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THISISAN UNCORRECTED TRANSCRIPT

MR. MARTIN S. INDYK: Ladiesand gentlemen, were very glad that you
could join us this morning for a specid press briefing on Irag brought to you
by the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Ingtitution. | am
Martin Indyk the Director of the Saban Center a Brookings.

With the report of the full, find and complete declaration by Iraq presented to
the United Nations last week, now we have a Stuation where everybody is pouring over the pages and
trying to come to an assessment. Meanwhile military preparations and diplomatic preparations for a
potentia war againg Iragq are moving into high gear over in the region. The Secretary of Defense there
now, the Deputy Secretary of Defense there last week. And exercises going on in Qatar.

So we thought it was a very good moment to try to bring you some andlysis of the Situation
particularly with regard to the reports from Iragq and the ingpections, but dso focus on the military

preparations.

To do so today we have assembled a pand of red experts. We're very grateful to Dr. David
Kay for joining us this morning. He will speek first. Heis a Senior Fellow at the Potomac Indtitute for
Policy Studies where he concentrates on counterterrorism and homeland security issues. He was
formerly the Senior Vice Presdent of Science Applications International Corporation where he led their
efforts to support the U.S. government's counterterrorism initiative and efforts to prevent the
proliferation of wegpons of mass destruction. But hisred clam to fameisthat he served as the United
Nations Chief Nuclear Wegpons Ingpector in Iraq after the Gulf War, leading numerous ingpectionsin
that country to determine Iragi nuclear weapons production capability. He led teams that found and
identified the scope and extent of Iragi uranium enrichment activities, located amaor Iragi center for
assembly of nuclear weapons, and seized large amounts of documents on the Iragi nuclear weapons
program. He even spent four days as Saddam'’s hostage in a Baghdad parking lot.

After David speaks, Ken Pollack will make his presentation. Ken is the Director of Research at
the Saban Center at Brookings. He previoudy worked as an andy4 at the CIA on Irag and Iran issues,
then went to the Nationa Defense University. He was Director for Persan Gulf Affairs a the Nationa
Security Council. HE is of course the author of the New Y ork Times best seller, The Threatening
Storm: The Case for Invading Iraq which was published just afew months ago by Random House.

Finaly, were very glad to have Mike O'Hanlon speek to us this morning. Heis a Senior Fellow
in the Foreign Policies Studies department of the Brookings Ingtitution. He formerly worked in the
Nationa Security Divison of the Congressona Budget Office. He works here on everything under the
sun, but particularly on defense strategy and budgeting, space and security issues, and the military issues
related to the coming war with Irag.

So were very grateful to have dl three speakers this morning. They'll speek directly and then
well take your questions. Thank you very much.
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David?

MR. DAVID KAY: Martin, thank you very much.

Let me just correct you on one thing. | wasn't, at least the UN didn't consider
us hostages. We were guests of the state. [Laughter]

: : About sx months after we left | got acdl from the UN bureaucrats saying |
owed them about $1500. | said why? He said we've determined that you had government-supplied
accommodations while you were being held in the parking ot and just was furious. | had to write a
check for $1500. So at least some people viewed us more as guests than as hostages.

Theres alot we can talk about. Let me restrict my remarks principdly this morning to the
ingpection process, where it's going, and what | think the Iragis are trying to accomplish and how they're
doing it.

Firg of dl | must say I'm impressed &t the growing sophistication of the Iragisin handling the
externad world and getting their message across. The most recent example was actualy on Saturday. On
Saturday when they're going to deliver the report, prior to delivering it to any UN inspectors, they lay it
out very carefully on atable; they invite the news mediain, but don't dlow you to look at the report, just
photograph it and talk about the volume of it. So actually for the next 48-hour news cycle dl of you
probably know this by heart. Certainly Ken and | and others have repeated it often enough | knew it by
heart. Twelve thousand pages, 528 megabytes of data, etc., etc. That was the concentration.

That followed just aweek after the news story "Admission to a Presdentid Pdace” in which the
news mediawas, the Iragis actualy did the video and released it to the news media of ingpectors
wandering around a marble paace, being able to open the doors. It's sort of like | expect to find anthrax
behind this door so I'll open it carefully. Y ou know, a staged publicity event.

So the news stories of the firgt ten days are the Iragis are cooperative; the biggest danger to the
ingpectorsis being run over by the journaist pack as they chase them around Baghdad and the
ingpectors try to drive more and more eraticaly, which isared chdlengein Baghdad since the traffic
itsdlf is erratic enough to escape the journdists and maybe midead the Iragi security officias. Then you
et this discussion of volume.

That indicates | think alot about how the Iragis have prepared to do that.

On the opposite sde | must dso say the UN'sinitid response in the ingpection side dso tells
you something. It tells you that, quite frankly, for about four years dmost no one redly expected
ingpections to ever resumein Irag. And quite frankly, to give the Bush Adminidration credit, without the
threat of imminent military action of a seriousness well beyond 24 cruise misslesin the middle of the
night Iraq wouldn't have welcomed the ingpectors back. UNMVIC was totaly unprepared for throwing
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afast number of ingpectorsinto Irag quickly.

You've al seen the stories about the smal number. We're up to 70 this morning. Helicopters are
just now Starting to drift in so you've had two weeks essentidly with very little mobility around the
country. What hasn't redlly been explored very much in the press is the equipment issue. It's been
desperate in this first couple of weeks.

Not expecting to go back or not knowing when you were going back they did not stockpile
large amounts of the type of equipment that ingpectors needed or would use. They bought samples and
they've had to go out very rapidly to acquire equipment. It's redly been athrown-together effort at this
time. The Iragis, consequently, look much better prepared.

Now thisis only the opening phase and to some large extent there will be arecovery period.

| think for those of us on the outside, we find that were anxious because we redize the best
source of information we ever had actualy came from Iragis who were either on the inside or had
recently been on the insde.

The ingpections now have atool that we never had -- the ability to interview Iragisin the
country without Iragi security officids and video cameras being there. Some of the mogt difficult timesin
my own life were interviewing Iragi scientists. | remember one occasion, it was the second missoniin,
where an Iragi officia scientist -- engineer, not a politica type -- made a mistake and disclosed a
fadility. It was Al Farat, where they were going to produce centrifuges and run centrifuges. It would
have been larger than the Urenko facility in Western Europe, and it was a sheer mistake. Two days later
an Iragi officid told me that he had been shot because of what he disclosed to me.

Now | don't have a clue asto whether he was actudly shot. | know it was an attempt to
intimidate the way we were asking questions to redlize that they bore serious consequences for the Iragi
scientists and engineers, most of which we had agresat ded of empathy for. These were people, alot of
them trained in the West. They were serious scientists and engineers. They were extraordinarily capable
people who had the government been otherwise would have made their career well on the basis of
others.

The UN now has the right either to interrogate them in Iraq absent security officials -- That
won't be easy, by the way. I've never met an Iragi who believed that any room we were in wasn't
bugged. Now this may be unnecessary paranoia, but I'll tell you if you livein Irag very long unnecessary
paranoiais probably necessary to survive. And the very act of interviewing them, the Iragis routingly,
the security officias, would have private conversations with Iragi scientists before and after we talked to
them and even during the conversations, interviews, there would be sde play.

Ingpectors have the right to remove Iragis from -- scientists and engineers -- from Irag aong
with their familiesif they want to, for freer discussons outside. That's a powerful technique. It'sgot alot
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of practica limitations into how it would actualy work. It probably would lead to the largest wave of
unexpected heart attacks among Iragi scientists and engineers as the government said weld like to let
you have them, but he just had a heart attack or an auto accident. We had enough of that when we
were trying to interview them. So there are practica issuesin doing it but it's a powerful technique and
they haven't gotten down to it.

The report itself. And redize, I'm doing what | was told never to do by severd, 12 years or so
of teachers as | worked my way through from kindergarten through high school. Don't judge a book by
its cover; don't look at the table of contents and try to write a book report. That's exactly what you're
asking.

Let me say on the basis of the nine-page table of contents that has circulated, and afew sde
conversations I've had with people who are looking at. It looks very much like it is the same old stuff
that we've had before. The nuke section, for example, isamost an exact duplicate of the Iragi report
delivered in 1998. The interesting thing about the report is it's consistent with what the Iragissaid in
Baghdad on Saturday and Sunday. No prohibited weapons activities took place after 1991. So in every
section where you've got atimeline it's 1991. The one exception through the report where there is
goparently or at least possibly new materid disclosed relates to those companies and countries that
provided Irag with assistance during the 1980s as it acquired its wegpons of mass destruction, built up
its program.

Now during the entire eight years of ingpections by UNSCOM the Iragis pretty consstently
refused to disclose which companies had helped them. Not to say we didn't get information on it, we
seized alot of documents related to procurement, and UNSCOM followed a strategy. It went out to a
number of states and said, and to companies, and said if you will cometell us what you did with Irag
well guarantee that we will not publicize your involvement. That actualy led to afar amount, particularly
of Western European countries that discovered it.

There was another stream of information, journdigts. There were alot of enterprising journdists
both in the United States and in Europe that dug into the public records and other records to disclose
what companies were doing.

It appears that the Iragis may now on their own be disclosing the companies that helped them.
Thisis an interesting possible double-edged sword. One reason we were reluctant to immediately
disclose who had hel ped based on our information is you had to be sure you were actualy disclosing
something that was accurate. | would not be surprised in the Iragi declaration of companies that may
have helped them in the 1980s if you don't find some companiesthat are tied to prominent politicians
currently active in Western Europe and the United States.

Now it will be up to those -- if it isdisclosed -- up to you to determine whether that isindeed
accurate. The Iragis would not pass up that opportunity, | suspect, of doing it.
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But other than that, the only other thing in the report that | think is sgnificant for what were
talking about today isavery fulsome list of dua-use facilities. These are facilities, and these are post-
1991, facilities that the Iragis say we recognize that they're capable of producing wespons-related
materid and herésalist of the tanneries, didtilleries, petrochemical projects, advanced machine tool
companiesin lrag.

Why would they disclose that? That gets to the strategy and then I'll stop, but | think they're
dready clearly, you can discern what they're doing.

The Iragis would like the ingpections to run for avery long time right now. Despite the rhetoric
of we hope you get this over quickly, it's quite clear that they would like for the next six to nine months
at least to be seen as opening facilities, welcoming inspectors, doing nothing that at dl recalsthe
experience that we had from '91 to '97, '98. Why?

The Iragis want to buy time. They want to buy time because they know Security Council unity is
aways an ephemerd product. Y ou can dready seethislast weekend, it's breaking down again. Why
shouldn't we give proliferation information to the Syrians? They only have an active biologica, chemical
and missile program with an on again/off again nuclear wegpons program. But the Council is getting yet
agan into itslack of unity.

The second reason. Look, they know the anti-war movement is growing around the world and
will only increase. | made the mistake, Martin referred to a recent job move | madein order to gain time
to write abook. | want to be the next Ken Pollack, but | don't know how Ken got thetime. But |
promised my wife I'd take aweek's break and we went to Florence, only to discover that 350,000 of
my closest anti-war friends in Europe decided to go to FHorence the same week, and every good Itdian
decided to close his restaurant. [Laughter] While you go to Florence for art, you redly enjoy it for food.
That wasn't the greatest week to be there.

Thethird reason is, ook, the Iragis well understand the political and economic costs which
redlly advance their goals of ustrying to maintain 100,000 to 200,000 troops in the Middle East over a
period of time. The force protection issues get very serious. The politica issues of alot of Americans,
and the American military today genuindy reflects our society, it's black, white, male, femae, and over a
long period of timein the Middle Eadt it itself isause of tension, and the economic cost of doing it just
gets huge.

So | think what you're seeing is a strategy in which the Iragis, aslong asthereisnot a
confrontation around afacility or a source of information that they do not desire and fear disclosing, will
try to be Mr. Sunshine and dl smiles. It's up to the UN to follow astrategy that in fact will get them
there faster. And | must say my question about UNMVIC right now is much of what | seeisnot a
drategy, it's derived a trying to get an answer quickly but one that is more like trying to be sure that
you're careful, methodical, and you do not disturb the Iragis. That's probably provocative enough for a
quick comment.
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MR. INDYK: Thank you very much, David.

MR. KEN POLLACK: Thank you dl for coming out to join us. Thank you,
Mike; thank you, David for joining me up here on the dais. It'sdwaysa
pleasure to be here with Mike. It's an even greater honor to be here with
David because David is responsible for a bizarre little episode in my career
many many years ago. | became a government cartographer, much to my
unexpected dismay. When the ingpections started out | was back at CIA

hel ping to provide intelligence support to UNSCOM to the teams then operating, and there were a
number of occasions when we had very sensitive information about where the Iragis were hiding things.
David Kay was out there in Iraq riding roughshod over the Iragis, and we were trying desperately to get
him information because he was coming back in and saying I've got these guys on the run, help me. Help
me make thiswork.

We couldnt just fax him satellite imagery, that would have been imprudent as our then-President
might have commented. So | wound up having to redraw satellite photographs onto maps and fax them
out to David. | can remember three times a day faxing this stuff out to David so he could go and nail the
Iragis. It was a bizarre little Sddine, which | gppreciate David having gotten meinto alittle cartography.

MR. KAY: | appreciated the maps. [Laughter]

MR. POLLACK: I think where we are now is, | think the United States, we've gotten
oursalvesinto a bit of ajam over the ingpections. When we Started the process, when we basicaly
created a new resolution based entirely around a new ingpections process, the expectation | think in
most people's mind is that one of two things would happen. Either the Iragis would block the
ingpections in some way shape or form and thiswould lead to awar, or which the ingpectors would find
wegpons of mass destruction and this would lead to awar, and provide the smoking gun that the
international community wanted to have a clean move to war, or e se the inspectors would actualy lead
to the disarmament of Irag. That Saddam would comply with the resolution and the ingpectors would be
ableto disarm Irag, ether by having Iragis voluntarily surrender the stuff and the ingpectors would
watch them destroy it, or the ingpectors would uncover it and it would be destroyed in that fashion.

| think what we've found out aready isthat those two options are the two least likely options for
exactly the reasons that David has described.

The Iragis have adopted what is probably their smartest strategy, | absolutely agree with David,
in terms of the areas on Irag's Srategy. They recognize that the presence of inspectorsin Iraq preventsa
war, that it is beneficid to them, and what's more, they seem absolutdly confident that they will be able
to handle the ingpectorsin such away that the ingpectors will never find their wegpons of mass

Professional Word Processing & Transcribing
(801) 942-7044



| RAQ S DECLARATI ON ON WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTI ON - 12/12/02 8

destruction. It is clear that this clean declaration that they have made is basically harkening back to the
1990s when they very successfully turned the tables on the UN inspectors.

Origindly the premise of Resolution 687 was that Iraq had to disarm and the inspectors were
samply there to demondirate or to verify Irag's compliance. So the onus of proof, the burden of proof
was on Iraq to comply.

The Iragis were able to turn the tables in the 1990s and put the burden on the inspectors to
prove that they had not complied. That is exactly the sirategy thet the Iragis are following right now and
it once again seemsto be working. | think that if you ask most people in the world, even most
Americans, they would say the job of the ingpectorsisto prove that the Iragis are not compliant. The
fact that that's absolutely wrong isirrdlevant. That is what the world believes. As David has pointed out,
the ingpectors are going into Irag and they are not finding anything. Again, thisis something to be
expected.

By about 1994 the inspectors had bascaly stopped finding Iragi wegpons of mass destruction.
There were three notable exceptions to that rule. Hussein Kamul's defection which of course the
ingpectors had nothing to do with, but he revedled a whole bunch of information. Then there were a
least two occasions when there were intelligence coups that did lead to the finding of some evidence.
The Russian baligtic missle gyroscopes, and later on the traces of VX nerve agent on the fragments of
Iragi SCUD missile warheads. Although you'll remember in both of those |ater occasions the rest of the
world basicaly didn't care about it. And when the inspectors and we brought it to the UN and said here
are clear violations, let's do something about it, the UN and the Security Council looked at it and said
bascally who cares?

In fact I'd make the point that by and large UNSCOM did not conduct a single successful
aurprise ingpection after David Kay left Irag. In fact if you want to have confidence in the ability of the
ingpectors, the fact that David Kay is Stting on this pand and not off in Irag trying to chase them down
ought to give you some pause aswell. That's a bit of ajoke, but the fact of the matter is-- [Laughter]

MR. KAY: | think you better tak to my wife.

MR. POLLACK: Thefact of the matter is epecidly right now, as David described it, this
ingpection regime does not seem to want to pursue the same kind of aggressive ingpections thet the early
UNSCOM teams did. That's an additiona problem out there.

Right now the ingpectors are handling their job in such away, and the Iragis are handling the
ingpectors in such away that my expectation isthat if current trends continue we will continue to see
successful ingpections. Ingpectors going from one place to another being dlowed in by the Iragis, seeing
everything they want to and finding nothing. And over time thet is going to smply convince more and
more people that the Iragis are being compliant and that they totally don't have any weapons of mass
destruction.
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Which aso brings us to the three options that the United States has right now. The first of those
isto smply continue with the ingpections. The problem with continuing with the ingpectionsis exactly
what | described. The likelihood that the inspectors are either going to find the smoking gun or convince
the Iragis to actually disarm are exceedingly dight. | think it's clear the Iragis have no intention of
disarming. Saddam'’s declaration makes that crystal clear. So those of you who are looking for the proof
that Iragis do gill have suff, | don't think you even need to see the intelligence information. As best we
understand the declaration, the Iraqgis have not even bothered to address dl of the gaps that UNSCOM
identified when it closed up its operation in 1998.

At the end of the ingpection process in 1998 UNSCOM put together a massive document that
detailed every single problem that they had had with the Iragis that was dill outstanding. All of the things
that were |eft out there that the Iragis hadn't explained. Where al the VX precursors had gone. Where
al of the additiond chemica munitions were. Where the documents, the log books that the ingpectors
found that had the actua number of Iragi specid munitions used during the Irarvlrag War which was
found to have been much lower than what the Iragis had actudly told us. All of those different things
don't seem to be a al addressed in this declaration which makesit clear not only that the Iragis haven't
given afull declaration, but they have no intention of trying to come dean. AT the very least they could
have come up with explanations for that. They could have tried to say here's what happened with the
VX precursor chemicas. The fact that they didn't makesit clear that they smply have no intention of
doing so and the longer we dlow thisto go on, | think the deeper we get into that.

While many of you may know, those of you who have read my book know thet for strategic
reasons | don't think it is essentid that the United States go to war this year, | think there are
increasingly dl kinds of palitical problems with waiting beyond this year and | will smply throw out one
of them which isthat just in recent days I've been having conversations with friends of mine from the
Gulf gates. These are people who before about the last month were basicaly saying to me in private,
and | know to peoplein the U.S. government, we want you to invade Irag. We want you to get rid of
Saddam Hussein. But you've got to do the following things first. Get some kind of a UN Resolution,
make sureit's abig military operation, and do something on the Middle East peace process to get

something going.

In the last month those conversations have changed in arather dramatic way. What they're
saying now islook, we aretaking alot of heat at home for this. For being willing to support you we are
redlly getting ourselves into trouble. Y ou had better go this year because if you don't go this yesr, if you
pull your punch, forget about it. We're not going through this again. Don't think that you can start
ramping up the world for awar again in 2003 or 2004. We have smply taken too much heat. Y ou have
come to us any number of occasions with these cockamamie regime change strategies and every time
you've pulled your punches and you've left us holding the bag. This time around we redly thought you
meant it, you better mean it. If you don't mean it thistime, we're not going to support you again. | think
that's just one of the problems that well face.
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David pointed out some of the othersin terms of domestic public opinion, in terms of
internationa public opinion. So | actudly think that were much farther down the road on this than we
were, and this idea that we can dlow the ingpection process to play out for anumber of yearsinthevan
hope that were going to get the Iragis to make some kind of amistake and come up with the smoking
gun we need is exceedingly unlikdy. It'sjust highly unlikely that were going to be able to hold the world
public opinion, even our military forces, ready for this war much longer.

Then the question becomes if the Administration does want to go to war now, how doesit do
s0? There | think there are two options.

Thefirg oneisto bascdly fix on the declaration itsdlf. Say thisis the cleanest lie we are likely to
get from the Iragis. We put it into the Resolution that lying on the initid declaration was itsdlf a materid
breach and therefore [casts a spdll on it] and the Iragis have effectively done thet.

Now this doesn't mean the United States has to declare tomorrow or Monday or next week or
any time soon that thiswas a materia breach. In point of fact, the U.S. is still severd weeks from being
in apogtion diplometicaly or militarily to actualy go to war. And therés no particular reason the U.S.
Adminigration has to make a declaration of materid breach until they actudly are ready to launch awar,
but if they are going to fix on the initid declaration, recognizing that it is the clearest lie that we are likdy
to get from the Iragis, | think they do need to start moving, to finish up the military preparations and to
dart building what Presdent Bush has called the codlition of the willing.

Now it's clear that this codition of the willing is not going to be the Gulf War codition. Were
not going to have 180 nations saying yes, United States, go to war, it's time that you took care of this,
and 30 sending forces to participate in the operation. That said, | actudly think the Adminigtration will
be able to build a much larger codlition than most people think. In my own conversations, both with the
Adminigration, with Europeans, with other officids from esewhere around the globe, | think the
Adminigration is actudly doing alot better job than most people are giving them credit for and is
making alot more progress.

Again, it's not going to be the Gulf War cadition but it will be a considerably bigger codition
than | think most people expect.

The other dterndive isto wait alittle bit, to alow the ingpections to play out alittle bit longer,
and paticularly the ideathat is floating around out there is that you mount a series of very hard
ingpections over the next month or two. Y ou ask the UN to ask for specific documents. Y ou ask the
UN to interview certain specific scientigtsin the hope that either you get a smoking gun, or even if the
Iragis evade and obstruct in minor ways that you kind of build up a set of evidence againgt Iraqg.

In some ways this is a better approach because if you could go down this route and if it were
successful you probably would be able to build alarger codition of the willing. Again, | doubt that you'd
get the Gulf War codition but you would certainly be able to convince more states to come on board if
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that strategy were to work.

The problem is that, for some of the reasons that David was expressing, that Srategy has redl
risks atached to it. Firg,, it is entirely unclear that the United Nationsiswilling to take U.S. direction at
this point in time. Hans Blix has repesatedly said that he's not interested in taking Iragi scientists out of
Irag. HE's even kind of demurred about under what circumstances he might be willing to interview them
even in country. In terms of the ingpections themsdves, they're doing things like they're not ingpecting on
Fridays, something that the old UNSCOM was perfectly willing to do. They are being very very careful
about what they do go see and how they do it. And by and large since the inspections have started their
gpproach with the United States seems to be alittle bit hands off saying thanks very much for your input
but we're going to decide how things are going to go.

The expectation isthe UN itsdlf, Blix and histeam itsdf, will teke thiskind of direction, | think in
and of itsdf isan open question and | think the evidence out there is that it's unlikely.

But secondarily, again, you are basing your gpproach on the hope that the Iragis are going to
foul up or that you're going to catch some kind of alucky break. Some defector is going to manage to
elude the [Mohavarat] net and get out of the country. My guessis actudly if we get a defector it
probably won't be through the inspectors. It will probably be the old route. They'll go through
Kurdistan, up into Turkey, and they'll find their way out that way. My guessis that the [Mohavardt] is
smply going to have too much control over the guys who are going in for the actud meetings with the
ingpectors. So the likelihood of getting this defector is apossibility but it is not alikelihood.

By the same token, finding any of the stuff. We have the same problem now that we had in the
1990s. We don't know where any of the stuff is. The U.S. government has plenty of information to
indicate that the Iragis dtill have avery large WMD program but we don't have any good information
about where it's located.

One lagt story. Martin reminded me of something the other day which is very important to
mention which isal through the 1990s when he and | were both in government, there were any number
of occasions when we would go to deep at night knowing that there was going to be an ingpection
overnight in Irag and we redly thought that they were going to nail the Iragis on this one. That we had
some piece of juicy inteligence that was going to dlow usto find the Iragis up to no good. Every time
we woke up in the morning and found out that that had not been the case. That weld gone to the Site
and it had been sanitized, and sanitized weeks beforehand, and there was nothing there.

So the expectation, even if the United States does have some juicy piece of intelligence, the idea
that we're actudly going to catch the Iragis red-handed seems extremely unlikely. The Iragis have
smply gotten too good at hiding their weapons of mass destruction.

Asafind point I'll add thereisared risk in going down this path which is every time the
ingpectors go to aste and find Iragis cooperative and find the Site clean, it reinforces the notion of those
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people around the world and in the United States who want to believe that the Iragis are coming clean,
that they are coming clean. Weve had Iragis come up to Martin in recent days and say to him maybe
the Iragis don't really have wegpons of mass destruction.

MR. INDYK: Correction. It wasn't Iragjis.
MR. POLLACK: Igadis, pardon me. It's different.

And when you've got Isradlis saying that it's clear Saddam's strategy isworking. It is having an
impact.

So the question becomes if the United States does want to go to war. If, as President Bush
sad, if the Iragis don't take this last chance. And again, what | would say is the declarations they've
made makesit clear they are not taking this last chance to comply. If the Administration does want to go
to war thereisared risk in alowing the ingpections to play out for another month or two because each
time they go into a place and find nothing, each time the Iragis are seen to be cooperative. And
especidly each time the U.S. gives them intelligence and they go to aste and find nothing, it isgoing to
make it harder to build that codition of the willing, not eesier.

QUESTION: | find it gppdling that you are such an gpologist for going to war.

MR. INDYK: Excuse me, you can have your chance later.

QUESTION: -- And there is, why aren't we dedling with this like North Korea? In the case of
North Koreawe do everything to make sure we don't go to war. Thisisredly about oil. HEs being an
gpologist for going to war for oil. And as David Kay sad, there is a growing oppostion around the
world. They can't get a codlition together because al around the world people are saying no war for ail,
no war for oil, no war for ail, no war for ail, no war for ail... Thank you.

-- war over oil and to have peace for the holiday season. Thank you dl. Sorry for the
interruption. [Laughter]

MR. INDYK: We accept your apology.
MR. KAY: That's the best footnote I've ever had for one of my points. [Laughter]

MR. INDYK: | was going to say there was a case for war now, we're going to have Mike
O'Hanlon give us a case for war later. [Laughter]

MR. MICHAEL E. O'HANLON: Thank you, Martin. It's agreat honor to be here today.
Let me say as a person who's been awar skeptic that | fundamentally disagree with the logic of what
was just sad. | think therés a very serious case for war even if you don't fully find it compelling and
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even if you hope for an dternative as| have been, | think there is a serious argument that Saddam's own
behavior in his own country and what he could do with anuclear wegpon if he got oneis of such an
order of magnitude of danger that we have to think very hard about whether we can dlow him to remain

in power.

There's been a very vigorous debate here and elsewhere about whether
Saddam can be deterred, what he would do with a nuclear weapon. These
are tough debates and there's a very serious argument that heis just Smply
too danger to let have these weapons.

I've been of the opinion that you perhaps could make disarmament work
through this coercive UN dirategy. | have to say as sort of the peacenik up here, a least on the dais of
today, that | am becoming less confident that that strategy can work. | used to assess the prospect of
war as maybe 50 percent. Now | haveto say | think it's more towards 75 or 80 percent. And | say this
not to publicly embarrass myself any more than necessary or publicly criticize my own analysis so much
astotry to let you know where I'm coming from.

The one point of disagreement perhgps | might have with my felow pandigsis| think that
Saddam is not following a smart strategy. Therés adevernesstoit, it puts usin atough position, but
because we redlize the posgition's only going to get tougher with time | think the Administration will make
adecison shortly after the holidays to go to war and | think we will be at war thiswinter. It sabelief |
did not have as of afew weeks ago, or | thought it much more as a 50/50. Now | think the
Adminigration despite the flak it's going to take is going to have redly no other choice.

But before | say that let me say what is the best case for those who want to see peace, who
would prefer not to see the U.S. go to war? What do you have to now believe or hinge your hopes on
given the declaration we received Saturday and what we think isinside of it? What do you haveto
believe?

Onething you might believe is that it's the nuclear wegpons issue that's the most important. As
Ken has written, David's worked on thisissue, | agree with the argument that the idea of Saddam
getting a nuclear bomb is the most worrisome potentid future development because that's the one thing
he has not had so far and who knows how he would behave if he did have it? | don't think he'stry to
ship oneinto New Y ork harbor and blow it up in Manhattan, but | think he would potentidly become
much more dangerous within the region, feding that that nuclear wegpon gave him an insurance policy
agang American retdiation for any aggresson he might undertake.

| think there is some reason to believe, and David may want to disagree with thislater, | think
there's some good reason to believe that the nuclear weapons ingpection process can be more effective
than the chemica and biological process. Nuclear facilities can be hidden underground, they can be
distributed as wdll, but it's hard to make them mobile. Even facilities using centrifuges or calutrons or
other kinds of old fashioned and relatively inefficient devices are expensive, they have to be very findy
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machined, very well ingtaled. Y ou can't redly put them in these vans the way Saddam might put mobile
chemica or biologicd facilitiesin vans, and you can't very much hide them under the auspices that
they're doing something dse that's legitimate. So there is some hope that with alittle bit of information
here, alittle information there, one lucky defection and just continued work moving around Iraq we
could figure out if and when Saddam was starting to recongtitute a nuclear program.

| think there is a decent chance that that would succeed, even with this ingpection team, even
with aless aggressve gpproach than David Kay himsdlf might implement.

That's a serious argument, that we could actudly play this out not just for afew months but for a
couple of years and then with long term monitoring thereafter and kegp Saddam from getting the bomb,
even if we could not find his chemicd and biologicd agents. | think it's the most serious argument at this
point for not going to war. But | have to say even for mysdf | find it alittle bit unsettling to hinge
everything on that argument because we have now ratcheted this thing up to such a point the entire
credibility of the United States and the UN system ison theline, and if we are going to dlow Saddam to
amply deny things that we dl know to be true, that he ill has chemicad and biologica wegpons, | think
we are accepting too much of ahit to our credibility. And of course there is some red danger that the
ingpections would fail to find a basement bomb program. | think the chances of that are rdatively low.
I'd be rdatively confident we could find a nuclear program even without Saddam's redl help, but again
there is some chance that I'm wrong.

So hinging everything on the idea that ingpections can prevent a mgor recongtitution of the
nuclear program, that may be the best argument for playing thisthing out over alonger period of time,
but it begins to become less reassuring to me,

Another argument you could make isthat Saddam is bascdly afraid that if he admitted that he
had a list of wegpons, not only would his position indgde Irag suffer, not only would his position inside
the Arab world suffer, but that we might use that as a cause to go to war even though | think we've been
careful to say that the bigger issue iswhat you do in the future not what you've done in the past. But
maybe Saddam believes that he can't dlow himsdlf to admit to thisillicit activity because no matter what
weve said up until now, we would use that as judtification for war as well.

Again, you can hold onto that idea or that theory and say okay, he's ill trying to keep what he's
dready got, but he's not redlly going to be that dangerous in producing more. He knows he's on the run,
he's going to have to be careful keeping his stocks hidden, he's not likely to use them anyway because
he hasn't used them in the last 12 years, ever since he's been under our gaze on a consstent bagis. So if
he has afew chemical and biologica wegpons, no big dedl.

Again, therés a serious argument | think to be made aong those lines. My problem isthe
credibility issue is quite important. Even if you believe you can tolerate a Saddam Hussain with chemicd
and biologica wegpons the fact that hes smply sticking it in our eye at this point | think raises huge
issues of the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence and the credibility of the UN system. And as Mr.
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Bush said throughout the fall, the basic idea that the UN Security Council has to show that it must be
taken serioudy. There's something more on the line here than just Saddam'’s wegpons. They themsdlves
are ared concern but there are larger issues as well given to where we've gotten in this process, where
weve taken thiswhole issue.

So | believe, I'm ill debating in my own head whether | could view one of those two previous
arguments as sufficient grounds for not going to war but I'm becoming a little less comfortable with the
argument and I'm quite discouraged by the fact that Saddam admitted to nothing in the declaration last
week asfar aswe can tell.

Over the summer time Phil Gordon and | did afair amount of writing, and Martin joined usin an
aticle or two aswell saying if there's going to be an ingpection process and if it's going to avoid the
ingpection trap of extended, relatively fruitless efforts, we have to do severd things. We were arguing
that the Iragi weapon scientists should be available for interviewing perhaps outside of Irag. That was a
pitch we made back in the summer time. We were aso arguing that Saddam redlly had to show some
progress towards diminating hisillicit weapons. He had to a least, we couldn't prove exactly how much
he had, but he had to admit to a certain amount of holdings of chemical agent and dlow those to be
destroyed very quickly while the threat of U.S. military force was il credible, so Saddam wouldn't be
the one yanking us with his chain, we would be able to use our threat of military force immediatdly to
produce some disarmament.

It now appears that that hope is evaporating. So again the declaration to meis quite
discouraging.

Where do we go from here? I'll just make a couple of quick points and stop.

| think the Adminigtration is essentidly going to have to say we cannot wait for inspections to
maybe find something. The reason being that, | guess one way to say my bottom line argument here, |
don't believe in thistheory that we're dmost ready for war militarily, and | don't believe that we can sort
of gradudly just sort of do little things here and there to the point where a any given moment we could
just decide now isthetime.

Weé're doing alot of important preparation work right now but we still only have maybe 60,000
American troopsin the Persian Gulf region. We have not yet loaded up and sent off to war the 101st
Air Assault Division, the 3rd Mechanized infantry Division, the 1t Cavdry Division, the 3rd or the 1t
Marine Expeditionary Force. These are big military units. Those four divisions, if they are the four that
would go, plus their support would be well over 100,000 additiona people. Once we make the
decision to do that | think the war has to be fought because as David said, you can't put 150,000,
200,000 people in the region and then pull them back. Once you make that decision, call up those
people, cal up the reservists to support them, you're on a path to war and doing that process, cdling up
the reservigts, sending those four divisons on their way, waiting in linesin Kuwait City harbor so they
can unload, a harbor that probably can accept one ship per day over an extended period of time, it's
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going to take us amonth just to get rid of the traffic jam in Kuwait City harbor and unload the forces.
That's going to take a month and a haf, two months of seriouswork. So if you think the war hasto be
fought in the wintertime which is an assumption | tend to share, or at least early spring at the very latest,
that means you've got to get to adecison point in January if you're going to do this thing, this upcoming
winter. And for the reasons that Ken mentioned, I'm increasingly inclined to believe that if you're going
to do this you should do it soon.

Agan, I'm gtill wrestling with the possbility that there is some dternative here to war, but I'm
becoming less and less optimistic.

Maybe, and I'll stop on thisfind point. Maybe there's one last thing we can do. Maybe what we
do iswe say to the world and to Saddam, this declaration is bunk, it will not be tolerated. It isnot only a
material breaech, it isamaterid breach sufficient to justify military action. But in the goodness of our
hearts and in the interest of forming a codition that's sronger than it is at the moment, were going to
give you one lagt chance. Hereis dl the proof we dready have that we know you're lying. The
Adminigration hasn't been talking very much about what proof it has and who generated and produced
that proof in thelast few months. It's Smply been saying we know that Saddam has this and this and
this, and Tony Blair's dossier did the same thing. Smply giving the estimates.

We need to go back and remind people thisisnot just aU.S/U K. intdligence effort. Thisisthe
entire UN legecy. There areinconsstenciesin Iragi documents that we've actualy had a chance to look
at or know exist or the defectors have told us about. It's not a smoking gun case but it's not just a
U.S/U K. intdligence operation ether. Thereisdl this proof that Saddam has chemica wegpons and
biologica precursors at a minimum that we know he has not shared with us. Y ou've got one last chance,
Saddam. Here's why we know that you've got these holdings. Hereés why we will not alow you to lie
about it. And to our codlition partners around the world and to our public and to our protestors here at
home, thisis why we are confident Saddam is lying and something has to be done about it. That may be
one lagt last lagt ultimatum that you could issue Saddam. I'm not sure it'swise, but to me that's beginning
to be about the only possibility that | can il see of avoiding war, and maybe there redlly is not going to
be any way to do so.

Thanks.
MR. INDYK: Thank you very much, Mike.

We're going to go to questions, but | just wanted to jump in and ask David, given your very
interesting point about the revelaion of the list of companies and the purpose behind that declaration on
Saddam's part, what do you make of the briefing that [Al Sadhi], Saddam's chief liaison with UNMVIC
made about the nuclear program which seemed to be quite ddliberate and dmost seemed to melike
bragging about how far they've gone on the nuclear program. How do you interpret what they're up to
there?
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MR. KAY: It was funny. My firgt reaction to it was dga vu because when Jafar dia Jafar first
reveded the Iragi program he did it in very much the same way. Wed spent, it was about 1:00 o'clock
in the morning discussing the importation of nucleer triggers, an event of the 1980s that you'd have to
have a good memory to remember about. We were about to leave. There were four of usthere. And he
sad, just out of the blue, you know, if | wanted to build a nuclear program -- and then for an hour non-
stop he described exactly what they would have done in detail including design informetion that quite
frankly you'd only know if you'd been involved in anuclear program.

It was astounding. Why would you do this?

There were two events this weekend. That was one which | took to be amost a North Korean
drategy. Guys, redize we can do this, we might have done it. Create the uncertainty. A pause.

The other was Saddam's apology to Kuwait which I'm disappointed that at least in the West
journdigts didn't pay very much attention to. The idea, having spent agreat ded of my lifein the Middle
Eag, if you're going to deliver an gpology, A, you do it persondly. Y ou don't do it through a spokesman
to have any meeting. Secondly, you don't do it by saying we invaded Kuwait to save the Kuwaiti people
from the Americans. And thirdly, you don't conclude with an gpped to the Kuwaiti people over the
heeds of their government and implicitly to everyone dsein Arab streets to rise up againgt you
government. If there is anything that will convince the Gulf governments that they ought to get behind an
American move to go early, it's the thought that Saddam was going to become the leeder of their
streets.

So | think there was a series of things that were off-message and convinced alot of people they
werein LaLaLand. The nuke one was one and the Kuwaiti gpology was another one.

But it'sinteresting. It's partly because we don't pay a great dedl of attention unfortunately, to
substance. There was dmost no good reporting in the U.S. over the weekend.

MR. INDYK: Infact it was the opposte. It was played up banner headlines as an gpology
when it was the exact opposite.

Quedtions, please?

QUESTION: Dick Eisenberg, Senior Anay4 at the British-American Security Information
Council. I'd address this question to Mr. Pollack and Dr. Kay.

I'm willing to dtipulate for the record that the ingpectors won't succeed in finding whatever is
what | presume to be ongoing nuclear, biological, chemica and missile programs. It's a daunting task
and for reasons dready well explained by you and in the press it seems dmost impossible that they
would be able to find that. However | don't see that as being the [cause ibela] as Mike O'Hanlon put it,
to go to war.
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The assumption seemsto be that if you leave those wegponsin Irag in the hands of what is often
depicted as an irrationd despot the consequences would be too great to bear. | think there are two
prongs of that analysis which | would ask you to address.

One, | see no reason to assume that Saddam Hussainisirrationd. | think an examination of the
evidence over the years shows he's quite rationa and I'd point to the forthcoming article in Foreign
Policy by John Ursheimer on that point.

Secondly, and | quote here from the just-released study by the American Academy of Artsand
Sciences, Chapter 2, Steve Miller --

MR. INDYK: Before we get into al the quotes, can we just have the question?

QUESTION: Okay. | guess| would put it thisway. If were prepared to go to dl thistrouble
of launching a preventive war to prevent this, why are we not prepared to take equd effortsto
strengthen the existing system of containment? It's been pointed out the obvious problemsin that, but is
it not at least worth making efforts to strengthen it and to continue to contain Saddam Hussein asan
dternative to a preventive war which is being talked about?

- DRANF -
i ) MR. INDYK: Why not containment?
E 2 3 [

MR. POLLACK: | have abook on the subject you might check out.
[Laughter]

| have not seen John's draft for the Foreign Policy article but | have seen an
earlier paper he circulated. | think some of his arguments are silly and his history isterrible.

In part the problem with the higtory of Iraq isfor the last 30 years Irag has been a closed
society. Theinformation that's available in the public relm on Saddam's decisonmaking is actudly quite
poor. In some cases John is basing it on what are accepted sources. Unfortunately in many cases they're
badly wrong. I've tried in the book, in fact | was able to get out there better versons of what actualy

did happen.

A short argument for why -- Saddam is not irrationd, but heis delusond, heis aggressive, heis
awild risk-taker and a gambler. What we have seen over the years and again, I've got a book on the
subject that | go through Iragi history in greet detail, looking at each case of deterrence and compelling,
laying out exactly what did happen and what didn't happen.

Weve repeatedly seen that Saddam Hussein is often difficult to deter and at times he has
proven himsdlf to beimpossible to deter. | dso have awhole section on containment.
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Containment failed for awhole series of reasons. | can't get into al of them now. The most
important of those reasons, though is that containment, especidly asit was congtructed in 1991 was a
multinational system, and by about 1995 when it became clear that internationd support for containment
was gone, containment started to break down. The biggest problem, | think the biggest chalenge for
anyone who would like to restore the containment regime is the question of how you rebuild that
internationa support which existed for just a brief moment. To restore the willingness of the entire world
to actudly make the sanctions work. That's something that we just completely -- welve dl fixated on the

ingpections.

The ingpections were never expected to be the mgor part of containment. They were aways
expected to be atiny little dement of containment. The sanctions were realy supposed to be where the
lion's share of the work was done. The sanctions have failed. They failed because no one supported
them and every time the United States has tried to strengthen the sanctions, that is get rid of the
economic Side and put some red teeth into the military side, the rest of the world has basicdly sad
forget about it. We're not interested.

The question is how could you build that internationa support and maintain it for the life of this
regime? For Saddam Hussain's life, for the life of, if he's succeeded by his sons, by [Ali Hafan Al Mgid]
or [Ali Hamad Hamud], how can you make that work given this guy's track record?

That's about the best | can do in this amount of time.
QUESTION: lvana Stehad with the Financid Times, Deutschland.

| have two questions. Firgt of dl | would like you to share your thoughts on this morning's report
in the Washington Post about Iraq handing over chemica weaponsto ad Qaeda

And secondly, a question for Mr. O'Hanlon. Don’'t you think that no matter whet the U.S.
should redlly share their evidence of the wegpons of mass destruction with the rest of the world if it
decides to go to war?

MR. INDYK: | wanted to make one point about this. One eement of the sory is, | think
known, at least | was aware of it | believe that the |sraglis have focused on with good reason, and that is
that there was a gentleman, | believe his name is Makawi, who was operating out of Northern Irag. He
did have d Qaeda connections. He moved to the [Ina Hilruh] refugee camp in Southern Lebanon. He
was believed while he was in Northern Iraq to be working on chemica wegpons. Thereis agood dea
of concernin Isradl that | heard when | was there last week that he could be doing so from Southern
Lebanon. But that only relates to one part of it.

The VX part of the story is something that is new and seems to be from a different source,
athough related to the same operation.
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MR. POLLACK: I think you need to tregt that report very skepticdly. | mean Bart Gelman's
awonderful reporter, but thisisn't the first time we've seen reports like this.

Some of the operational mechanicsthat he's got in the piece don't seem to ring true in terms of a
courier taking stuff through Turkey. If you were going to do this, that doesn't sound like the way that
you'd redly want to do it if you were Saddam Hussein. Beyond that, and |ook, doing this would be the
stupidest possible thing Saddam could do. He's capable of doing the stupidest thing that's possible and
welve seen him do it in the pagt. Inthis case, @ leadt, dl the evidence we have seems to indicate that he
ison adrategy and that strategy isto play the victim. He seems to recognize this. Again he recognized
before the Gulf War that getting into the war was not a good option for him. | think now after Desert
Storm heredizes that even more. Getting into war isthe worst thing he could do.

Therefore turning over wegpons of mass destruction to terrorists, which is exactly what this
Adminigtration has been looking for and trying to prove for the longest time, redly would be foolish and
entirely counter to his strategy of trying to play the victim, trying to look like he is being cooperative,
trying to look like heisthe good citizen and it is the United States that's beating up on him. Why take
that kind of awild risk, especidly with d Qaeda which is such aloose canon, which is agroup that has
been anti-Saddam in the past. If you redly want to push it out there and say okay, there's arationale for
doing this, maybe he's trying to preposition the stuff so if he ever does get into awar hed want to useit.
Don't use d Qaeda. At the very least use Abu Nidal, use --

MR. KAY: -- organization.

MR. POLLACK: Yesah, the organization. Not himsdlf obvioudy. [Laughter] But use someone
who is more under your control or just use the [Mohavarat]. Why on earth are you turning this over to
thisradical free agent that you can't possibly control?

So again, Bart'sagreat reporter. | think you need to take anything that Bart says serioudy. But
| also think you need to regard these kind of stories with great skepticiam.

MR. O'HANLON: Very quickly, I think you're right. | think the United States does need to
share information to the extent possible. | think it needs to remind the world of what we know from
non-U.S. sources, what we know from the UN inspectors, what we know that is internationaly largely
legitimated and accepted, not just based on our own satellite reconnaissance or our own interviews with
defectors, but based on what the ingpections teams learned in the '90s. A lot of that detail has been
forgotten by the broader international community. | have to admit I've forgotten some of it because it
hasn't redlly been in the news and it hasn't been in the debate that much in the last few weeks, and let's
faceit. This Adminigtration haswon alot of admirersfor the drategy it's followed since September
12th, but its fundamenta credibility on thisissue is dill not that high. People il think that it's out for
blood and that it's not necessarily going to give dternatives afar chance. So if it has given dternatives a
fair chance, and I'm beginning to think it has, that it may have no other choice but to force thisissue
militarily, it's got to prove the point with its argumentation, not with its credibility or its previousimage.
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MR. POLLACK: If | could just add afootnote on that. | quite agree. | think that's very
important.

It'sinteresting, there's alot of information out there from other sources that aren't used. The
best, and | Hill citeit actualy, on the Iragi nuclear program, was recent. It's from the German
Intelligence Service. It was published at the beginning of this year. Ignored by the Schroeder
government | might add in the election campaign as you probably know better than | do. But the
Germans, based on what they were seeing in European procurement said the Iragis | eft to themselves
were four to Six years away from having their own nuclear weapons. And they had alot of evidence
behind it.

Therée's no reason the U.S. should attempt to bear the burden of the proof soldly itself. Now |
suspect given the current German government they may not be too willing to let the German intdlligence
community be quite as adventuresome as they were ayear ago. But there isinformation out there and it
has not been systematically laid out, and | couldn't agree more with Mike. It needs to be done.

QUESTION: My nameis Said Arakat from Irkutsk Newspaper.

Isn't it possible that the United Statesis feding compelled to amost strong arm the UN and
[inaudible] the report, yet in fact they redly have no evidence and they are fishing for the flimsest
evidence to go to war?

Again, and | asked this question before. How do you prove a negative? If Irag does not have
any wegpons of mass destruction, and short of having some sort of an Iragi Sammy the Bull who would
come out and squeal on what's going on, how do you prove that and why would you go to war?

MR. KAY: Let me gart. I'm not proving the negative. Go back to something that Ken said.

Remember when UNSCOM in 1998 and '99 issued its final report it had about a dozen areas
where it said there were outstanding issues. And this was reviewed by an internationd scientific pand,
not just Americans. Not even UNSCOM. They brought in people who had not been associated.

The Iragis were asked to prove the evidence that they had done what they claimed and it was
laid out exactly what that proof would be. The disserving thisis apparently in the current report. They've
answered none of that.

Soit's not proving the negative. It'sredly proving some stuff that supports other things you've
sad.

The strong-arming the report out of the Security Council. A non-event. Insde basebdl. | first
garted working in the UN for the U.S. government, | hate to admit it, 35 years ago this year. For 35
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years| have persond knowledge of the five permanent members sharing information among themsalves
and with the Secretary Generd that was not shared with the other members of the Security Council. For
ayear and ahdf of UNSCOM IAEA activities Hans Blix himsdlf, in Vienna, had meetings with the
Perm Five that was not, the information was not shared with his board of governors. This should have
been aroutine affair.

What you had is an inexperienced member of the U.S. government representing us at the
Security Council and a series of things that made it look horrible. The atmosphereis horrible. It's an
insde basebd| tempest in ategpot affair. Redly, if you think about it, do you redly want to share with
countries like Iran and Syria, aformula perhaps for how to produce nuclear wegpons? That's not
generdly what non-proliferation obligations lend one to do. It was that and shouldn't have been that.

| will give you one piece of credit, and thisis what the Iragis understand. The counter to the
burden of proof ison Iraq is exactly what they've done right now. Weve given you dl the evidence we
think we have, and you're welcome to come in any facility and explore it. We won't stand in your way.
Well fecilitateit. You go find it. That's shifting it. It's a powerful politica argument, an unfair argument,
given a country that has used these wegpons on its own people, its neighbors, lost awar, and agreed to
be disarmed and has not honored its own obligations in that regard. But it is powerful politicaly.

MR. POLLACK: Let mejust add one point. David and | have made a number of points
dready on this, but another one.

We have the Sammy the Bull. Y ou said short of a Sammy the Bull coming in -- Weve got
dozens of them. Weve got dozens of defectors from the Iragi WMD program. | actudly, | absolutely
agree with Mike's point and David's that the Administration needs to do a much better job of putting
evidence out there in the public domain.

Onething I'd like to seethem do is put out redly sanitized versons of some of the defector
reporting. Weve got lots of people who have come out and told us hair-raising things.

Now many of these people have chosen not to go public. A few have. [Kidr Hamsen] most
notably. But most of them haven't because in large part they're in fear for their lives.

| think the government could il release sanitized versions of their reporting.

Now [inaudible]. Do | think that's going to convince the skeptics? No. There are people who
amply don't want to believe it and you're never going to convince those. But | do think that it's il
useful for the government to at least show that it's being forthcoming and | think there are alot of
Americans a least out there who are smply ambivaent. They just don't know. They are agnostic about
the subject and they'd like to seeit. | think if the Adminigtration were willing to release some of that stuff
that would mean something to them aswll.
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QUESTION: Larissa Davis from Brookings.

Mike, you mentioned earlier that the military is not currently ready to conduct an attack and it
will take a number of weeks to bring the proper amount of troops over to the Middle East. But my
question to you and for dl of you isthe level of preparation for dedling with aretaiatory attack in the
United States. There have been a number of stories stating that the United States may not be ready to
respond. If such an attack were to occur in retdiation for aU.S. atack on Irag, what effect would that
have on public opinion here, and can we conduct both a defensve effort at home and an offensve effort
abroad?

MR. O'HANLON: It'savery good question and | don't have a great answer.

Onething | want to say which isnot an answer isthat in 2002 Washington did not distinguish
itsdlf for its handling of homeland security. We spent alot of time and debate over a department which
should have been the secondary issue compared to actualy going out there and identifying vulnerabilities
and addressing them with whatever agency happened to be in apostion to do it. We could have done
that without a department.

Secondly, the department issue got hung up for way too long and both sidesin the political
debate went for politica points. Mr. Bush did a better job of actually scoring them, but both sides were
playing to their constituencies and their eectord interest. But that's not answering your question, that's
fingerpointing. So let me try to answer your question.

All I can say isthat we are dill vulnerable, but thankfully | don't think the Iragis are the best
operation out there for attacking us. That's my main reason for some [inaudible]. It doesn't make me
complacent, it does make me nervous, and it's one of the reasons why | would have preferred to avoid
war and gill would if | can imagine some way out of this, athough as I've said severd times, | seethe
opportunity as being smdler and smaller and less and less probable.

But my overd| senseisthat the Iragis are not going to be very effective in atacking us. They
may try. They probably won't be terribly effective, but it certainly is a downsde to any military
campaign.

MR. INDYK: I'd just make one point to add onto this. The question could have broadened to
potentid targets in the region and their capabiilities to ded with this.

The Israelis have been working 24 7, absolutdly flat out to prepare their defenses. They have
anti-tactical ballistic missiles. They've dready vaccinated their first responders with smalpox. They have
awhole emergency -- They are ready because they expect to be hit.

Thereésared question mark about the readiness of other countries around like Kuwait, Saudi
Arabia and Jordan and whether they are in a position to deal with these kinds of CW or BW thrests.
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QUESTION: Mohamed [inaudible], -- Television.

Isit possible to consder today's Washington Post as another attempt to fish for specification in
light of Iragi cooperation with inspectors?

And a question for Mr. Kay. Y ou were in Baghdad same time as Scott Ritter. How can you
explain coming to atotdly different concluson than he did?

MR. KAY: Fortunately | don't have to explain. No, it'samystery to me. I've said on severa
occasions -- When | know Scott, and actualy when most of you first heard of Scott when he resigned
and left in early '98. Scott's analys's of Saddam and the Iragi system was if anything tougher than my
own analysis a the time. Scott was over the top. How he's changed, why he's changed -- The person to
ask that is Scott. Some of you have seen the New Y ork Times magazine reporter who tried to do it and
sort of ended up even more confused than Scott wasin trying to doit. So | don't know.

MR. INDYK: Anybody want to comment on the Washington Post --

MR. O'HANL ON: The aticle ssemsto derive from information from the intelligence
community which has been a skeptic about any links between a Qaeda and Saddam. And in some
ways has been at loggerheads with Rumsfeld as hein the past has tried to take little iota bits of
information and magnify them or exaggerate potentid linkages. The inteligence community has
higtoricaly been the skeptic.

So thisis coming from the intelligence community. My initid take isthet it's somewhat more
credible. On the other hand, Ken raises alot of serious arguments about why it doesn't quite add up yet,
S0 I'm just going to keep watching and trying to learn.

QUESTION: Mohammed [inaudible], a palitical columnist with KOB and Masawa Magazine.

The quedtion is particularly to David Kay. Y ou seem to have played down alittle bit the
mishandling of the United States when it forced Kofi Annan to take the report of the Iragis and start

copying them.

| was in ameeting with Kofi Annan day before yesterday, a speciad meeting actualy. It was dso
at the United Nations. And he was very critica, very critical | must say about the way that the United
States handled this Stuation and he said because the five members of the Security Council have the right
to veto a decision, they do not have aright to force the Secretary Generd to give over or to force him
to take adecison. He said he is regretting this very much becauseiit is a precedent which could be
followed.

My question isthe following, actudly. How far -- Actudly aso whéat evidence in that meeting is
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that the repercussions of this mishandling by the United States was extremey negative in the Arab
world. Extremey negative. | don't know why it wasn't more reported on.

But leave asde this question. My question is how far do you trust the United States? Asfar as
fedling frustrated with Saddam Hussein and his tactics, number one. Fedling the power that he now has
as the only super power in the world, that it would not make other mistakes like thisin the future. That
might be o areason that why they should go to war alittle big earlier. Because these type of mistakes
redly, iswhat | am feding. They are making this horrible mistake. 1t was a horrible mistake, there is no
question. And Annan went on and on about it yesterday.

So the United States, | have afeding it hasthisfeding that now it has this power, especialy
Bush Adminigration, and dso frustrated with Seddam Hussain playing very well asyou dl mentioned.
How far thiswould play out in the next two or three months? The United States making more mistakes.

MR. KAY: | don't know how much clearer | can be than | was, but let me try and I'll no doubt
offend severd people and get mysdf in deeper trouble.

| think the initid mistake was a mistake made by aU.S. diplomat at a meeting in New Y ork
when Hans Blix said I'm going to not give the report to the Council until | redact it to remove weapons
design information. At that point any norma experienced diplomat instead of going dong with it asin
fact the U.S. individua did, would have raised an objection and said look, what is the logical reason for
holding the full report away from the five permanent members who know how to design these wegpons?
In my view the Secretariat should have done the copying and given it to the five permanent members.

Now having made that initid mistake which asfar as I'm concerned, and let me be clear, for me
that's afiring offense. That'saleve of supidity that | would not tolerate in amission as crucid asthe
U.S. misson to the UN if it were up to me. Thereis at least one individua who is very thankful it's not
up to me. [Laughter] There are probably more.

But having made that mistake, the recovery, was it elegant? No it wasn't elegant. It was heavy-
handed. Did it cause a reaction that was played in other circles and not just in the Middle East. There
are reports that there was a Mexican and a Norwegian understandably upset. Look, it was amateur
hour.

| don't think it was for any deep, serious palitica reason, it was just someone who redly did a
stupid thing and the recovery was redly ham-handed.

It'sinside baseball. You and | and others who know the UN, and | can understand the
Secretary Generd being upset, it's important for us, but in the totality of what were talking about, ah, it's
beyond the decimd point.

MR. INDYK: We won't ask you about SCUD missiles on a ship bound for Y emen, then.
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MR. KAY: | would have torpedoed it -- [Laughter]

QUESTION: [inaudible] -- Supreme Court Justice. | cannot defineit but | know it when | see

So my question iswhat is the mgjor quaity of the so-called intelligence, and doesthe U.S.
government have enough efficient intelligence to convince the other members of the Security Council as
well asthe rest of the world? | know severa years ago when the bombing, the U.S. bombed the
Chinese embassy in Yugodavia, it waswidely reported as a grave failure of U.S. intelligence.

MR. POLLACK: The bottom line that you're asking there is does the United States have the
intelligence to convince the other Security Council members. | think thet redlly isthe critica question.
There I'd say yes. I'd say in fact the U.S. doesn't have to convince them. | think they're already
convinced.

We never heard the Russians say, at least in private, the Iragis don't have this stuff. We never
heard the French say that. In point of fact, every conversation we had with them was they knew that the
Iragis had it. The only debates were over how to handle it. They wanted to take a very different
approach from us, and I'm talking about in the past. I'm not talking about, because obvioudy I'm not
part of this Adminigtration, but in the past that was aways the debate.

| don't think there's any doubt that the permanent five know that the Iragis have a clandestine
program. | would say that | don't think there's anybody else on the Security Council who doesn't believe
that either. Every time a country comes out of the Security Council the U.S. dutifully goesto them at
some point in time and lays out the evidence that we have. | have never seen a country that has come
onto the Security Council who we gave that briefing top who didn't so agree that the Iragis had the
capabilities. Again, the question was Smply over what was the best way to do it.

Thereisabigger question here which iswhat about the public debate? Thisis kind of what
weve been addressing as well.

In point of fact, convincing other governments | don't think isterribly difficult. As| sad, | think
they're by and large convinced. The question for them is how to ded withiit.

The public isavery different issue. On the one hand, | don't know that you're ever going to get
the standards that some people are going to want. These remarks about intelligence being an art not a
science -- Let's put that aside.

The problem isin the intelligence world the likelihood that you ever get the kind of evidence that
gands up in acourt of law, aU.S. court of law, if that was non-existent, it never happensin the world.
That's just not the nature of intelligence, epecidly when you've got a country like Irag which isa

Professional Word Processing & Transcribing
(801) 942-7044



| RAQ S DECLARATI ON ON WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTI ON - 12/12/02 27

Stdinist state which has been trying to get it. But you can have quite a bit of stedlth.

What weve been arguing is that we think there is certainly more information thet the United
States could put out into the public arena which would demonstrate a stronger case than this
Adminigtration has so far done, and that that would be redlly helpful in terms of generating public

support.

But we dso | think al recognize that there are some things which the Adminigiration is not going
to be willing to put out there, and even if you did put it out you could get lawyers going through it and
saying well, this could mean anything. Reasonable doubt. That's not the way the world works.

Asl sad, | think the best slandard is the one you laid out. Are the other Security Council
members convinced? Yes. They're dl convinced. | can't think of asingle one that actudly believes that
the Iragis are telling the truth about whether or not they have them. Again, the debate is smply over
what's the best way to handleit.

MR. O'HANLON: A very quick point. The nature of the evidence.

| know the least about this of anyone up here but let me give avery quick example. Others can
correct meif I'm wrong.

Thisisthe sort of thing we know about Irag. I'm just going to use arbitrary numbers. They
imported 10,000 gdlons of a certain precursor chemical. They have accounted for what happened to
3,000 gdlonsworth of that stuff. Maybe they said they had used it dl up in the Iran-Iraqg War, but as
Ken mentioned earlier, their actud records show they only used a smdl fraction. We were only able to
destroy another modest fraction. So you just do the arithmetic.

Y ou could say well, the Iragis kept bad records and maybe they never had the 10,000 to begin
with, and maybe they intended it for some other purpose, or maybe their lines of communication got
crossed and they never really bought it. There are amillion other explanations that could in a court of
law exonerate the Iragis. But when you take what you know about Saddam -- he imported 10,000
gdlons, he can account for 3,000 galons. Even though he said rhetoricaly he could account for it dl the
documents don't back him up.

That's the kind of evidence we have in abundance. It's circumgtantia, but when you look at the
entirety of it, it becomes pretty convincing.

MR. POLLACK: If | canjust add one thing. The Iragis have made thisalot easier for us.
They have said no wegpons of mass destruction program after 1991. The evidence that you have to
produce of illegd clandestine importation and work from 1991 in fact can be made avallableand it is
abundant. And that of itsdlf --
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If the Iragis had said they had a continuing program in '91 through '98 but they decided to
abandon it and they destroyed it al, we would have a harder time right now. They've actudly made it
easer for usto make the case.

The Adminigtration has not gone out and made that case and | think were al saying get off your
duff, go and do it. It needs to be made.

MR. INDYK: Thank you dl very much. It being 11:30 we're going to have to close now.

Could | just alert you to the fact that the Saban Center puts out an e-mail publication called Irag
Memo with andlysis from scholars and colleagues here at the Saban Center and at the Brookings
Ingtitution. 'Y ou can get copies of it on the way out. Y ou can sign up for the email through the
Brookings/Saban Center web Site.

| want to thank David Kay, Mike O'Hanlon and Ken Pollack for a fascinating sesson, and
thank the protesters for their musica interlude as well. [Laughter]

Thank you dl very much for coming.
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