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MR. JAMESB. STEINBERG: Good afternoon and welcome to
Brookings. Thisisthe third in our series of briefings on Irag, weekly briefings.
Weve had afew before the weekly series started. How long we will go
remains to be seen. Well have alittle pool outside. Beyond the conventiond
pool of when the military action will gart, it's how long the Brookings briefing
srieswill lagt.

Today were going to do our briefing in two parts. We're going to begin by alatest update on
the diplomatic Stuation a the UN and around the world, and to discuss those issues we have Fiona Hill,
a Senior Fellow here a Brookings who is going to talk about both the stuation in the U.K. and in
Russia. Then Phil Gordon who is going to give us areport from both the old and the new Europe. And
we might get Mike O'Hanlon to pitch in aword or two about the Stuation in Turkey at least on the
military front.

Then the second part of our briefing, were going to turn to the question about what does the
crigswith Iragq mean in terms of the threat to the United States from terrorism. What should we expect,
what kinds of dangers do we see and how should we be responding to it.

We're fortunate today to have with us a specia guest, our Nonresident Senior Fellow here at
Brookings, Dan Byman who is going to talk about the terrorist threet. He has been one of the most
indghtful anaysts of the terrorism problem in the country and brings alot of expertise on both the
Middle East and the terrorism problem more generdly, so were grateful to have you with us today.

Then Mike and | will talk alittle bit about the homeand security response and how were doing
in terms of dedling with thet, including probably touching alittle bit on the latest public rdaions initiatives
that we're seeing from the Department of Homeland Security.

So let me begin firg with Fionawho will talk about old friends and new friends and how they're
rescting to the Irag Stuation.

MS. FIONA HILL: Thanks, Jm.
Firg of dl as Jm mentioned, I'm going to start with our new friend, Russa

What | wanted to do wastry to explain what Russawas up to in the UN
Security Council in the broader context of Russian foreign policy.

Themgor point to bear in mind here isthat under Presdent Putin the mgjor thrust of Russian
foreign policy has been to preserve rather than change the internationd status quo. What we're seeing
here at the UN is no exception to thisrule.

A critical component of Russian foreign policy has been to try to creste a predictable, stable
relationship with the United Statesin which Russais consulted on al issuesthat directly affect its
nationd interests. And internationd stability is seen by Putin and by the Russan government as a critical
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element in enabling them to get on with their mgjor task which is domestic reform and renewd.

The preference has been dl dong for multilateral arrangements for dedling with the United
Staestoo. Rather than having Russafacing the U.S. directly and unilaterdly in tackling crises. So the
only issue where Russia has tried to preserve the bilaterd nature of the relationship has been on the old
issue of arms control.

Russia doesn't want to be seen as an independent player in world affairs when it's dedling with
the United States or even to create its own dternative codition of sates. It wants to use exigting
mechanisms and internationa consensus. Hence while thereé's been so much sress dl dong by the
Russans of usng the UN as aforum and as a chance of resolving critica issues like Irag.

As Foreign Minigter Ivanov put it in his recent stlatement to the United National Security
Council, what Russawantsto do is follow the position shared by the overwhelming mgority of the
datesin the world.

This has been the theme in Putin's foreign policy right since the very beginning. He haan't redlly
changed thisin any way. All of his statements beginning in 2000 and especidly in 2001 have stressed
the dangers of unilateralism in world affairs, and especidly, quite explicitly, the dangers of the U.S.
taking unilatera action.

If we look at the statements that Foreign Minister [vanov made just afew days ago in the
February 14th Security Council meeting, he again stiressed the same issues as Putin has repeetedly. He
sad al gates need to have the opportunity to seek solutions on an equa footing. And thisis especialy
the case where there are issues of genera security involved, and he caled upon everyone to unite their
efforts.

In short, the current strategy of Russiaat the UN fitsin well with an established pattern over the
last three years. It's not anything out of the ordinary and it'sin fact very smilar to what happened when
Putin was trying to heed off the inevitability of missile defense: dlying firgt with Chinaand then with
European statesto try to restrain the U.S. to some degree until it became evident that the U.S. was
going to forge ahead and that further resistance would have proven damaging to the U.S-Russian
relationship.

On the domedtic front, President Putin has some major advantages over other European leaders
like Blair or Berlusconi, Schroeder or Chirac. He doesn't have the same kind of domestic pressures or
the same opposition to the war as we've seen elsewhere in Europe.

Most notably if you look back to last weekend when we saw amillion plus people marching in
the streets of London and Rome and e sewhere, there were only a couple of hundred people who
turned out in Moscow. There were in fact bigger protestsin Kiev, next door in Ukraine, and alarger
protest in the southern city of Krasnodar near the front lineswith Russias war in Chechnya. Though
there's not a great dedl of popular support for the war in Irag, people haven't taken to the Streets to
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protest. And in fact Putin has largely kept his own counsdl on foreign policy. There's not agreat ded of
externd participation in foreign policymaking in Russa, o he's pretty much out there on his own,
meaking his own decisions without the kinds of congraints that other policymakers have againgt them.

Thisbeing sad, there are fill some red risks for Russiaand for Putin in supporting the U.S..
The fact that the U.S. has made it clear that countries like Russia, as well as Turkey and others, have to
choose sidesin what's ahead, has made it very difficult for Putin because his preferred policy isto St on
the fence, to play abadancing act. He's made quite an art form out of that in his relationship with the
United States over the last couple of years.

Weve seen how Russia has courted North Koreg, it's courted Iran, as well as reaching out to
the Arab world to counteract its overtures to the United States. But this balancing act has become
increasingly difficult on theissue of Irag. Weve had alot of discussion about how Russasinterestsin
Iraq are fairly straight forward. There's been the Soviet-era debt issue; the issue of Russian oil contracts
in Irag, some of which have now been suspended because of Russias preference towards the United
States over the last few months. And Russia's made it very clear to the U.S. that in any future post-war
plans for Irag, Russawantsto, at least, be given the chance to compete on an even playing field and not
be excluded in what happens next--as it has perceived it has been in other settings such as the Caspian.

Russa has made its position clear on what it might want in a post-war scenario, but gtill there
are strong overwhelming preferences for no war at al with Irag, and that Hussein be ousted by other
means. It's not just a question here of unpredictability--of what might happen if there's a protracted war,
but redly the very fact that Putin will finaly be forced to show his hand and to choose sides, to get off
the fence.

Putin overdl doesn't like to make firm commitments. The halmark of his presdency right from
the beginning has been akind of srategic ambiguity, of keeping dl of Russa's options open and of trying
to expand freedom of action as much as possible. If the U.S. makes an unequivoca decision to move
forward, Russawill have to get down from the fence, and that means tying Russids policy and Putin's
own future to U.S. decisonmaking and to whatever happens next in Irag.

What Russiaistrying to do right now isto delay the inevitable aslong as possible, and hence the
dance with China, France and Germany at the UN, with the hope that eventualy some other outcome
might be possible and if not, to delay it aslong as possible to buy time.

| just wanted to mention a few things on some of the generd problems of cadition building and
this time from the perspective of the United Kingdom. | wasjust in the U.K. at the end of January, and
what was driking at that point was the sense at that juncture that war was not inevitable. | think the
dawning redlization over the last month in London and elsewhere in Britain that awar is going to take
place sooner rather than later; that the United Kingdom’s government has pretty much thrown initslot
with the United States--which people knew al dong, but the redity hadn't realy sunk in--has redlly
shaken things up on the domestic front.

Professional Word Processing & Transcribing
(801) 942-7044



PREPARI NG FOR A WAR I N | RAQ COALI TI ON BUI LDI NG & HOVELAND DEFENSE - 2/20/03 4

Hereiswherethe rub is, the feding on the popular leve in Britain isthat dl the serious questions
about what happens next, the dangers of a protracted war, what happens at the end of awar with Iraq,
how Iraq will be rebuilt, what happens next with the other designated members of the axis of evil--Is
there going to be a crigs with North Korea? Is there going to be a criss with Iran? All of these have
been |eft unresolved.

The fundamenta problem hereisalack of trust in the United States and in the choices of the
Bush Adminigration. What was redly griking in Britain aswell asin therest of Europe in other trips
there through the summer was a sense of disenfranchisement, akind of democratic deficit, that
populations in Europe have no say whatsoever in the decisions of the United States. Clearly therésa
redlization that President Bush, the Adminidration, are in charge of United States palicy, that they're
acting in U.S. interests, but there's a strong feding, nonetheless, that asthe U.S. is such a dominant
power in the world today, and that whatever it does affects other interests, there should be some means
of making sentiments esawherein the world fdt in the U.S. political arena. Weve seen that through
protests. Weve also seen that through pressure on governments to bear their own pressure upon the
United States and to try to change directions in U.S. commitments.

Here weve interpreted that sense of disenfranchisement and frustration smply as anti-
Americanism which has made it quite easy to dismiss, but | think thet thet is a mistake and that the
United Statesis going to have to address this sense if it wants to push ahead with gaining support for
actionsin Irag and whatever comes next.

In some respects what were seeing with the UN isthreat it's becoming, it has turned into, akind
of townhal for expressing grievances againg the U.S.--some of which are completdly disassociated
from what's happening in Irag.

In Britain itsalf, one of the predominant issues is a genuine concern that London, rather than the
United States, or the U.K. in generd, will become the next target, the top target for terrorism. Perhaps
the next big stop after 9/11.

| want to point out here that we shouldn't just look &t the current terrorist threat in the U.S.
context, we must look at it more broadly, especidly given the fact that the U.S. will have to factor in
these vulnerabilities in thinking about codition building.

A crippling blow to London at this juncture could certainly overwhelm Blair a avery critica
time in preparations for a military campaign. We just had the ricin scare, raids on the Finsbury Park
Mosque, the death during araid in Manchester of a British police officer, confirmed raids in Spain and
Italy uncovering evidence of alarger plot involving terrorigts in England, and the British government has
declared that amajor terrorist attack on Britain isinevitable, that has certainly fed into the atmosphere
about Irag.

And Britain is uniquely vulnerable on three fronts. First of al we have the mega-city
phenomenon. If you think about the case of London, an attack on London would cripple not just one
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city, but certainly the bulk of Britain. A fifth of the population of Greet Britain live in the greater London
area. If you think about that in the sense of the United States you'd have to factor in four of the United
States mgor metropolitan areas -- Los Angeles, New Y ork, Houston and Chicago -- to get the same
proportion of population as you have concentrated in London.

Britain dso has crumbling infrastructure. Welve seen just over the last few weeks the desperate
efforts of London's Mayor, Ken Livingstone to impose a congestion tax on the city to try to relieve
some of the pressure on al of the mgjor trangportation networks. Y ou also have overstretched,
undergtaffed hospitals, overtaxed emergency services, arecent strike of firemen in London closed dl of
the deep underground stations for severd days. A deraillment on one of the lines aso closed down part
of the system for severd days. In fact the joke in London was who needed d Qaeda when you had the
British government screwing up the trangportation system. But the basic point of thisisthat London and
Londoners and Brits see themsdves as uniquely vulnerable in the event of another cataclysmic terrorist
attack. We have to factor that in when we're thinking about the sentiments in what sill remains the
U.S''s staunchest dly in the coming campaign againgt Irag.

Findly the immigrant influx into Britain. Although Britain has been more willing than other
countriesin Europe to accept asylum seekers and large numbers of immigrants, it doesn't assmilate
people very well. Therés dso along tradition of foreign revolutionary and radical movements making
London their base. In fact a colleague who is going to be joining us soon at Brookings based in London,
commented that if you sat in Heathrow Airport long enough, every single one of the people on the FBI's
most wanted list or on any of the lists of the mgor terrorist groups would pass through Heathrow
Airport. Hefigured you' d just have to Sit there for about aweek and you'd see everybody pass through.

London is the communications hub for most of the Middle Eadt, Africa, Asa, and it's very easy
to get out of London, get through Heathrow and to get to e sawhere. And weve just had the incident of
aVenezudan carrying an armed hand grenade in his luggage through Heathrow, which underscores that
point even further.

Blair isunder agreet ded of pressure at home with severe criticism for the government's failure
to ded with dl of theseissuesthat I've just outlined -- the mega-city phenomenon, the crumbling
infrastructure, the influx of immigrants. We're sarting to see abacklash in Britain now about asylum
seekers, and in terms of war the memories are il redly quite fresh in Britain about the effects that a
war can have. Homdand security is not such aremote idea. There were many TV programs recently
about what to do, how to evacuate the whole of central London in the event of amgjor crisis. The
memories of IRA assaults are very recent, very fresh for people in London. And the IRA never
threatened to use biological or chemica weapons.

So thistime around the risks for Blair and for the British government are very high. Blair's having
an increasingly hard time in sdlling the necessity of another war to the British public. Therisksfrom a
war in Irag have become muddled together with other genuine concerns about the future of London, the
future of Britain, and how to tackle al these domestic problems that could collide in avery red fashion
with acoming criss.
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The mgor point of thisisjust to try to put afinger on some of the other vulnerabilitiesthat are
affecting the United States mgjor dly at such acritica point.

MR. STEINBERG: Thank you, Fiona. | wondered if you did any checks on the inventories
of duct tape at the DI'Ysin London while you were out there.

MS. HILL: Nobody was buying any.

MR. STEINBERG: All right, well come back obvioudy to the terrorism question in afew
minutes.

Phil, in the last week we've seen once again a demongtration of the characteristic French
gopproach to diplomacy, subtle, fine use of language, indirection and the like to make apoint. 1'd liketo
hear alittle bit more from you about just how do they manage to be so desf.

MR. PHILIP H. GORDON: I'll try, Jm. I'll do my best.

| had a chance last week before many of this group to talk about the French
and French motivation so I'll try to be more brief today and talk about where
| think we are at the UN with the French and others, what's driving the

2 French to try to answer your question, Jm, and then findly aword on Turkey
© 5 i for discussion.

Where we are now | think, weve al seen that the United States is now informaly approaching
dlieswith adraft resolution, the idea of one at least that would Smply say Irag remainsin materia
breach. Theré's no sgn that they're going to come out of materia breach, and if they don't meet the
following benchmarks very quickly, date to be determined, it will be time for serious consequences.

| think the redl question about that, one of three things happens. Either they win broad support
for this. Weve dready heard from the French and the Germans that they're not going to support it, but if
itsonly that | think the U.S. can move ahead. Even if it is, obvioudy you have the risk of a French veto,
but otherwise you get a mgjority support for such a resolution and the U.S. can go to war on that basis.

An dterndive is that faced with the fear of a French veto oppostion, the U.S. and the U.K.
withdraw the resolution and go to war based on 1441 and say we dready have dl the legitimate means
we need to do this, and we do not.

It becomes most interesting if not only the French and Germans are opposed but the rest of the
Security Council is opposed, and this gets back to the Russians and the Chinese. I've been saying |
think they areredly key here. Because if it'sjust the French and Germans | think they will be seen asa
minority isolated and the U.S. goes ahead. If it's the French, the Russians and the Chinese, and the
majority members of the Security Council to say “no” to the U.S. resolution and to ask for more time,
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that would put the Bush Adminigration in the position, the unenviable position, not only of going to war
without an explicit second or 18th UN Security Council resolution, but in the face of the will of the
Security Council. That would be, for me, the most dramatic outcome at dl and that's why the positions
of Russaand China seem to me very important, and they in turn depend alot on the French position
which | want to say something about now.

The question being, what's driving the French position and why these remarks that Jm referred
to?

| think if the French andlyzeit as | just did which isthat the Americans are determined to go to
war one way or another, with or without support, it raises the question of what then they are trying to
accomplish with the strong opposition and the thresats of veto and so on.

It s;emsto meit's one of two things. | don't have the answer. Either they don't share that
andysis and they actudly believe they can Hill stop this. If they get the Russans and Chinese on board
and get nine members of the Security Council to say we want more time, maybe they still somehow
think that they can get the U.S. to back down.

If not, then it's smply a principled stand that war is just not the right thing to do, and whether the
United States likes it or not they're going to oppose it and they've got European public opinion on their
side and they've got much of world public opinion on their sde. | think that in part explains not only the
determination of the French to dig their hedlsin much more than anyone | think expected. | think the
generd view previoudy was that they would be difficult until the end and at the last minute seeing the
writing on the wal they would come adong and maybe get agood ded for themsalves, preserve the
Security Council and move forward. | don't think that analysis any longer holds up. And they are dug in
and | don't think we should exclude the possibility that Chirac will stick to his guns and smply say ook,
the Americans aren't in charge of this dliance or thisworld or the international community, amgority of
usareagaing it, and I'm going to stop it. I've got public opinion behind me,

Remember Jacques Chirac doesn't have to get elected in America and he reads his newspapers
at home and the debate back there. He's receiving widespread support. That's why | don't think we
should exclude the scenario in which we don't win French support in the end and whether they veto or
just remain opposed, it ill makes the international community divided.

Will they ultimately come dong? | think it's improbable now, but the one thing that could change
it, it seemsto me, the only thing that could change it would be a very strong negative report from the
ingoectors. | think the only way you would see the French turn around &t this point isif Hans Blix and
Mohamed ElBaradel came forward and said we don't need any time, they're just not cooperating,
there's nothing we can do.

But | would stress if we're trying to understand where | think the French are coming from, and
again last week | got into much more of the motivations about why they think war isabad idea, here |
do think they fed they have the wind in their sails on alot of issues and that explains some of the
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intemperate language that surprised us dl vis-a-visthe Central Europeans. Theirony about that of
course is that the French are talking to and behaving towards the Central Europeans asthey accuse the
Americans of doing towards them. Where they say NATO is not the Warsaw Pect, or the United
States Imply determines where we're heeded and we have to follow; but then ironicaly immediately
turn around to candidates to the EU and say well, if you want to be part of this dliance you have to
come dong with us, and al the more difficult pogtion when the“us’ is not necessarily the French and
Germans but amgority of EU members who have actudly taken a different view.

Let mejust end with aword on Turkey, and | hope we can come back to these issues. Weve
seen the very last minute negotiations going on with the Turks. Some people are surprised they're il
saying no, we're upping the ante. The Bush Adminigration istalking this down alittle bit for
understandable reasons saying we have other plansin place and it would be nice to have Turkish
support but it's not absolutely necessary.

| would say don't believe that for aminute. Turkish support is absolutely fundamenta for this
operation. Mike can comment in more detail on actualy militarily what your dternatives would be if you
don't get support for Turkey, but to the United States this is absolutdly critical.

The stakes in the northern part of Iraqg, because of Kirkuk and the oil around Kirkuk and the
very serious risk that different ethnic groups would try to seize this territory and hold it before anyone
else got there isa very dangerous stuation. If you can go in from Turkey, the U.S. itsdlf can quickly
seize the ailfieds, stabilize the region and prevent other people from competing over it.

If we haveto doit, and again I'll defer to Mike on how chdlenging it would be to parachutein,
the 4th Infantry Divison. But it ssemsto me it would be so much dower that the risk of casudties would
be greeter, therefore the risk of American resentment vis-&vis Turkey would be greater. And if
anybody thinks that the different ethnic groups, dl who have claimed to the ailfields around Kirkuk will
smply defer to the others out of a notion of common solidarity, 1'd just ask you to think about the
Northern Alliance and Kabul ayear and ahaf ago when everyone said they won't go in, well ask them
not to go in—they'll goin.

So it seemsto me a very dangerous situation. We desperately need Turkey's support.

The interesting thing about the dynamic and who will win, if I'm right that we desperately need it,
you might say well why not just pitch in an extra $6 billion and you've got it. | think thereis a rductance
to go too far and gart buying everybody off massively with billions and billions and billions of dollars
even though we've dready spent billions, but aso because as desperately as we need Turkey, Turkey
a0 needs us. That's why even though everybody is pessmigtic now, and the New Y ork Times said the
U.S. doesnt think thisis-- | cannot imagine that this deal will not be done, smply becauseit is so
fundamentally in both countries intereststo do it. And it is ds0 so congstent with Turkish negatiating
behavior to push things not only to the 11th hour but beyond. But as difficult asit is now, | think both
gdes know that it would be so strongly not in their interest to cut this dedl that they'll find away to cut it.
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MR. STEINBERG: For anyone who's done any shopping in Istanbul that sounds right to me,
too. [Laughter]

Mike, is there amilitary option without Turkey?
MR. MICHAEL E. O'HANLON: Thanks, Jm.

| certainly agree with and am sobered by Phil's comments but | aso think
there is an option without Turkey, at least without Turkish land bases and
access for American ground forces. We clearly want to have the ability to use
- Incirlik and fly arplanes out of Turkey. But | think if we could get a couple of
bngad& into Northern Iraq to help protect the Kurds we could at least ensure that our important alies
in that region were not decimated. Between our couple of brigades and the Kurdish forces could bein
pogition early on, | think they could probably protect agood part of Kurdistan pretty well. Then the
question becomes the ailfields. | think that is sort of the real coreissue.

It's not going to take us that long to get to the ailfidds, even if we have to come in from the
south. Were going to send adivison | think on a big sweeping maneuver around from the west and
probably bypass Baghdad, or maybe from the east, but get to Kirkuk within aweek to ten days, so |
don't expect it would be a protracted war among different Turkish groups. | could be wrong and you
may want to respond to this andyssin aminute. But | do think Saddam will torch the ailfieldsif we
don't get there fast. So that's my more immediate concern, that we will have to repair those oilfields and
put out fires. And | think at a minimum you have to expect you're going to have that consequence if
you're denied access to Turkey for large American ground forces. It may not prevent us from seizing
Kirkuk rdatively quickly, within a most a couple of weeks after the war begins. It may not impede us
from protecting our Kurdish friends but it will | think make it more likely that there will be alot of havoc
wreaked by Saddam in the mean time. So for that reason | would very much want to be able to put
ground forcesinto Turkey.

But | can imagine an dternative. It's not a good dternative, it's not desirable, | don't think it's
worth saving five billion bucks over, I'd rather spend the five billion bucks, but | think you could sill win
the war. It would not have go be a show stopper if you were denied access for your ground forces to
Turkish territory.

So that's the overadl way in which | would look at that.

One last dimension of courseiswhat Turkey's role would be if we did not have large forcesin
this region and Turkey was worried about Kurdish refugees and then Turkey got moreinvolved insde
of Irag itsdf. That's yet again another downside, and one could perhaps imagine conspiracy theories
about how peoplein Turkey, and Phil you may want to comment on this too, certain Turkish politicians
may actudly like the idea of getting their feet on the ground indde of Irag. My guessis most of them
would just as soon not have any more of the burden than necessary, but if we're not present in large
numbers it gives Turkey more of an argument for why they are needed to help protect refugees, to hep
prevent these refugees from coming onto Turkish territory, and maybe even as a deterrent against
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Saddam's military moving that way. Turkey may or may not view tha as an advantage to denying us
access. But from aU.S. perspective | would think it's a decided disadvantage. That the more Turkish
involvement in Northern Irag the worse for us because the more complications between the Turks and
the Kurds that we have to sort out in the end. So | would see that as again another downside. Not a
showstopper. If we have to send in just one or two brigades through airplanes and they combined with
the Kurds will have to hold off the Iragis| think we can do that, but there will be alot of damage done
to the ailfields in the mean time and these complications between Turkey and the Kurds.

MR. STEINBERG: Also an interesting question of how the Iranians would fed about it and
whether in some respects the Iranians wouldn' like to see usin there as wdl to prevent things from
getting out of contral in the north.

Let'sturn to Part B of our briefing. Weve been through afairly difficult couple of weeks, and
not just because of snowstorms as aresult of the increased terrorist dert. But one of the things weve
heard conggently from the intelligence community is the additiona risks of terrorism in connection with
an Irag crigs. Dan Byman is going to tak alittle bit about the terrorist problem and how we should think
about that and then well tak alittle bit about the responses.

MR. DANIEL BYMAN: Thanks, Jm.

Therés no question that the impending war with Iraq raises the dready high
risk of aterrorigt attack on the American homeland and U.S. interests
overseas and on U.S. dlies. Four generd points 'l try to leave you with
today.

Oneistha Irag itsdf might turn away from its higtoric caution in using terrorism, and ather use
its own operatives more aggressively or work with a Qaeda. Al Qaeda and its ffiliates may Strike at
any time, seeing this as an opportune moment to grab the world's atention.

The Idamic Radicas inspired by ad Qaeda but not controlled by it lso poses threat. And while
we're very focused on the next week or the next two weeks, we need to be thinking about the long term
because the war with Irag and how we handle the aftermath has tremendous implications for the overdl
campaign againg a Qaeda.

Now Iraq has aways been very cautious in its use of terrorism. Unlike Iran, say, it has not tried
to create alarge independent guerrilla movement. It hasn't worked with groups like Hezbollah or Hamas
in an extensive way which would, mainly because Saddam does not trust anything he cannot control
completely.

When gtriking the United States, Iraq has preferred to use its own operatives. During the first
Gulf War attempted attacks in the Philippines, Thailand and Indonesia, Iraq used its own people to
attack U.S. fadilities. In 1993 attacking former President Bush in Kuwalit trying to kill him. Again, Irag
USES its own operatives.
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It's worth pointing out that Irag's attempts have been in some ways rather startlingly inept. That
in 1990, for example, when it was going after U.S. facilitiesin Southeast Asiathe former Director of
Centrd Inteligence William Webster noted that Iragi intelligence officids used sequentialy numbered
passports. As aresult, when you wrapped up the first two you could figure out who the next, the third,
the fourth, the fifth, the sixth were. And it wasn't exactly rocket science.

They're dso not very good at hiding their hands. One of the people arrested in Southeast Asia
said oh, I've been arrested. Would you cal the Iragi embassy please and let them know I've been
arrested?

Alsoin 1993 the Iragi operatives used the same type of explosives, didn't practice phone
security that Iraq had done in the past. So again, easy to traceit to Irag.

Having said this, that Iraq was cautious and rather inept, all bets may be off today. Saddam is
facing avery different Stuation, the loss of power himsdf. The stakes are much much higher. And as
Michad can talk about more extensvely, Saddam himself has rdatively few redigtic military dternatives
agang U.S. forces. So terrorism by default becomes much more atractive. It's not adesirable option in
and of itsdlf but there are few good options from Irag's perspective.

Also Saddam isinfamous for his desire for revenge. That even if it doesn't serve his causg, if he
knows he's going down he may try to take as many Americans as possible with him.

Thus we do have a plausible case for the transfer of chemica or biologica weapons. Though
given Irag'slack of trust of independent terrorigts, | think it's much more likely that it will useitsown
operativesin this case. Again, here, dill limited at least by past example by the lack of competence of its

own people.

It's dso possible that Iraq may actively work with a Qaeda. | promised Jm I'd be relatively
brief so | won't go into the exhaustive andlyss of the different alegations about Iragi linksto a Qaeda,
but I'll just make a generd point which iswar makes strange bedfellows. Iraq hasn't hesitated in the past
to work with groups that are ideologicaly opposed to it for a common god.

In the early 1980s Iraq worked with the Mudim Brotherhood against [Hafa Zilasad] even
though this group which has an ideology that in many ways was a forerunner to d Qaeda, this group
hates Bath secularism but nevertheless worked with Saddam.

Agan, just as a cavest, cooperation is not necessarily controlled. That athough Saddam and &
Qaeda may work together, a Qaeda isindependent or do things according to its own timetable.

But thiswhole discusson was redly a prelude to my biggest concern whichisa Qaedaon its
own. If I were talking to you two year ago, one year ago, yesterday or ayear from now I'm going to tell
you d Qaeda by itself isthe greatest risk of terrorismin that Irag is one concern to consder, but a
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Qaedaitsdf has no hesitation about attacking the United States and this is a spotlight moment for a
Qaeda. Thisisamoment when the world's cameras are watching, when attacks in Kashmir or
Chechnyawill get much less attention, so there's a tremendous incentive from its point of view to act.

Also achanceto redly seize the Pan-Idamic cause. If Irag's conventiond military meansfail to
work ad Qaeda can show that terrorism is the best way of confronting the United States, and to be fair
to d Qaeda, and we do want to be fair to them, it's probably a mistake, to at least credit them on bin
Laden has for many years expressed concern about what he says is the brutalization of the Iragi people.
And his February 11th statement redlly tried to wak afine line between showing solidarity, trying to
asociate the d Qaeda cause with that of Irag, while expressing contempt and didike for Saddam's
regime.

But we can't just focus on d Qaeda. Al Qaeda, part of what makes it specid isthat it triesto
ingpire and work with other groups that are not necessarily controlled by it. And as aresult, many of
these groups are unaffiliated but sympathetic to a Qaeda, may shift towards attacks on Americans.

European officids have said that groups active in Chechnya are planning attacks should awar
break out with Irag. There are numerous individuals and cdlls that we've never heard of that may
suddenly pop up inspired or angered by the war with Irag. And even some [inaudible] groups might
change abit. The spiritua leader of Hamas has issued a statement that Western interests should be
attacked in the event of war with Irag, and that's a shift for Hamas, even though Hamas has aways been
anti-Western, it hasn't called for direct attacks.

I'll close by talking about the long-term picture. Theinitid outlook for anti-American sentiment,
for d Qaedas recruitment is very gloomy. Remember in much of the Middle East probably 40 percent
doesn't believe that al Qaeda was behind the 9/11 attacks, so we're dedling with an audience that is
utterly unsympathetic. And well before the war talk ratcheted up, only six percent of the Egyptians had a
favorable opinion of the United States.

So add to this the current criss where the United States is widely seen as picking on multiple
countries, trying to keep it down, it's going to cause problems for recruitment.

There are afew advantages that may be seized. Oneisthat after this conflict troop levelsin
Saudi Arabia can be drawn down perhapsto alevel smilar before the first Gulf War. Anther advantage
istherewill be asense of U.S. prestige and clout. I'm quoting ared expert here which is Osamabin
Laden. He has a statement which is when people see a strong horse or awesk horse, they will naturaly
follow the strong horse. And the United States may emerge from this a least temporarily as a very
grong horse in the region.

But alot is going to depend on what's done after Saddam is ousted. That if the United States
does not actively commit to the recongtruction of Irag, Irag could become a playground for Idamic
radicaism. We need to make sure that the oil wedlth is used for the Iragi people. We need to offset any
charges of greed, that thisisreally awar for U.S. oil companies.
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Also to tak very briefly about force protection, thereés a U.S. tendency, naturd,
understandable, good, to protect the lives of its soldiers to the utmost. That cannot in Irag get in the way
of aso carrying out other duties such as protecting the civilian population. Force protection isimportant
but it should not interfere with the overdl misson. And if were going to recognize that we need to
recognize that in a post-Saddam Irag some casudties from terrorism will be inevitable, but that's the
price of making sure that the long-term picture is much better. Becauseif Irag didesinto chaos, it's
going to be d Qaedathat's going to emerge the victor.

MR. STEINBERG: Thank you, Dan. Let me draw you out on a couple of points before we
turn to Mike.

In terms of your first set of concerns, that is the capabiilities of the Iragi intelligence service, what
can you say about their state of cgpability today compared with where they were in 1990, and again, |
redizeit'salot of speculation. In particular, are there particular targets, countries, places, where they
would be more likely asin the past, you mentioned Southeast Asia, where people should fed they'd be
looking to as potentid targets?

MR. BYMAN: Two questions which, needless to say, information is scarce on. My judgment
would be that Irag's intelligence capabilities externdly are worse ten years later smply because they've
had to draw down their presence in many countries, and they haven't had the same sort of ability to run
fredy that they had in much of the 1980s when Iragq was not a[pariah] nation.

Iraq has been watched closely for involvement in terrorism throughout much of the 1990s so a
lot of its activities are redtricted.

In terms of where Irag might be mogt active, look for places where ether there was ardatively
poor loca rule of law or loca intelligence servicesjust as much as the developing world, al places
where Irag has had a very close, higtorical relationship.

Countries | would worry about, for example, and thisisn't meant to reduce tourism in one
country to another, but alarge Iragi presence of course in Jordan. And from Jordan you can go to
severd other countries. Jordan would be one area of concern smply due to ease for the Iragis.

MR. STEINBERG: Therés been alittle bit of speculation and alittle bit of reporting about
FBI focus on Iragis here in the United States. If you were Director Muller, how worried would you be
about Iragisin the United States and what would you be looking for?

MR. BYMAN: Director Muller'sjob isto worry, so | think he's doing his job well.
In generd, Iragisin the United States have been vehemently anti-Saddam, extremely loyd, no

concern about afifth column in the United States. That said, isit plausible that Saddam has planted
sverd individuds or much more than severd individuds in the United States? The answer is of course.
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In large part because Saddam has made a point of keeping tabs on any opposition movement,
trying to penetrate, regardiess of where it'slocated. So isit plausible that there are Iragji intelligence
operatives in the United States? Certainly. Could they be turned on or activated to go from my attorney
in oppaosition groups to conducting terrorist attacks?

Y es, dthough that would probably be alittle more difficult.

In terms of what sort of activities they might do, theided for these officerswould of course be
things related to the war. So military sabotage, things that are highly symbolic in the sense of officid
operations. But the feasihility is probably going to rule what they do. So maybe attacks on what, the
largo term of softer targets which means less protected targets.

MR. STEINBERG: A find question, Colond Lindbetter talked earlier about the need for the
U.S. military s0 to secure the ailfields. Obvioudy another population. Colonel Lindbetter talked earlier
about the need for the U.S. military to secure the ailfields. Obvioudy another preoccupation is going to
be to get to the WMD, particularly the bio and chemical stocks that possibly exist. How are terrorists
thinking about that? Are there groups that are thinking about the opportunities that the chaos of awar
gtuation might offer to acquire materias? Do you see any signs or any reason to be concerned thet
Qaeda or others would see this as an opportunity to acquire what they perhaps up until now have not
yet been able to manufacture for themselves?

MR. BYMAN: Cetanly. Al Qaeda, unfortunately, is amost unique with one or two
exceptionsin terrorist history of being able to plan severa years down the road, to seize opportunities
that it knows may come along. So the possibility of d Qaeda being prepared to take advantage of
chaosin Irag | think is actudly likely. Not just a posshility, but something that bin Laden and his
operatives dmost certainly have discussed.

Al Qaeda has long been interested in chemica and biological wegpons. In fact there are some
disturbing transcripts that came out of documents captured in Afghanistan where bin Laden's number
two, [inaudible], kind of hectored his subordinates saying what's wrong with you people? | had to find
out about the importance of many of these wegpons from the Americansinstead of discovering it
oursalves. So we can assume that severd years later that al Qaedais very focused on this.

So s=zing the production facilities, saizing the saff is essentia. My big concern though iswe
don't know where many of these things are. That's the whole point with the problem with the inspectors.
They smply cannot discover alot of the missng stocks. If it is not known to the ingpectorswho is it
known to? Presumably the Iragis themselves, and that's the concern iswill they turn first to terrorists or
will they surrender themsealves to the United States in the hopes of clemency in exchanging information.

MR. STEINBERG: Let meturnto Mike. Weve been taking in a variety of contexts about
the homeland security effort. How do you see the specific response now in terms of the heightened
threst, not only the generd threet from a Qaeda but the thresat of war in Irag and what should we here
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be thinking about? What should Secretary Ridge, Muller and the others be doing now to prepare
Americafor this?

MR. MICHAEL E. O'HANLON: Thanks, Jm. | guess I'll comment on four recent
developments aong these lines. One, the budget; two, the threat warning about gpartments and hotels
and soft targets; three, the duct tape issue; and fourth, the phone book campaign. In order.

On the budget issue, at least we now have as part of the omnibus gppropriations bill ahomeand
security budget. We have money for first responders. Generdly speaking that budget wasn't a bad
budget for one you had to develop four months after 9/11. Remember, thisis the budget that was
essentially submitted last February. There are some things that it left out that we talked about in our
Brookings book last year, and again in the new issue that we're putting together now as you know. But
for the most part not a bad first step, but why did it take so long and why did the Bush Adminigtration
even onceit had a purdy Republican Congress dlow sort of business as usud to develop thisfind
appropriations bill and only get it passed in the course of February. So | think we've lost weeks. We
have to be rushing to ded with the imminence of attempted terrorist attacks in the coming months and |
think the Bush Administration has been matter of fact and abit lackadaisica about this. | think we
therefore have to be alittle critical on that front.

Moving to the gpartment and hotdl issue and the warnings that were issued a few weeks ago for
how these soft targets could be the subject of attack, again 1'd be somewhat critica of the Bush
Adminigration because this was an area of potentia vulnerability that we discussed last year in our
book. The Adminigtration however, in generd did not want to pay much attention to privately owned
infragtructure in this country. Did not want to spend alot of time or regulation or other legidative
attention on securing and improving security at these sorts of Stes. Basicdly trusting the private sector to
handle things on its own.

It's tough to protect these targets. There are alot of them and you can't obvioudy prevent each
and every kind of attack, but there were a number of things which I won't get into here that we think
could at least have been done to ded with the most catastrophic kinds of potentia attacks such as
anthrax being introduced into the air circulation system of a skyscraper. And these things generdly were
not done in any way, shape or form in the last 18 months. So I'd be critica on that point.

Third, the duct tape issue. Everybody else has been critica on that, so let me just quickly move
aong and say that wasn't necessarily handled very well, but let me finish on amore postive note. | like
the phone book campaign. And | think Americans would rather be scared than dead. And it's okay to
scare people alittle bit if they're actualy going to take useful precautions as aresult. | don't think Mr.
Ridge going out and giving a press conference where he seems to randomly pick out bottled water, duct
tape, and plastic sheeting as the three things you should do is gppropriate, but | think when you sit down
and you're more careful and you put together and eight-page brochure and you put together aweb page
and you help people understand thet if they live in asmall farm town in lowathey're probably not very
vulnerable to a chemicd attack but they ill may want to have some precautions in case the dectricity
grid comes down or in case food distribution networks across the country are somehow impaired by
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some kind of event. Y ou alow people enough information to apply it to their particular circumstances
and reach their own judgment, then you're doing your job. My senseisthat the web site and the phone
book campaign and so forth will provide a more detailed and sober set of recommendations and
discussions of the homeland security issue,

Agan, itsalittle bit late given where we are in the Iraqg issue and the Iraq imminence of the
campaign because this dmost certainly will provoke more additiona attacks and we should have been
anticipating this snce weve been on amarch to war now for ahdf year. But & least the Adminigration
seems to be making up for alittle bit of logt time now with the passage of the gppropriations bill, with a
relatively good 2004 budget proposa that | won't discussin detail just now, but again, that corrects
some of the shortcomings of the 2003 proposd, even if some gill remain. Then findly with this
advertisement and information campaign, | think were starting to make up for lost time.

MR. STEINBERG: Let mejust add afew thoughts on that score.

| think it's become pretty clear that as we think about strategy for dealing with terrorism that
we're deding with a problem that we have to dedl with over the long haul. There may be spikes with
particular bits of intelligence that we gather, there may be circumstances like the conflict with Iraq that
increase the generd likelihood, but the fact isthat thisis a problem that we are likely to have to endure
for years, decades perhaps. That the history of terrorist movements are such that they ebb and flow but
that they don't come and go overnight and they're not sort of outright defeated on the military bettlefied.

So how does the society begin to cope with this? | think whet we are now finaly beginning to
redize isthat there are other examples that we can look to in other societies and our own society about
things that do work and don't work.

Fonas talked about Britain. It is a country that lived with terrorism and fairly pervasive
terrorism. It was not massive in the number of casudties outsde of Northern Irdand itself, but
nonetheessit was directed &t civiliansin many cases and people had to learn about how you adjust your
day to day and aso how government had to adjust its own procedures. And we have alot to learn
there.

The other thing weve seen in the last two weeks is how much this whole debate about how
citizens should respond, looks like the whole question about responding to earthquakes in Cdifornia, as
somebody who lived out there for afew years. People understood this as a chronic risk in their lives.
They decided to make it a part of their lives. There were things citizens did in order to prepare
themsdlves. They had advice from government about things that were sensible to do. But we aso had
government structures and government activities designed to ded with it so we had fire codes and the
like and building codes in Cdifornia that were specifically designed to ded with the problem of
earthquakes. We had emergency response systems that were specificaly trained to ded with them. |
think that kind of sober look back at how we prepare ourselves for the long term, rather than this kind
of hit or miss type response that we've seen too often over the last 18 monthsis redly what's needed.
It's arecognition that there are some things that we need to do urgently, but what we redlly need to do is
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prepare over the long term for something that may not happen today, tomorrow, but most experts |
think, and I'd ask for Dan's view on thiswell, think inevitably will happen. There will be another terrorist
attack in the United States.

So under those circumstances what do you do as a society? What do you expect your citizens
to do and what isaprudent level of care? And how do you go from what | think has been afairly sober
approach to the problem of earthquake protection in Caifornia to not repest some of the panicked
experience of the early 1960s on the nuclear threat where foolish exercises like duck and cover, and
massive ar raid shdter building and home shelters got built. | think therés alot to be learned there,

| think the second thing that we seeis that the government and the Adminigtration are Hill
groping very hard with the question about how much they should see this chdlenge of being one of a
fundamentdly different kind of problem than weve faced in the past. Weve seen in the last week the
latest new proposa from the Adminidration on the intelligence side, the creation of this new terrorist
threat integration center, which is kind of a curious development because we had thought that
throughout the debate on the Department of Homeland Security that the Congress and the Executive
Branch had come to rest on a strategy for deding with terrorigt threat integration and andysis through a
new part of the Department of Homeland Security, the information andysis and infrastructure protection
divison, under an under secretary there, that was largely supposed to be the place in which dl this
terrorist threat information came together, got analyzed and then shared with the key actors who needed
it.

Just one week after the department came into existence the Administration announced a new
initiative to create thisterrorigt threet integration center not in the Department of Homeland Security but
rather under the Director of Centrd Intelligence, and basicaly on amodd of shared andysts from a
number of agencies, largely the FBI and the CIA.

If you go back and look at what's been said about this, it's very difficult to see how this new
center differsat al from the former counterterrorism center which reported to the Director of Centra
Intelligence which congsted of andysts from multiple agencies, and why thisis somehow a sgnificant
gep forward. There clearly have got to be more resources attributed to it, but it has alot of the fed of
bureaucratic business as usud rather than a recognition that we need to think fresh about this problem
and the chdlenge that it represents.

On that note let's turn to your questions. Anything isfair game, but | hope we can focus allittle
bit on the terrorism issue because we have agood panel here that can talk about it.

QUESTION: Miles Bentson, with Newhouse Newspapers.

If we gointo Irag, what happensto the Iragi government infrastructure that's there now? Do
those people dl get swept out, become hunted men? Or you mentioned clemency. Do we see a repeat
of what we saw at the end of World War Il where alot of Nazis went to work for us? Do we hire these
people? Do we pay them to tell us where the warheads are, where the chemical weapons are stored,
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etc.?

MR. BY MAN: There are different answersto that depending on what the question is. Would |
pay to find out the location of a biologica weapons facility? Certainly. | think that buying someone off is
acheap price.

Do you gives these people jobs in running the future Irag? There to me the answer is clearly no.
Now how much of a purge you want depends on how high aleve officid it is.

People talk about, of course, those implicated in war crimes would not be part of the new
government and that to me is[obvious]. We can move on beyond that level 1 hope in our discusson, but
there are a couple of questions beyond that, one of which is do you want people who have learned
under the old regime running the new regime? These are for example, you have judges for whom the
idea of the rule of law is ajoke because the ruling is determined either by abribe or by acdl from the
Bath party headquarters. So you don't want alega system even though the individua judge may not be
implicated in awar crime, that person has no idea what the rule of law is.

Y ou could ask me would | rather have the first thousand people in the Baghdad phone book or
the current government and the answer is I'd rather have the first thousand people in the phone book,
even if it'srandom. In most cases of development, aid officids | talk to tell me again and again that you
want new people who have new ideas who are open to new ways, rather than keeping the old people
in, despite their supposed expertise, because you're just going to perpetuate the system and many of the
bureaucratic habits as a result.

- mm"'ll‘ MR. STEINBERG: | do think it's a chalenging question because there is
R T going to be atremendous need for people just to smply run the basics of

. g | making asociety work. Public hedlth, sanitation, utilities, al of that. And you
' have a society which the Bath party has fundamentaly gotten control of al of
these parts. It's not just afew politica leaders, it isthe whole infrastructure of
the public adminigtration there.

So even if we were prepared to devote the resources and the manpower to try to take these
over oursalves, it'sjust smply going to be impossible to generate the numbers and kinds of people.
Weve seen in other post-conflict Situations that in some ways the easiest thing to do isto get the
soldiersin to maintain basic physica security. Y ou can get 100,000 troopsin. You can't find policemen,
adminigtrators, sanitation, doctors who can come in. So we saw in Kosovo and in Afghanistan and in
Bosnia that the single hardest part was getting the civilian and the quad-para military type capabilities
there. So there are going to have to be tradeoffs. It's Smply not going to be something that the
international community can on day one subgtitute.

My guessisthat you'll see aralling process in which there's an attempt to decapitate the top
layer, people who are known to be palitica leadership in the Bath, and then to try to do it in amore
systematic and individudized way as you get down to the middle levels so that you can both continue
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the functions and also not create such akind of a backlash thet is an overdone verson of it. But those
judgments are going to be hard to be made, they're going to be made in the chaos of war and the post-
war, and even in ardatively stable situation of post-liberation Central and Eastern Europe, we saw how
in the Czech Republic and other cases these issues dragged on and on for over a decade.

QUESTION: My nameis|[inaudible]. Just to follow up on Danid's thing.

The Bath party, the membership islike amillion and a hdf in Irag. A lot of people joined up to
go to college or to get ajob or something. What would you propose to do?

And | have aquestion to Fiona on the future of the Blair government.

And for Mr. OHanlon, | know there were a couple of things you mentioned on American
casudties, that it could be asfew as 100 or as high as 5,000. Have there been any studies done on the
number of Iragi casualties?

MR. BYMAN: I'll briefly answer the Bath party question. Edimates, 1.5 million, two million,
2.1 million. Clearly al these people are not going to be jalled, and the vast mgority of these people are
not crimind. They smply got the party membership as aticket to punch to going on to do other things.

The key isare they part of the governing sysem? Y ou can take of that 1.5 million if you'd like to
use that figure, 1.3 million or so of those are not. So it'sadmost irrdevant. If someone's a student who's
aBath party member, life goes on. Y ou move on beyond it. But you focus on individuas who are part
of the system. Y ou determine their culpability in acrime, you determine their skill set, and dso if you can
you determine their mindset to seeif they're suitable for continuing their tasks when you have dternatives
when not under the system.

MS. HILL: Quickly on the Blair government, speculaion is dways a difficult thing, but we
have to remember that Blair has staked a great dedl of his own persona prestige within his party on this
relaionship, this very dose reaionship with the United States. | think it's fairly certain that without the
influence of Britain and Blar it was unlikely that people within the U.S. Adminigtration would have
prevailed in getting the Administration to embrace the UN process. That was amgor part of Blair's
goproach to Bush. If that fails that will dso undermine Blar internaly.

The pressures that | mentioned in my opening presentation are redly piling up on Blair right
now. Recent polls suggest that his popularity now is lower than it's ever been. He never has been the
single most important leaders within the Labor Party. Everyone makes a great ded of play onthe
relationship between him and the Chancellor, Gordon Brown. Brown has aspirations to be Prime
Minigter. There's been discusson that at some point Blair might step aside and let Brown assume the
Prime Minigership. And of course we have a past precedent of a stting Prime Minister finding the chair
pulled from undernegth her in the case of Margaret Thatcher, who became increasingly unpopular a
home even as her sar rose internationally.
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| think Blair's at some congiderable risk right now. Thereésalot riding for him on what happens
next.

If they succeed with anew UN resolution and if the tide of support shiftsin the direction of the
U.S. and of Britain, then | think Blair is going to be in a more comfortable postion, but as| sad, if
there's some devadtating event at home which collides with dl of the domestic problems and puts Irag
and this other issue in stark relief then we may well see arebdlion, avery sgnificant rebelion from
within Blair's own party. | would just say watch this space.

MR. O'HANL ON: On casudties, in my andysis| estimated there could be let's say on the
order of ten times as many Iraqgi civilian deaths as American military deathsin very broad terms, maybe
even 20 times as many. Probably more Iragi civilian losses than Iragi military losses. And of course
Saddam has an incentive to magnify those losses to the extent that he's indifferent to the suffering of his
own people, but ddighted to have Arab populations around the world rising up in anger againgt the
United States for the way in which thiswar isinflicting pain on innocent Iragis.

Therefore | would say that if American lossesare X, Iragji civilian losses would be 10 or 20
times as high. That could be 10,000, 20,000 deaths immediately, from combat done, and then of
course you have to say in warfare any time there are 10,000 degths there are typicaly 50,000 injuries
and in asystem, in a country where the hedthcare infrastructure and the nutritiond infrastructure has
largely broken down, you have to assume alot of those people are at risk of succumbing to their injuries
unless quickly trested.

So you have the potentia, and this is where some of the UN numbers have come up into the
low hundreds of thousands range even, you have the potentia for many tens of thousands dying and
hundreds of thousands being adversdy affected in avery direct way. But | think again, the onusis on the
U.S. military to get in quickly with humanitarian rdlief and with medica care for the Iragi population. If
that happens | think we have a good chance of holding combat fatdities down into the thousands or low
tens of thousands among the Iragi civilian population. Still avery high price, but of course that hasto be
compared to the price of living under sanctions and living under Saddam. So the Iragiswill suffer inthe
short term, but | think over the longer term if we can get in and relieve the suffering, even that high of a
deeth toll would not be higher than what they're likely to suffer in peace time,

MR. STEINBERG: I'd follow up with adightly provocetive question which istherésbeen a
lot of talk about the connection of this war and perhaps future wars about other instruments of waging
war to try to deal with the problem of civilian casudties. A lot of speculation that thiswar will feature the
debut of the so-called e-bomb, for example, and alot of debate about whether we should have low
yield nuclear wegpons to be able to destroy Sites, perhaps radiation wegpons that don't have casudlties,
arepesat of the neutron bomb.

Y our own judgment, how much difference would that make both in terms of the casudties and
the overdl military misson?
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MR. O'HANLON: Intermsfirgt of what we have now, e-bombs and unmanned aerid
vehicles and other kinds of technologies that have come on since Desart Storm, | don't expect these
things to radically change the basic nature of combat because what you're thinking about is a company
of Iragi soldiersintergpersed with civiliansin acity in the basement of an apartment building or what
have you. That's the sort of environment in which they're going to operate, and their mortars and their
hand grenades and their rifles probably can work even after being subjected to an e-bomb.

So | think e-bombs are the way you bring down an air defense network, but we dready have
multiple modes of bringing down. Even infrared guided missiles may not be vulnerable to e-bombs. So |
don't expect that sort of thing to be al that helpful to us. It's certainly going to be hepful now and again
as aniche cgpability but not aradical improvement.

In terms of other kinds of technologies like unmanned aeria vehicles and Predator drones and
so forth, some benefit but again you can't see ingde of buildings with these sorts of assets and you have
to know generaly what you're looking for and where to look before they can be of much help.

Going findly to the nuclear issue, and there's been more extensive andysis done of this question
by people like Mike Levy and the Federation of American scientists and a Princeton physicist aswell,
bascaly it's very hard to build anuclear bomb that's so smal that it doesn't creste fdlout, that it's going
to detonate high enough, or near enough to the surface that even if it'ssmdl it will produce a plume and
acloud that releases radioactivity into the air.

So generally spesking even if you had this operation it wouldn't be a good way to destroy sites
unless they were removed from population centers. And under those circumstances you could argue
there could be a narrow miilitary utility to it. There might be aternatives of course to that kind of a
nuclear wegpon being used, but there could be a narrow military utility at leest in that kind of a
circumstance. Whether it's worth the broader political cost of developing the wegponsis anther matter.

QUESTION: PriscillaHuff with Channd News Asa

A couple of you hinted at your opinions on this, but iswar inevitable? Or is there something that
could happen that could throw things off the track? Or are we just planning ahead now because it's
going to happen and it'stime to think of a post-Saddam Iraqg.

MR. GORDON: | dont think it's 100 percent inevitable because there as so many
unpredictable variables that could pop up. | think its likely given the most reasonable assumptions to
make about what happens over the next couple of weeks, but it also depends on your definition of war.
What if we do line up and get towards a deadline where there is an ultimatum and it's clear the U.S. is
going to go, and at that point there's a coup in Baghdad, the military moves on Saddam, or he darts
producing al of the weapons of mass destruction. Unpredictable things that cannot be excluded. | mean
Saddam has made a profession of being unpredictable and no one has seen the effects of 200,000
American troops on Irag's borders poised to movein.
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So would you count that as war if there was a coup in Baghdad and then U.S. forceswent in
anyway, partly with the agreement of the new government? To me that would avoid the war.

| think it's an even longer shot to imagine Situations where Irag, when Saddam findly seesthe
writing on the wall, says dl right, you've got me. Heres dl the stuff. | think it's probably too late for that.
| mean | think there the U.S. military response would be thank you very much, we appreciate that, now
turn yoursdlf in to the U.S. military representative and when we take you away then well go into the
country. But | don't think there's any chance that the U.S. would say dl right, thanks for the WMD,
we're not going to war.

And you notice | have excluded the possibility by which the Americans just say dl right, we get
the point, therés alot of internationa opposition, the French are againg it, we didn't redlly persuade the
world, so let'sjust not doit. | pretty much exclude that political development but some of these other
unpredictables | think are ill wild cards out there.

MR. STEINBERG: | think on the last point, it's just unimaginable to me that having deployed
now moving up towards 150,000 U.S. troops to the region thet it is possible for the Administration to
bring them home without being able to credibly say that there's been a victory. How high or how low
that bar needsto be | think is subject to some debate but it has to be something fairly convincing. And |
don't say this merely as a political matter athough there are obvioudy politica overtones. But | think the
cost to the United States internationally would be so high from essentialy being stared down by Saddam
Hussain, not only specificdly in Irag where one would wonder what would happen to containment after
this but more broadly in terms of the credibility of the United States in dedling with other challenges.

Itstheflip side, | think, of the Adminigtration's view that if they do thisthat other countries will
see the United States has the will and the capability to confront these challenges and therefore will be
much more cautious in chalenging the United States. The flip Sde unfortunately aso is true, having
staked American credibility here to not follow through | think would have very serious consegquences.
It's an argument that Henry Kissinger has been making and | think unfortunately it'sright. It doesn't
justify adecisonto doit. You can't just bootstrap the rightness of the cause by saying credibility is at
stake, but you can aso not avoid the fact that credibility is at stake here,

| might dso add that as many of you know from our past sessions, we've been privileged to
have Amatzia Baram here as a Vidgting Fellow. Hes away for afew weeks, but we will shortly have up
on our web Ste an andysis that he's done about how Saddam will think about these choices, how far he
will be prepared to go in giving up and making tactical concessions. | think his judgment on this which
you'll be able to seein more detall is that he will make afair number of tactica concessions, but not to
the point of giving up at least the kind of the badic infrastructure that would alow him to recondtitute.
That is the scientific know-how and some of the basic capabilities so that he might even be prepared to
give up some stocks of wegpons, but only in a Situation where he would have confidence that within a
fairly short order he would able to restore his WMD capability.

QUESTION: Clint Fenning, concerned citizen.

Professional Word Processing & Transcribing
(801) 942-7044



PREPARI NG FOR A WAR I N | RAQ COALI TI ON BUI LDI NG & HOVELAND DEFENSE - 2/20/ 033

| just have a couple of questions regarding the Adminigtration as far asthey continudly say it's
not about ail, and isthat naive to think that it's not geopolitically? And two is, isthe Adminigtration
saying that it'sworth it to have a couple of terrorist attacks a home in the event of awar or the
aftermath of awar? That's dl.

MR. GORDON: | don't think it's about oil. One of the interesting things about thisis that most
Europeans think the Americans are going to war for ail, and | think they're wrong; and most Americans
think the French in particular are againg war for their oil reasons, and | think they're wrong.

Firg of dl you have to define the argument of what precisdly is the dlegation that it's about oil?
If it's somehow that what the U.S. intendsto do isto seize Irag's oil and take it and useit, send it back
totheU.S. or Al it, | just think that's wholly implausible that the United States is going to do that.

So then what isit? To have lower oil prices and get Irag to produce more? That doesn't really
hold up ether. | mean Iraq actudly is putting alot of oil on the international market aready. Most
estimates are that it's going to cost $30 to $40 hillion over the next ten yearsto get the oil industry back
into shape. And if you do the numbers, the idea that somehow we're spending possibly hundreds of
billions of dollars on the war after we get done with the negotiation with Turkey, that you're going to
spend thousands of casudties of your own, you're going to kill alot of people and you're going to spend
$50, $100, $150, $200 hillion in order that in ten years the ail price might be dightly less? | just find that
difficult to believe. It doesn't hold up. The problem with the oil argument to me on the American sdeisit
assumes there's no other plausible reason to go to war. That somehow they just decided let's go get
these Iragis and you have to scratch your head and figure out why might they want to do this?

Y ou've got the weapons of mass destruction argument, you've got the human rights argument,
the dictatorship in Irag, you've got the fact that so long as Saddam is there you need to have sanctions
on Irag so therefore a humanitarian argument. So long as a Saddam is there you need to have troopsin
Saudi Arabiawhich provokes the Saudis or terrorists in Saudi Arabia. There are dl sorts of other
reasons that | find perfectly plausble to explain why the United States has found this sufficiently
threatening enough to go to war, that it seems to me you don't have to invent an oil argument that
doesn't hold up.

| think the same istrue of the French, about whether it'sther ail interests that are pushing them,
but | won't go into that here.

| did want to say one word about your second point --
QUESTION: [inaudible]
MR. GORDON: Oh, the terrorism. Just one sentence on that and Dan will want to comment

on that perhaps. But | think the Bush Adminigtration's argument on that would be we have terrorism
now. When you say that thiswill lead to terrorism, you do have to acknowledge that were living with
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terrorism. We just experienced a massive terrorigt attack and their argument, and | think Dan gave good
reasons to think twice about whether on balance well produce more or less terrorism, but you asked
what the Bush Adminigtration is thinking, and | think the response is we're faced with terrorism. It's out
there now. The current geopaliticd situation in the Middle East has produced terrorism. Were living
with it. And therefore doing nothing is not redlly a response.

MR. BYMAN: | think Phil summed it up very nesily. | would smply add with Irag in
paticular | think the Adminigtration seesawindow whichisIragisin their eyesincreasngly dangerous,
about to acquire nuclear cgpability, and that about could be judged in Sx months or ten years, but could
happen | think would be their view. And given that the world is a dangerous place where terrorist
attacks are likely, why mingle these two?

Y ou can criticize their reasoning al you want but | think it's a genuine belief. | don't think it's
incredibly cynicd, in fact quite the opposite. It may be criticized for being too ideologica. And | dso
think their view on terrorism more broadly isit's coming, it's in some ways a surprise that we haven't had
amagjor attack since September 11th. Many people, mysdf included, were asked on September 12th,
will there be amgjor attack on the U.S. homeand again soon? Most people, mysdf included, said yes.
It's been 18 months.

At acertain point you start to say okay, things are going better than expected. If thereis another
magor attack there may be alonger breathing space than we anticipated initidly.

Now you can argue things like if Richard Reed had been allittle less stupid or the passengers a
little less dert, wed be taking very differently right now. But even o, | think their view isterrorismisa
continuing phenomenon as Jm said, and the risk is not going to greatly change because of what goes on

inlrag.

MR. STEINBERG: | think one thing though thet is genuindly troubling, even for those of us
who have some sympathy for what the Adminigration istrying to do is this question about if the greatest
danger is the nexus between terrorists and wegpons of mass destruction, does an attack on Irag make it
more or less likely that terrorists get wegpons of mass destruction? They're arguing that we've got to
ded with Irag because if we don't over time one, they will get even worse, that is Iraq will get worse
weapons of mass destruction, nuclear, and two, there will be a greater likelihood that they'd passit on.

But for the reason of the scenarios that we talked about earlier, it's very easy to conjure some
scenarios, ether deliberate decision by Saddam for revenge to give it to the terrorists which up to now
he has not done; and/or even if he doesn't do it, that Smply because of the chaos of the Stuation thet this
becomes a free for al in which you have loose, not nukes but loose bio and loose chem that's on the
market and available for people. And in some ways Saddam'’s control fresk nature may have been
keeping a bit of ageniein abox that will then get out.

So whilel do fear that the overdl leved of terrorismis probably not going to be dramaticaly
effectivein the long run, that this could potentially accelerate the transfer of bio and chem to terrorigts, in
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particular the a Qaeda.

MR. GORDON: That'swhy I think the Administration has been so desperate to prove, in my
view unsuccesstully, that the link aready exids. In the future if terrorists use wegpons of mass
degtruction that we later learn came origindly from Irag, they will be desperate to say well that link
dready exisgts and it would have happened anyway, lest they be blamed, as I'm certain they will be, for
having produced the link in the first place.

QUESTION: Ken Mechek, aso a concerned citizen.

I'm interested in getting your thoughts on the root causes of terrorism. Assuming we dl don't
want to live like Isralis for the next 100 years.

MR. BYMAN: A good question.

Thefirst answer, there isn't aroot cause. Different terrorists around the world have different
motivations.

One cause that it seemingly is not is economic. It's usudly not a question of poverty. In fact the
poorest areas in the world tend to produce relatively few terrorists.

So let'sfocus on a Qaeda or agroup like d Qaeda which iswhat were talking about for much
of today. Part of it seems to be a genuine sense of that the United States is an oppressive and
hegemonic power. | mean imagine what, if | can caricature it, what the French have been saying more
gently, take that to about the 100th power, that it's not going to be that the United States throws its
weight around with its alies or iskind of an uncaring giant, it's that the United States is an aggressive
bully that ddliberately seeks to subjugate much of the Mudim world.

With that broad framework you have very specific reasons. For example, proof of that isU.S.
support for Isragl. Proof of that is U.S. occupation of the Arabian peninsula. Proof of that is sanctions
agang Iraq where Iragi children die.

So there are alarge number of specific reasons, but if you tie it to a broader sense of the United
States as an oppressive power.

The problem is, much of this oppression comes from smply being a globa power. There isn't
much answer for the United States to, except for redly trying to reduce its culturd influence. The
comparison 1'd like to make is Japan. Japan is the world's second largest economy, but thereisn't a
magor anti-Japanese sentiment throughout the world that inspires terrorigts. | think it's because Japanese
culture hasn't permeated world culture to the same degree. There isn't a sense everywhere you go that
Japanese products in the symbolic sense are dominating everything. They might be there in terms of
exports just as much as American products but it's not the same sort of sense of cultura occupation, if
you will. And so thisis arather nebulous answer to your question but | think the motivations are rather
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nebulous a times.
QUESTION: Marvin Jm of Globa Report.

This follows onto an earlier answer. Supposing we had done nothing. What is the presumption
that Iraq would have done with its biologica and chemica wegpons and its ability to develop nuclear
weapons, would they have attacked us directly, or as you say have loose nukes? What do we think they
would have done?

MR. GORDON: My genera impression isthereis no sense that if Saddam had developed a
nuclear weagpon, had there been no Gulf War, Iraq developed a nuclear weapon and devel oped avery
potent biologica arsend, that it would have immediatdly sent a bunch of ships to Washington and done
terrorist attacks or somehow attacked America.

What people | talk to are most concerned about is that Irag would throw its weight around in
the region. It would do something such as attack Kuwait again or attack a neighboring state and then
deter the United States. Say if the United States attacks and tries to reverse such an occupation, we will
use nuclear weapons perhaps against |srael, perhaps againgt Saudi Arabia, perhaps against a European
date, and that it's a sense they would alow Saddam to become amagor regiona power, one that is
hostile to the United States, but not directly attack the United States, more as a deterrent againgt the
United States.

MS. HILL: Can| just add something to that? That ties back directly to your question about
oil. Oil was a sgnificant dimension where Irag was concerned precisely because unfettered access to ol
revenues on the part of Saddam Hussein would have given him an opportunity to build up an arsend.
That was one of the mgor motivating factors for sanctioning Iraq and the development of its ail industry,
for imposing limits on the amount of oil that Iraq could export and what it could use its revenues for. It
has been ahdlmark of U.S. drategy in the Middle East for the best part of the last 50 years, certainly
since World War 1l in preventing hogtile powers -- first of dl, of course, that was the Soviet Union--
from securing access to ailfieds, and therefore the related revenues to build up a military arsend that
could be used againg the United States. That's one of the problems in disentangling thisissue from oil.
Oil obvioudy made Saddam Hussein more powerful and if he had of course secured access dso to
Kuwait ailfidlds wed probably be in alot more difficulty than we are today.

MR. STEINBERG: | would just put it even more starkly. | agree with both points, but | think
that if you recall after the attack on Kuwait there was alot of uncertainty about what Saddam'’s intention
was vis-aVvis Saudi Arabia. And even if he were not to attack, whether he was going to insst on further
control there.

Similarly vis-avis his broader objectives in the region, theres alot of reason to be concerned
that, vis-a-vis Israel for example, that one of his strategies would be to basically provide a support for
regjection of states to take a more aggressive stance vis-a-vis Isradl, knowing that they were backed up
with an Iragi nuclear wegpon. It gave them alot more freedom to be able to deter the Isradlis or to put
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the Isradlis on amore levd playing fidd in the event of another conflict there.

It dso meansfor the other Arab tates, would it be atolerable Situation to live in auniversein
which Saddam had the bomb but they didn't? And because many of the other countries in the region
have fairly sgnificant technologica infrastructure, how difficult would it have been ultimatdly for the
Saudis or the Egyptians to develop their own nuclear wegpon. So you'd see massive proliferation in the
region with tremendous consequences as we've seen just from the risks that we see in South Asa

So the destabilizing consequences of Saddam getting nuclear wegpons | think are very high even
if, as Dan says correctly, | don't think there was any risk that he was going to in an unprovoked way
amply try to blow up New Y ork City. Because heisasurvivor and | think that would not have been
likely to be part of his overdl mativation. But there are huge costs, and in a region where the risks and
balances are very fragile.

QUESTION: Caspin Ervil, [inaudible], Denmark.

| have a question on the issue of homeland security and how it relates to dliance building. The
question goes whether there's aneed in the view of the pand for more cooperation and maybe aid on
behdf of the U.S. government for not only on the offense but aso the defensive part of afight againgt
terroriam, that being homeand security, especidly in light of Fiona's point thet it could influence the
current Situation and support for war in Irag, but maybe aso more generdly in the fight againgt
terrorism.

MR. O'HANLON: I'll gart by citing aNew Y ork Times OpEd today where the authors point
out that we have not yet seen other countries around the world take the kind of airport security
measures in generd that we have and you have to ask how secure is the Western Alliance system where
we're dl sworn to defend each other's security if that's the Situation? We could be vulnerable to an
attack from an airplane that was hijacked somewhere e se, or our dlies could be vulnerable,

And to the extent this remains a concern, and Phil's been sort of hinting a it and talking about it
especidly last week about the French motivation here, if the French redlly are aitacked as aresult of a
war or even partidly asaresult of awar that we initiate as a matter of choice againg Irag. It's going to
test the Western Alliance system in a much more serious way than the worst words between Rumsfeld
and Chirac have so far. So | think that your concern is, and you would be better placed to answer that
than | would in many ways, but | would think your concern is right on, and one big priority for the
homeland security effort in the coming months has to be to internationdize this. We have
internationalized the law enforcement and intelligence sharing piece to some extent, but most of the rest
of the effort has not yet redlly gotten up to speed here, much lessin other countries.

MR. STEINBERG: No doubt you know, theré's a history in NATO of civil emergency
planning as being part of the portfolio in NATO. It seemsto me, and weve been trying to push this
agenda since as far back as the Washington Summit, that there ought to be and there are capabilities
that ought to be shared within, among the dlies to deal with this and to have a shared sense. For the
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same reason that there was alot of pressure to expand the concept of missile defense to a broader
dliance concept. The same congderations exist here.

| know in Europe therés alot of kind of nationd sovereignty set of issues which particularly the
French are concerned about, about seeing these as matters of domestic police and response, but | think
it's very short-sighted.

There's aso obvioudy opportunity for Europeans to cooperate within the framework of the EU.
But alot of the cgpabilities, particularly in dedling with nuclear, biological and chemicd attacks which
exig in our militaries, could be put to the service of dealing with civilian atacksaswell. So | for one
believe very srongly thisisan areathat NATO ought to explore more seriously and to see this as part
of the common defense mission.

MS. HILL: If I can make one point. | think Jm had an extremely good analogy when he was
referring to his experiencein California of earthquake response. We've seen in mgjor earthquakes
around the world that there's been a rapid response and a rapid mobilization of civilian emergency teams
that have flown out to affected areas, and we can perhaps use that as amodel on an internationa scale.
| know that NATO and many of the quas-military aliances dready have that approach within their
exiging mechanisms. We saw that in the instance of the major recent earthquake in Turkey, for
example. So | think that would be a viable model for discussion in the future, and the sooner we gart to
look at these issues the better.

Certainly municipa plamners should consder thisfor some of these uniquely vulnerable cities like
London. Infact, Parisisin avery smilar Stuation--it's another megarcity with alarge portion of the
country's population within it, | think Paris and London should be specificdly targeted by us, not just by
terrorigts, in thinking ahead.

MR. STEINBERG: So the answer is Montana and Northern Scotland. Right? (Laughter)

Thank you dl for coming and well see you al next week.

Next week well be on Wednesday.

HHHH
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