what he thought, if he had seen
reports of the President's speech. He said: Yes, | read about
it inthis norning's paper. | asked: Wat did you think about
it? He said: These people over there don't hate us because of
what we've done wrong. They hate us for what we do right.

And that is the point. W give offense by you wonen
not wearing veils. W give offense by being a denocracy. W
give offense by tolerating all religions. W give offense by

free speech. These are the functional equival ent of Nazis.
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These people hate us for exactly the best things about this
soci ety.

Certainly, if we would nove away fromreliance on
M deast oil, a subject of a whole other discussion, we could not
be as vulnerable to that part of the world. W mght not need to
keep as many people in that part of the world. But as far as not
giving offense, the Bill of R ghts is what gives offense to these
peopl e.

| don't think Iraq is going to accept any kind of

reasonabl e i nspections. | think it is clever of the President to
ask for it. Tariq Aziz has already turned it down. | think that
presents, as far as | am concerned, causa belli already.

Unl ess Saddam has been a terrorist of global reach,
Bill says, we should continue to live with him | think it is
clear he has attenpted to kill the President of the United
States. He is devel oping |onger and | onger-range ballistic
mssiles to carry his weapons of mass destruction. Living with
himvoluntarily, | would submt, is the nbost dangerous course.
G ve war a chance.

(Appl ause.)

MR. NI SKANEN: Two sinple points. Wy hasn't Jimbeen
able to nake his case to people with access to the sane
i nformati on, and broader information, in Britain, in Germany, in

France, and Turkey, or Israel? Have they all sonehow buried
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their head in the sand, to ignore or pay no attention to certain
ki nds of evidence that he offers?

| suggest, again, that it serves no purpose for himto
try to make his case on the intelligence issue to us. W are not
in a position to evaluate his statenents in that regard. He
ultimately will have to make it to somebody that we both trust
and respect as a neans for paying attention to that.

Now, in the Afghani and the Taliban and the al Qaeda
and so forth, the evidence was all not that clear at the
begi nni ng, on Septenber the 11th. But the Bush adm nistration
has been quite good in making it clear, initially to allies
around the world and then to the larger public, and then with the
tape that was released this norning of bin Laden's testinony,
that the evidence is overwhelmng. | suggest that Jimought to
make his case to this crowmd of people who have validated our
reading of the intelligence in the Afghani stan case, and they
woul d then be able to take the case to us.

In the absence of that, | think that there is no basis
for Anmerican support of a war in Ilraq wthout, again, sone
concl usive evidence or sone event, sone clear attribution of sone
event, in which Hussein is clearly responsible for an attack on
the United States.

Finally, | do not want to live in a world in which the

United States is respected only because we are feared. | want
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everybody in the world to recognize that if they attack our vital
interests, we will respond directly and overwhel m ngly and
forcefully. But | don't want a United States in which people
respect us abroad only because they think that we nmay i nvade them
and overthrow their reginme and their |leaders at the tinme. That
defines who we are. | want to be on the side of saying | want
the United States to be respected for who we are. And | think
who we are is not a nation that is prepared to go to war, nore or
| ess, with anybody who m ght be potentially dangerous to us in
the future.

(Appl ause.)

MR. ELAND: W are going to start the
guestion-and-answer period. | amgoing to ask the first two
guestions, and | amgoing to be deliberately provocative to both
participants here and try to play a little devil's advocate on
the presentations. The first one I'mgoing to ask is to Bil
Ni skanen.

It seens to me, fromwhat |I've heard here, nany rogue
states support terrorism They devel op weapons of nass
destruction. Sone of them have invaded their neighbors. It
seens to ne that really the only thing that distinguished Iraqg
fromthe other rogue states prior to the 1991 Desert Storm
counterattack after the invasion of Kuwait was the fact that Iraqg

borders on Saudi Arabia and that we need to defend those
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oilfields. Don't we need to defend the oilfields? Wwen we strip
away all the fluff talk about terrorismand all this sort of
stuff, doesn't it cone down to oil and don't we really need to
defend that?

MR. NI SKANEN: Both in 1991 and in 2001, oil is not
worth a war. QO serves the interests of whoever controls it
only if they sell it to us and to other people in the world. And
Ameri can national interests are independent of the question of
who owns that oil, with the exception of the question of the
weal th of that country. Now, that would be the case whether it
was soybeans rather than oil. And it is independent of whether
we inport a lot of oil or whether we were net oil exporters.

The price of oil in Japan is the sane as it is in
Britain, where Japan inports all of its oil and Britain is
|argely self-sufficient in oil. W have a world market for oil
The one thing that can damage our access to oil is if there is
actual physical damage to the oilfields and to the oil production
facilities in the Mddle East. That is nuch nore likely to be
provoked by war or be a side cost of war than provoked by a
change in who happens to own the oil in the Mddle East.

| don't think that we need to have a massive nmilitary
presence in the Mddle East, in the Persian Gulf, in order to
assure our access to oil. Japan has not had, except in support

of our operations in the Gulf, any mlitary forces in the area.
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It is entirely dependent upon oil fromthat region and from
| ndonesi a.

So oil is not worth a war. It was not in 1991 and it
i's not now.

MR. ELAND: Now the question for M. Wolsey, and | am
bei ng deliberately provocative here. W were Saddamis friend up
until the Kuwait incident and he invaded Kuwait. W took it upon
ourselves to defend Kuwait largely for the oil which Bill just
said that we don't need to defend by use of arns. So didn't we
really start this whole thing with Irag? And he did try to
assassi nate President Bush, but of course |I think our mlitary
was probably trying to assassinate himduring the war. | don't
know i f you would technically call it assassination but they were
certainly targeting what they call the command centers of the
| raqi Government, which one would assune i s Saddam

The other thing is, according to the State Departnent
TerrorismlList, the Iraqgis support four terrorismgroups. None
of them have traditionally attacked the United States, and three
of themare in serious decline. So | amwondering, is there nore
to the fact that we can't negotiate with these people? It seens
that we, as Edward Peck, the fornmer Anbassador to Iraq, once said
at a Cato Forum we negotiate with every other despot in the
world -- KimJong-Il, the Syrians, Qaddafi -- but we can't seem

to get past the Gulf War and negotiate wi th Saddam Hussei n.
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And sone of the things that you have said make ne think
that we cannot negotiate. You said we cannot contain themlike
we did with the Soviet Union. All they understand is force. But
then, curiously, you said, but they can adopt denocracy after
it's all over. So I'mwondering, are these people so
unreasonabl e that we can't negotiate with then? And do we have
to go to war with thenf

MR. WOOLSEY: The answer to the |ast question is we are
not going to war with the Iraqi people any nore than we were
going to war with the Afghani people. W are freeing the Iraqi
people. W have no quarrel wth the people of Iraq. They have
lived under this regine that nmanages by torture for 30 years.

And it is the regine.

If I were to paraphrase M. Carville's slogan for the
1992 canpaign and put it into this context, | would say "It's the
regime, stupid." |It's the regine that needs to be changed. The
Iragi people are fine people, just |ike people in other
countries. | think there is no reason why they cannot govern
t hensel ves and becone a denocracy.

As far as Anbassador Peck is concerned, | was on WlIf
Blitzer with hi mthe other evening, and he started out the
di scussion by saying that it's the United States that is the

terrorist state in the Mdeast. And | think that proposition so
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refutes itself | amgoing to not address Anbassador Peck's views
any nore.

As far as the U S. targeting Saddam sure, the war was
on in the Gulf War, and just as we did shoot down Yamanoto's
aircraft in 1942 or 1943, we would do our best to destroy Saddam
or would have done it during the Gulf War if we had been able to
find him He was part of the command structure of the governnent
that we were at war wth.

But | think the idea that he has enbarked upon a
30-year career of terror -- and actually he was a hit nan before
he was a dictator; that's kind of how he earned his living before
he becane dictator, this is a man who kills people for
enjoynent -- | think to suggest that all he has been doing since
is responding to our attenpt to destroy his regine, that was
unfortunately aborted in 1991, just conpletely m sunderstands his
background and behavi or.

The fact that we were backing himand helping himwth
intelligence to sone extent in the 1980's, during the Iran-Iraq
War, was | think a very poor decision during the Reagan
admnistration. | nust say that this Scoop Jackson Denocrat has
a high regard for Ronald Reagan and | give himcredit for playing
a huge role in ending the Cold War. And | think nost of the
deci si ons the Reagan admi ni strati on made over eight years on

defense and foreign policy were on the right side of the |edger

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



41

rat her than the wong side. But backing Saddamin the war
between Iran and Irag was a particularly stupid thing to do. It
woul d have been fine to have let those two regi nes, both of which
are hideous, just fight it out for a long, long tine.

But, unfortunately, | think by cozying up to himin the
eighties, by withdrawing in 1991, when we had himon the ropes,
and not destroying his reginme, or at |east supporting the Kurds
and the Shia when they were willing to, by responding weakly to
the terrorist acts in 1993 and others that he has undertaken --
and even going back into the eighties, fleeing Beirut when the
Marines were killed, and all the rest -- the main point of all of
this is that we had given him understandably, the sane
i npression that we had given to the Japanese as of early Decenber
of 1941 -- the inpression that we were a flaccid, feckless,
weal t hy, sl eepy, cowardly country that would not fight.

And he has attacked us and supported peopl e who have
attacked us, and bin Laden has attacked us, | think, for exactly
t he sane reason as the Japanese attacked us in 1941 -- they
didn't think that we would fight. W give that inpression
sonetines after we win a world war. W gave that inpression
after World War |, in the twenties, and we gave that inpression
after we won the Cold War, in 1989-1991. W go on a nationa

beach party. That is what we were doing in the nineties. And we
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have ourselves, in part, to blane for the tyrants and terrorists
of the M deast m sjudgi ng us.

The point is not that we want to be only respected
because we are feared -- | never said that -- the point is that

in order to be able to do those wonderful Anerican things we

do -- bring denocracy to people, help rebuild countries, be
respected, in part, for the good things that we do -- we have to
read a little bit of Machiavelli and realize that we are not

going to be able to be successful in being respected for those
reasons until we again reestablish our reputation as sonebody you
don't cross, and especially you don't cross by flying airplanes
into our World Trade Center and Pentagon and killing thousands of
Amer i cans.

MR. ELAND: W are going to open it up to the audi ence.
Just a few quick rules. If you would state your nane and your
organi zation, if you have one, and please try to limt yourself
to a question and not nmake a speech. And al so keep your
guestions short so we can take as nany as possible during the
time we have here. And please al so address who you want to put
t he question to.

MR. DREYFUS: M nanme is Bob Dreyfus. |I'mwth Rolling
St one Magazi ne.

| wanted to ask M. Wol sey to respond to the question

that M. N skanen made, which is: Have you nade this case to

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



Ameri can Governnent officials in the Defense Departnment or
el sewhere about what we should do vis-a-vis Irag? And what kind
of response have you gotten fromthenf

MR. WOOLSEY: In the first point -- and |'ve said this

twce and I'll say it for a third tinme -- | reject Bil

Ni skanen's statenment of what the case needs to be. | hate to
sound like Bill Cinton, but it all depends on what you nean by
"case. "

(Laughter.)

MR. WOOLSEY: What | nean by case is proving beyond a
reasonabl e doubt, let's say, that Saddam has been involved in
terrorist acts within the |ast decade against the United
States -- and he clearly has, in the attenpt to assassinate
former President Bush -- and that he is devel opi ng weapons of
mass destruction in violation of his international |egal
obligations. And that is also clear. As far as |'m concerned,
that case is a slam dunk, beyond a reasonabl e doubt, way beyond a
reasonabl e doubt .

Now, if you ask the question, because you don't want to
go to war with Irag, if you ask the question and say that the
case neans you have to prove beyond a reasonabl e doubt --
conclusively Bill said -- that the Iraqgi reginme was involved in
9/11, the first thing | say about that is | reject that

definition of the case. | reject that that is necessary in
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order, in the current circunstances, for us to destroy the Ilraqi

regime. | believe there is, and | said it in ny opening remarks,
information that is suggestive along these lines. If | were
trying this before a court, | would say | think there is a

preponder ance of evidence that Saddam was involved in sonme way in
9/11 or the anthrax, but I wouldn't say it is beyond a reasonable
doubt, the crimnal |aw standard.

And it is not up to me to nake a case to anybody except

when sonebody calls ne and asks ne what | think. Cato called and

asked me if | would debate Bill, and | said sure. M/ phone
rings, | answer the phone. |If the press or one of these advisory
boards | serve on for the government asks mny advice, | tell them

what | think. And the facts that | have cited here, about 9/11
for exanple, are ones that have been widely reported in both the
American and British press particularly. And | think very few
peopl e, on those facts, would have any quarrel with them as
general |y accepted having occurred -- the Mohamed Atta visits,
t he Sal man Pak and the rest.

But does that anmount to proof beyond a reasonabl e doubt
t hat Saddam was involved in 9/11? No. But, again, | do not
think that is necessary.

| serve on four advisory boards to the Federal
Governnment. These are unconpensated advisory boards. Two are to

t he Def ense Departnent, one is to the Navy, one is to the Cl A
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Al'l have had neetings since 9/11. Wen | sit on these boards and
peopl e ask nmy advice, | give ny advice, period.

MR, ELAND: Anot her question, this gentleman here.

MR COMN. |'m Edward Cowan, with AElI. This question
is for M. Wol sey.

You make an interesting but perhaps limted noral case
for the United States deploying its great mlitary resources.
But let's put that aside for a mnute and go to the question of
cost and success, which you acknow edge, in your opening
presentation, those questions are unclear and open-ended. You
are tal king about attacking a mlitary establishnment of 400, 000
troops, well -arned and trai ned as you acknow edge, and hopefully,
you offer the possibility, many of themw || defect. W don't
know that. That has been the great hope of the Cl A and sone
people in this governnment since 1991, and there has not been much
t hat has happened to reinforce that hope.

Beyond that, there is the question of the engagenent of
U.S. resources. You nentioned paratroopers. You nentioned
Marines and so on. It sounds |ike a very open-ended, broad, and
possi bly very long-termand costly engagenent. |It's hard to see
t he outconme and, beyond that, hard to see the political outcone.

Wiy not, let ne ask you, take on a nuch nore limted
strategy of continuing the policy of containment which we've had

for 10 years, which has been pretty successful, protected Iraq' s
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nei ghbors fromlraqi expansionism and supplenent it with
sel ected, targeted attacks on the places in Iraq that produce the
weapons of mass destruction and produce the missiles that m ght
deliver thenf

MR, WOOLSEY: First of all, certainly not all 400, 000
Iragi troops are, as you say, well trained. The non-Republican
Guard divisions are particularly ill-trained. And in fighting
agai nst the INC units in the north in 1995 and again in a recent
sortie into the north against the Kurds, a | arge nunber defected.

In one recent incident, sort echoing the surrenders
that we saw fromlraqgqi mainline units to American unarned,
unmanned aerial vehicles in the Gulf War -- and you maybe
remenber those pictures, a small Anerican drone would fly over
with a television canera on it and the Iraqgi troops would cone
out and surrender to it -- we have seen one |low-flying American
aircraft, not too | ong ago, draw people conmng out with their
hands up.

| think that the Republican Guard would fight, but I
think that is arelatively small share of lraq's mlitary. |
think for the rest, it is a substantial question. And |I believe
there woul d be a substantial nunber of defections. This has not
been the CIA's hope, at | east after | left. After early 1995,
think the CIA's views on many of these matters shifted, and there

has not been, really, support for the Iraqgi National Congress
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since early 1995. The Iragi National Congress has been betrayed
at least two tines by the United States Governnent, in 1995 and
1996.

| think the point of continuing containment and saying
that it is successful is really a very fanciful notion. Saddam
has worked his way out fromnost of the restrictions. He is
shi pping nore oil than he did in 1990, when he invaded Kuwait.
He has built 50 palaces for hinself. One of the reasons sone of
hi s people don't have enough food is he takes the noney hinself.
And he has weakened the resolve, through tal ki ng about contracts,
oil contracts and the rest, with the Russians and the Chi nese and
t he French.

He has weakened the resolve of the Security Council to
press forward with inspections. W had to withdraw the
i nspectors three years ago because the Cinton adm nistration
didn't press it. | think it is conpletely false to say
cont ai nment has been successful. He is working hard on ballistic
m ssil es and weapons of mass destruction precisely because the
cont ai nment has not been successful.

And as far as targeting those facilities is concerned,
that is a conpletely worthless option. Because we know from
Khi dhir Hanza, his bonmbmaker until 1995, we know from ot her
defectors, we know fromthe inspections up through 1998 from

UNSCOM that he has dispersed virtually everything that is being
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used to work on weapons of mass destruction into |ocations at
such pl aces as underneath schools, underneath hospitals. His
facilities for making biol ogi cal weapons have been put on trucks
and they nove around with his special security units when he
noves.

O all of the bad options that exist -- and sone of you
may believe war and trying to replace that regine is a bad
option, and sone, like ne, believe continuing to sit and wait is
a bad option -- the worst option under any circunstances is to
try to do pinprick bombing with cruise mssiles, ala the dinton
adm ni stration, and believe you are going to be taking out
anything that natters. You are going to end up hitting schools.
You are going to end up hitting hospitals. It is an absolutely
terrible idea.

MR. ELAND: | want to follow up on that. A year or so
ago, | guess, I'mnot sure of the exact tinme, a London newspaper
ran an article that said that Saddam had two nucl ear weapons even
before the Gulf War, and it inplied that we didn't challenge his
regine. |If we went downtown on Baghdad, so to speak, isn't there
a possibility -- what if that is true?

MR. WOOLSEY: | don't believe that report. The person
to listen to about Saddanmi s programis Khidhir Hanza, who was the
head of the programuntil 1995, when he came out. He lives here

in the Washington area. He has witten a very fine book, called
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"Saddam s Bonbnaker." He does not believe that report and,
consequently, neither do I.

MR. NI SKANEN. Let ne say that | don't think that Irag
shipping nore oil to the rest of the world or Saddam buil di ng 50
pal aces is very nmuch of a threat to the United States. Mire
importantly, Jimseens to be making a case that we ought to go
agai nst Iraq because we can. Technically, we have the capability
of prosecuting a successful war against Iraq.

What | think we cannot do is that we cannot prosecute a
successful war against Ilrag with the broad support of the
Anerican people, with the support of our European and ot her
allies around the world, and nmaybe w thout the support of Turkey,
unl ess we have the kind of evidence that we are all |ooking for.
Unl ess we have that kind of evidence, we cannot have, | think,

t he cl ear support of the Anerican people and our allies around
the world, even though we have the mlitary capability of
replacing the regine in Iraqg.

MR. ELAND: Anot her question here.

MR EDEL: M nane is TomEdel. This is for M.

Wool sey.

As the head of the CIA it wuld seemthat there would
be another option. W seemto have a quarrel with one man in
this country, and you' ve even said that we don't really have a

quarrel with the country. |Is there another alternative?
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MR. WOOLSEY: | guess the inplicit suggestion is why
not just take our Saddam hinself? Again, let ne say it is the
regine. It is the regine and bringing denocracy to Iraq. Taking
out Saddam would not do this. This is why any support for coups
is, | think, a bad idea.

First of all, it is a thing Saddamis best able to
defend against. His wit does not run very well in the north and
sout h of the country. He is strong in and around Baghdad and he
is strong particularly anong those who are close to hi mbecause,
once anybody raises his head in any way, says a contrary word or
gives any indication to any of his multitudi nous spies that they
m ght be thinking about replacing him he sinply kills them He
has been nmurdering people like that for 30 years. So | think a
coup has al ways been a bad idea. And trying to take Saddam out
as an individual would | eave the regine in place.

I f you got either of his two sons, Qusay or Uday, in
both of those cases you end up with people who, denonstrably,
kill people for fun. There is no reason to expect that we woul d
i nprove the situation for the people of Irag, or us or anyone
el se, by just getting rid of one man. It has to be the regine,
not the Iraqgi people, but the reginme that holds themin thrall
just as the Taliban regine held the Afghan people in thrall

MR. ELAND: Yes, a question in the back.
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MR MLLAR M nane is Alistair Mllar. [I'mwith the
Fourth Freedom Forum a foundation here in Wshi ngton.

| just want to | ook at the record on containnent with
regard to lraq over the last 10 years. And in fact, we will see
that the arns deficit that we have seen with Saddam Hussei n has
been nore than $50 billion that we have denied him Since 1990,
U. N controls of Iraqgi oil revenues have deni ed Saddam Hussein
access to approximtely 90 percent of his country's oil earnings,
totaling nore than $150 billion. And the curul ative arns inport
deficit of lraq since 1990 is nore than $50 billion.

| wonder why, in your analysis of this question today,
you overl ooked the fact that the restrictions on oil, as M.
Ni skanen has pointed out, have actually been effective in
preventi ng Saddam Hussein fromt hreatening the United States,
rather than what you point out, he is building pal aces which is
not a threat to us, and how bonbing Iraqg would affect the
controls that we have over his oil supply.

MR. WOOLSEY: Keep in mind, | don't want to just bonb
Iraq; | want to destroy Saddamis reginme. | am opposed to a pure
bombi ng option. And his oil sales have been affected, to sone
extent, and the sanctions have had sone inpact. That is one of
the reasons why his conventional mlitary is not nearly as
effective as it was in 1991 and is at half-strength or -- sone

woul d say | ess -- 40 percent or so.
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But because he has been engaged in very heavy smuggling
and because he dom nates the financial transfers, he has been

able to use the sales fromthe oil that he does export, which is

still substantial, in order to work hard on his weapons of nmass
destruction and ballistic mssile prograns. It is not just
pal aces. Again, | will say it, it is weapons of mass destruction

and ballistic mssiles.

In the Runsfeld Comm ssion, Irag was one of the three
states -- the other two being North Korea and Iran -- that we
said, within a relatively limted nunber of years, would have
mul ti-stage ballistic mssiles, capable of carrying nuclear or
bi ol ogi cal war heads to Europe and, beyond, to the United States
at sonme point. Keep in mnd, as poor a country as North Korea,
wor ki ng with SCUD technol ogy, has devel oped a three-stage
mssile. The third stage didn't successfully separate in the
sumer of 1998, but that was the |ast step before they had an
intercontinental mssile.

One does not have to have sonething like the U S. Air
Force's capabilities these days to use SCUD technol ogy to devel op
three-stage mssiles that can reach the United States. So,
insofar as you are willing to sit on your hands and wait, and
say, well, he is not doing this and he is not doing that, he is
not building up his conventional arned forces as effectively as

he had them before, therefore there is no danger, | would submt
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to you that you are dead wong. The work on biol ogi cal weapons,
nucl ear weapons and ballistic mssiles continues at a very
substantial pace. And | don't know any responsi bl e observer of
this, inside the government or out, that would deny that fact.

MR. ELAND: A question over here.

MR. BARE: Cordon Bare, U.S. Arny, retired.

Wul d you address what the United States can and should
do toward several other state sponsors or havens for terrorisnf
| amthinking of Libya, Somalia, Sudan, and Yenen, several of
whi ch have noved closer to us or at |east are tal king about
nmoving closer to us since 9/11?

MR. WOOLSEY: B-52's have turned out not to be only an
excellent tool for wonen's liberation; they turn out to have a
substantial inmpact on opinion in certain capitals. | don't know
if you have paid attention to Qaddafi recently, since even
Sept enber 11th, but certainly since Cctober 7th, he sounds pretty
much exactly |ike Tony Blair.

(Laughter.)

MR. WOCOLSEY: It's marvel ous what those F111's that
Presi dent Reagan so w sely | aunched against himand the nenory of
those, together with seeing the absolutely devastating effect of
American air power in Afghanistan, does for the | eadership of

sone of these countries.
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| believe that Sudan, although it is one of the nost
unsavory regines in the world, is noving to provide sone
intelligence with respect to al Qaeda to the United States. That
has been w dely reported.

Somalia doesn't really have a governnent. There are
sone al Qaeda training canps there which mght effectively be
attacked by U S. Special Forces, and | imagine it is one of the

things that is being thought of now.

And Yenen, |ike Sudan, reluctant to hel p nuch on the
Col e attack -- hel ped sonme but not nearly as much as it should
have -- has also noticed those B-52's and the other evidence of

American air power, and is starting to nake sone friendly noises
about providing informati on about terrorismand the |ike.

You may not like it, but all of this is, | amafraid,
proving the wi sdom of that |ong-ago Florentine, N ccolo
Machi avel i, which is that in a circunstance of this sort, the
cl ear denonstration of power has a marvel ously civilizing effect
on the likes of the rulers of places like Libya, Sudan and Yenen.

MR. NI SKANEN: The issue is whether we need to do that
again in lraq, after what has been a clear and very successful
denonstrati on of power in Afghanistan.

MR, ELAND: W have tine for one nore question.

MR. LYNCH TimLynch, with the Cato Institute.
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M. Wolsey, if Irag is responsible for the anthrax
attack, if Saddam Hussein has mlitary-grade anthrax, why hasn't
he used those weapons against |Israel? Wy hasn't he used those
types of terror tactics against Israel? Does it go back to your
point that he possibly fears Israel nore than he does the United
St at es?

MR, WOOLSEY: |I'mnot sure that Iraq is behind the
anthrax attacks. | think there are sone things that are
i ndi cative of his being involved in some way, but | don't believe
that that is proven beyond a reasonabl e doubt at all, and that
i nvestigation continues. But the reason he mght well supply

anthrax for terrorist attacks, where he could hide his hand and

woul d not use it overtly against Israel -- if he could snuggle
sonme into Israel, I'"'msure he would try -- but the reason that he
woul dn't use it, say, in the nose cones of SCUD m ssiles
attacking Israel, as he did with expl osive warheads in the Gl f
War, is because nost types of attacks entail |eaving the address
of the attacker. And he well knows what woul d happen to himif
he used ant hrax agai nst |srael -- Baghdad woul d not exist for
| ong, nor woul d he.

And the reason | think he may well have been willing to
provi de covert assistance to terrorist groups, wth anthrax or

ot her assistance for Septenber 11th, is because he thought (a) we

woul dn't detect it and (b) if we did detect it, we would behave
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t he way we have throughout the nineties, nanely, with sort of
ai m ess feckl essness.
MR. ELAND: That is all the time we have for the
program today. Thank you for com ng.
| would also like to thank the interns and the
Conf erence Departnent for putting on a good program Pl ease
joint us upstairs in the Wntergarden for sone |unch. Thank you.
(Appl ause.)

(Whereupon, the Cato Institute Policy Forum concl uded.)
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