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CHAIRMAN’S OPENING STATEMENT
Mr. Ol’!EY. Good morning. This is the first hearing on the Admi

Thursday when he makes his Presentation on behalf of the admir
istration’s budget for the coming fiscal year. ‘
fore hearing from Secretary Baker, we wanted to hear fror
two panels with respect to the situation in the Middle East, bot
the region’s past history and the region’s future problems.
Just a year ago, when we began these hearings, the major focu

which we are going to face this year is how much more of the for
ei%n aid budget is going to be focused on the Middle East.

think that we have seen one thing in the past few weeks
Americans are very reluctant to go to war in almost any instance,
but once they do, they fight hard. The American public wants tc
see the war dpursued with vigor. In World War II, Americans

sacrifices for 40 years thereafter because they wanted to see things
done correctly after the war was over, 80 that it did not happen again.
e have had numerous warg since then which have not had such
a definite outcome. I think that situation applies in this instance,
The American People want this one done in the right way. They
want to know when the war is over that the chances are that there
will not have to be a repeat performance.
The (l]lllxestion has never been whether America could win this
war militarily. The question really is will America have the

(6]
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wisdom, the subtlety, the persistence, the insight and the tenacity
to do what is needed after the war to see to it that the region is in
fact stabilized to a significant degree. ,

As I indicated, to help us understand what our future policy
ought to be with respect to this region we will hear from two
panels of acknowled%ed wxperts on the. Middle East. The panel
today will focus largely on the history of the region, so that we can
gain a better understanding of what our advantages are, what our
opportunities are, what our impediments are as we move into the
postwar period in the Middle East.

The panel tomorrow will focus on what people believe to be the
policy imperatives after that war is over. I expect that we will see
both “panels slip into each other’s territory, which is certainly un-
derstandable and perfectly acceptable as far as I am concerned.

We have with us this morning: William Quandt, Senior Fellow,
Foreign Policy Studies Program, Brookings Institution; Judith
Kipper, Guest Scholar, Brookin Institution; and Michael Klare,
Associate Professor of Peace and World Security Studies, School of
Social Science at Hampshire College. ,

Before I ask our witnesses to proceed, I would ask Mr. Lewis if
he has any comments he wants to make. -

* Mr. Lews. I bring greetings from Mr. Edwards.

Mr. Opey. All right. In that case, Mr. Quandt, why do you not

begin and take whatever time you think is appropriate. _

MR. QUANDT’S OPENING STATEMENT

Mr. Quanpt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a real privilege to
have the chance to discuss these issues with your committee today.

THE U.8. POSITION

The United States is now on the verge of a clear military victory
in the Gulf war. Iraqi President Saddam Hussein has been humili-
ated and defeated. Even if he survives politically, it seems unlikely
that he will present much of a threat to the Middle East region.
That is the good news.

The bad news is that the defeat of Saddam Hussein will not
usher in an era of peace and stability in the Middle East. In fact,
we may well find that the post-crisis agenda will be more challeng-
ing than the conduct of the war itself. As we face the diplomatic
and strategic challenges of the post-crisis Middle East, we should
recognize that there will be a moment of heightened expectations
about how a victorious United States will seek to shape the future.
Both our friends and our adversaries will be waiting to see what, if
anything, Pax Americana can bring to the troubled Middle East
region.

As we seek to promote stability and to resolve conflicts, we need
to recognize that no one in the region looks at us in neutral terms.
History, or, perhaps better, historical memories, fashion the prism
through which we are perceived.

Some of the baggage that we carry as a player in the Middle
East game cannot be shéd. We are the leading power at this
moment in history, and thus we are bound to evoke mixed feelings
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of fear and anticipation, What we do can affect the livee of millions
of people in the Middle East, for better or worse,

itself to be remarkably resistant to such outside efforts.

In addition to these unavoidable perceptions from the people in
the region, we also approach this part of the world with a number
of self-inflicted wounds. Some stem from past mistakes in our own
policies; some result from our own short memories, compared to
the much longer perspectiver on our policies from those in the
region; and some reflect the relative shallow understanding that
we have of the history and culture of the region; and finally, some
of the perceptions are rooted in the belief in the Middle East that
there i3 a great gap between the stated principles of the United
States and our actual behavior in the region.

Let me review some of the specific issues that will undoubtedly
color our relations with the Middle East in the post-crisis era.

IRAN

Iran is certainly going to emerge as one of the winners from this
crisis. Perhaps that is something of an irony in light of our past
relations with Iran. And we almost certainly will find ourselves
seeking to improve relations with the new big power of the Gulf
once Iraq is fully defeated.

In the short term, however, we will still feel the legacy of our
former policies ‘oward Iran. The leaders of Iran today have still
not forgotten our role in keeping the Shah in power in 1953, for
example. Nor is ths present Iranian leadership likely to forget that
we seemed to close our eyes when Iraq invaded Iran in 1980. Not
even a statement was made for the record about the need to re-
spect the territorial integrity of each state in the region, nor did we
remind anyone that borders in the region should be rcspected.

Likewise, our near gilence when Iraq used poison gas against
Iran will be remembered by the leaders in Tehran. In short, many
in Iran wil] be skeptical that our opposition to Saddam Hussein
today has really been based on principle.

On the Arab side of the Gulf, we might expect a more generous
view of our intentions, but even there we sliould recognize that
nemories will temper today’s enthusiasm for American policy. For
example, many Arabs will remember that the Iran-contra affair
was not so far in the past and they will see any sign of improved
U.S.-Iranian relations as a shift from our present policy of support
for the small Gulf states and a move tcward the new power in the
region.

More broadly, the whole Iran-contra episode raised serious ques-
tions in the minds of many about how reliable the United States
really could be as a security partner in the region. After all, at one
point in 1988 we were apparently supplying military and intelli-
gence support to both sides of the Iran-Iraq War.
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ARAB-ISREALI PEACE PROCESS

Let me turn briefly to the other great challenge that will con-
front us in the very near future, and that is the challenge of reviv-
ing the now-dormant Arab-Israeli peace process. Here we are going
to face a very acute dilemma. Almost certainly, we must make a
gerious effort to promote peace between Israel and its Arab neigh-
bors, but the prospects for success in this venture are very dim,
and in part the fault is our own.

Over the years we have maintained that the only basis for Arab-
Israeli peace is a negotiation based on the principles of U.N. Reso-
lution 242. The essence of that approach is the exchange of terri-
tory for peace. If you wish to see an example of what U.N. Resolu-
tion 242 means in practice, look at the Egyptian-Israeli peace
treaty. For all its shortcomings, it has produced a peaceful relation-
ship between Egypt and Israel for more than ten years. Think how
much more troubliag the Gulf crisis would have been if Egypt and
Israel had not been at peace.

The problem today is that the Egyptian-Israeli model does not
seem very relevant to the next phase of peace-making. In part, of
course, that is because there is no Anwar Sadat on the Arab side.
But even if there were, does anyone today believe that a 242-style
negotiation is possible? If not, what happened?

In short, the answer, at least in part, is that our Government,
against its better judgment, allowed the Likud government of Men-
achim Begin to empty 242 of its meaning with respect to the West
Bank, Gaza, and Golan, to say nothing of East Jerusalem. In strik-
ing contrast to previously stated Israeli policy, which had main-
tained that the “territory for peace” equation applied to each front
of the conflict, Begin in 1977 brazenly reinterpreted 242 to mean
that Israel was only obliged to withdraw from Sinai and could then
indefinitely keep all the other occupied territories.

From time to time we have noted our disagreement with this in-
terpretation, but when Israel proceeded to extend Israeli law to
Golan and to annex de facto large portions of the West Bank, we
did little more than raise faint protests. Should we then be sur-
prised that today the bulk of Israeli opinion believes that Golan
?n(}?the West Bank should remain indefinitely under Israeli con-

ro

And should we be surprised that Palestinians find our enthusi-
asm for Kuwait’s territcrial integrity a bit hard to appreciate in
light of our lack of enthusiasm for preserving at least a portion of
their historic horaeland for Palestinian self-determination

Of course, we can all point to the events that brought us to this
impesse, and I am not seeking to apportion blame. But I do want to
underscore how constrained our options are today in the Arab-Is-
raeli arena because of the past 10 to 15 years of encouraging, on
the one hand, the Israelis to believe that their security requires
some, and perhaps substantial, territorial aggrandizement be ond
the 67 lines, and our irability to demonstrate to dordan, to Syria,
or to the Palestinians that they have as much to gain from peace
with Israel as Egypt did. L

In conclusion, let me say that diplomats should not be overly in-
fluenced by the kind of pessimistic assessment that 1 have just.
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made. The art of diplomacy does not involve making lots of safe
bets. We will have to aim high even when-history tells us to have
modest expectations, »

But as we chart an ambitious plan for peace and security in the
post-crisis Middle East or for a new world order, we should remem-
ber that the legacy of past mistakes weighs heavily on us and, at a
minimum, we should try not to add to that list unnecessarily, We
do have some opportunities in these new circumstances, but we
fviﬂ need all our skill and determination to exploit them successful-
y.

Thank you.

Mr. Osey. Thank you very much,

[The prepared statement of Mr. Quandt follows:]
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The United States {s now on the verge of a clear military victory in
the Gulf .war. Iraqi President Saddam Hussein has been humiliated and
defeated. Even if he survives politically, it seems unlikely that he will
present much of a threat to the Middle East region. That is the good news.
The bad news is that the defeat of Saddam Hussein will not usher in an era
of peace and stability in the Middle East. In fact, we may well find that
the post-crisis agends well be more challenging than the conduct of the war
itself. .

As we face the diplomatic and strategic challenges of the post-crisis
Middle East, we should recognize that there will be a moment of heightened
expectation about how a victorious United States will seek to shape the
future. Both our friends and our adversaries, our allies and our enemies,
will be waiting to see what, if anything, Pax Americana can bring to the
troubled Middle East reglon.

As we seek to promote stability and resolve conflicts, we must
recognize that we are not seen in ‘neutral terms by anyone in the region.
History, or rather historical memories, fashion the prism through which we
are perceived.

Soms of the baggage we carry as a player in the Middle East game cannot
be shed. We are the leading power at this moment in history, and thus we
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are bound to evoke mized feelings of fear and anticipation. What we do ca
affect the lives of millions in the Middle Zast, for better or worss. We
must also recognize that, in tk: 2yes of many in the region, we are one mo
in a string of Western powers that have intervened in tha Arab and Muslim
world, defeating a local upstart and then hoping to impose our designs on
region that is remarkably resistant to such efforts.

.In addition to these unavoidable perceptions, we also approach the ]
region with a number of self-inflicted wounds. Some stem from past mistak(
in our policies; somo result from our own short memories, compared to much
longer perspectives on our policies from those in the region; some reflect
the shallowness of our understanding of the history and culture of the
Middle East; and, finally, sory are rocted in & perception in the Middle
East that there is a great gap between our stated principles and our actual
behavior.

Let me review some of the specific issues that will undoubtedly color
our relations with the Middle East in the post-crieis era.

Iran is sure to emerge as one of the winners from this crisis, and we
will almost certainly be seeking to improve our relations with the new big
power of the Gulf. In the short terr:, however, we will stil] feel the
legacy of our former policies. The leaders of Iran today have still not
forgotten our role in keeping the Shah in power in 1953, (As a footnote,
the father of General Schwartzkopf played an instrumental role in the coup
against Mossadegh). Nor is the present Iranian leadership likely to forget
that we seemed to close our eyes when Iraq invaded Iran in 1980 .. not even
& statement for the record on the need to respect the territorial integrity
of each state in the region or a reminder that borders should be respected.
Likewise, our near.silence when Iraq used poison 8as against Iran will be
remembered. And where were our voices when Iraq’s missiles rained down on
Tehran. 1In short, many in Iran will be skeptical that our opposition to
Saddanm Hussein {s based on principle. ?

On the Arab side of the Gulf we might expct':t a4 more generous view of
our intentions, but even there we should recognize that memories will temper
today's enthusiasm for U.S, policy. For example, many Arsbs will remember
the Iran-Contra affair and will see any sign of improved U.S.-Iranian
relations as a possible shift from our present support of the small Gulf
states to the new powsr of the region. HMore broadly, the whole Iran-Contra
episode raised serious questions about how reliable the United States could
ever be as a security partner. After all, at one point in 1988 we were
apparently supplying military and intelligence support to both sides of the
Iran-Iraq war. )

In our attempt to prove that Iran-Contra was an aberration, we may have
shifted too abruptly to the pro-Iraqi camps in 1987-88. At the time, of
course, it was important to prevent an Iranian victory, and our support for
Iraqg then made strategic sense. But what about after 19887 was it really
necessary to be so accomnodating to the regime in Baghdad that was
relentlessly building its arsenals even after the end of the war with Iran?



In early 1990, when the Voice of ‘America broadcast an editorial critical of
Sa’Jam Hussein, was it really necezsary to apologize officially to him? And -
as we drifted closer to the momentcus date of August 2, 1990, could we not
have found some way of signalling our concern with Iraq's repeated threats
to Kuwait?

As the dust of this war settles, perhaps few will reflect on the period
that preceded the crisis. But those who do will wonder how well-equipped
the United States is to conduct a sophisticated, nuanced, complex policy in
a region where saifting alliances and varying degrees of dictatorial rule
cre par for the course. How can we be so eager to embrace a dictator one
day who months latcr we label a Hitler-like figure? Did Saddam Hussein
really change all that much from July to September 19907 Did not our own
State Department and CIA tell us of the multiple abuses of human rights, the
use of poison gas on his own people, the ambitious blological, chemical and
nuclear programs that were under way?

Let me turn for a moment to the other great challenge that will
confront us in the very near future -- the challenge of revising the dormant
Arab-Israeli peace process. Here wa face an acute dilemma -- almost i
certainly we must make a serious efiort to promote peace betwaen Israel and
its Arab neighbors, but the prospects for success are very dim, 1In part,
the fault is our own. .

Over the years, we have maintained that the only basis for Arab-Israell
peace is a negotiation based on the principles of UN Resolution 242. The .
essence of such an approach is the exchange of “territory for peace." If
you wish to see an example of what U.N. resolution 242 means in practice,
look at the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty. For all its shortcomings, it has
produced a peaceful relationship. between Egypt and Israel for more than ten
years. Think how much more troubling the Gulf crisis would have been if
Egypt and Israel had not been at peace. a

. F] . .o

The problem today is that the Egyptian-Israell model does not seem very
relevant to the next phase of peacemaking. In part, of ‘course, that is
because there is no Anwar Sadat on the Arab side. But even if there wera,
does anyone today believe that a 242-style negotiation is possible? 1If not,
vhat “happened? T

In short, the answer is that our government, against its better
judgment, allowed the Likud government of Menachem Begin to empty 242 of its
meaning with respect to the West Bank, Gaza and Golan, to say nothing of
east Jerusalem. In striking contrast to previously stated Israeld policy,
which had maintained that the "territory for peace® equation applied to each
front of the conflict, Begin brazenly reinterpreted 242 to mean that Israel
was only obliged to withdraw from Sinai and could then indefinitely keep all
the other occupied territories. From time to time, we have noted our
disagreement with this interpretation, but when Israel proceeded to extend
Tsraell law to Golan and to annex de facto large portions of the West Bank,
we did little more than raise faint protests. Should we then be surprised
that today the bulk of Israeli opinion believes that Golan and the West Bank



should remain indefinitely under Israeli control? And should we be
surprised that Palestinians find our enthusiasm for Kuwait’s territorial
integrity a bit hard to appreciate in light of our lack of enthusiasm for
preserving at least a portion of their historic homeland for Palestinian
self-determination? of course, we can all point to the events that brought
us to this impasse, and I am not seeking to apportion blame. But I do want
to underscore how constrained our options are today in Arab-Israeld
peacemaking because of the pagt 10-15 years of encouraging the Israelis to
believe that their security requires some tarritorial aggrandizement beyond
the 1967 lines and our inability to demonstrate to Jordan, Syria or the
Palestinians that they have as much to gain from peace with Israel as Egypt
did. .

In coaclusion, let me say that diplomats should not be overly
influenced by the pessimistic assessments of policy analysts. The art of
diplomacy doer not involve making lots of safe bets. We will have to aim
high even when history tells us to have modest expectations. But as we
chart an ambitious plan for *peace and security® in the post-crisis Middle
East, we should remember the weight of past mistakes and, at a minimum, try
not to add to the 1ist unnecessarily. We do have opportunities in the new
circumstances, but we will need all our skill and determination to exploit
them successfully,
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Mr. Osey. Dr. Kipper.

‘Ms. KipPER'S OPENING STATEMENT

Ms. Kipper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of the commit-
tee. It is an honor to be before you this morning to discuss some of
these issues.

I apologize for not submitting a written statement. With the
crush of events, I was not able to. But I agree with virtually every-
thing that my colleague Bill Quandt has said. I would like to talk a
little bit about some other issues, not to repeat.

U.8. POLICY

I think after this war is over there is going to be a healing proc-
ess that is going to take some time, and American diplomacy
during that period of healing is going to have a very key impact on
the region. In the past, American diplomacy has tended to look
through distinct and separate prisms at the various conflicts in the
region. Either we looked through the prism of our special relation-
ghip with Israel at the Arab-Israeli conflict, the Mediterranean
questions, or we looked through the prism of our other special rela-
tionship in the region, Saudi Arabia, at Gulf and oil issues.

I think those days are over. I think the United States now needs
to have a policy tha': takes into consideration the regional problems
that existed before August 2nd and that are simply more compli-
cate(ll and perhaps even more intractable after this war comes to a
conclusion. :

MIDDLE EASTERN REGIME LEGITIMAUY

In my view, the sources of legitimacy used by virtually all Arab
regimes, pan-Arabism and the Palestinian issue, are no longer ade-
quate as sources of legitimacy. These regimes in the Arab world,
most of which do not represent their people, are going to now need
to find internal sources of legitimacy.

With a population of 60 percent of the people in the Middle East
being under the age of 20, in Iraq for example 7( percent are under
the age of 30, Iraq has a 4 percent birth rate, Iraq’s population will
double in less than 20 years from now, and the picture is more or
less the same throughout the region, in some places even a little
bit worse, in Jordan and even in Egypt, the demographic question.

So with this 60 percent under the age of 20 as an over, figure,
we have to look at who these people are. These are the children of
petrodollars, money without work, that did not produce institu-
tions, democracy, or economic opportunities as these young people
come into the job market. They are also the children of Palestine,
that generation of Arabs most affected by the 1967 Arab-Israeli

ar.

When the Palestinian question became a more gpecific problem
with a clearly defined solution that began to focus on the issue of
the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, there was something that these
young Arabs could aspire to in terms of a resolution of the Pales-
tinian problem. So legitimacy of regimes is ioing to be a very im-

ortant question. It is not that it was not there before the crisis,
ut it is now raised and it is on the table in a very public way be-
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cause the Iraqgi takeover of Kuwait obviously severely damaged or
perhaps even destroyed the notion of pan-Arabism and now nation
state-building and sovereignty are going to be key issues for Arab
states.

EQUITY

I think we also need to take a look at the question of equit;, In
the past the United States has found it possible to deal with re-
gimes, meaning with a single man. Part of our problem in the area
In our special relationship with Israel is that with Isruel, regard-
less of which government is in power in Israel, we are nevertheless
dealing with an elected system.

With Arab regimes, in every case we are dealing with a single
man, none of which have been properly elected as we understand

policy that largely ignored it.

en I say “equity,” I mean a fajr stake in the system between
elites and masses, between rich and poor, between Israelis and Pal-
estinians, between Arabs and the West, specifically the United
States. I think this question of equity has to come even before the
process of democratization, which is in &n infant stage in many
places in the Middle East, and that equity, social, economic ques-
tions, and security questions can begin to build an atmosphere by

the Middle East move toward democratization.

The political culture and civil society in the Middle East, it
seems to me at this stage, is seeking equity rather than full democ-
ratization at thig moment, and it is very, very pressing because of
the economic problems in the region. Before this crisis, the Middle
East was already in a recession, not because this is an ares of the
world that should be particularly down and out economically. It
should not. It has very rich human resources, real agricultural pos-
sibilities in many places, industrial capability can be developed,
and there is of course oil and cash available,

e economic problems have to do with spending too much
noney on the arms race, on corruption, and bad management of
econlomli(es, and this is something that we can no longer afford to
werlook.

REGIONAL SECURITY

I would say that in the st-crisis period there are two very im-
portant elements that we ll;gve tended to overlook in the region in
our policy, and those are regional security, which in my view has
two different parts. I myself see this he ing process taking some
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not apply to what happens between them in Lebanon, but there are
clear red lines, green lines, deterrence, and there is no public rhet-
oric virtually from either side for the past 15 years.

Another example of arrangements would be the U.S.-mediated
ceasefire prior to 1982, Israel’s invasion of Lebanon, between the
PLO and Israel: informal, unacknowledged arrangements that in
fact are very, very effective. And I think a hands-on approach
through the international system, probably the U.N. Security
Council, will be necessary.

Between Israel and Syria it has worked for these 15 years be-
cause it was backed by the U.S. and the Soviet Union, it was part
of the Cold War. I do not think that that is possible any more be-
cause the influence of the U.S. and the Soviet Union is not going to
work in the same way in the post-Cold War period.

ARMS RACE

The second part of regional security that it seems to me is abso-
lutely urgent is that the United States has a real obligation to in-
terrupt the arms race that has been going on in the Middle East
for many, many years. We know that after wars armies get bigger
and better and more high tech. The arms race in the Middle East
has been a very competitive one and, if allowed to, the countries in
the Middle East will certainly spend most of their resources, not on
development and economic improvements, but rather on the arms
race.

So it seems to me that, because we are the largest arms supplier
to the region, we were the leader of this coalition, and we basically
waged the war, that it is up to the United States to begin a process
of arms control on the side of suppliers, the main suppliers being
the United States, the Soviet Union, France, China, Brazil, Argen-
tina, and some others.

We need an informal process of consultation among suppliers to
perhaps embargo all arms sales for thoee to six months before we
figure out a regional security regime and the limits on the kinds
and types and numbers of weapons that should go into the area.

Of course, for the United States, as for the other countries, it has
very important domestic considerations. It is an important arm of
our foreign policy, arms sales. It is also an important economic
question for the United States.

But we have to start someplace and we, the United States,
having waged this war, should be the ones that initiate this kind of
a process. In the past, in the name of the Cold War, chasing com-
munists, we armed many countries in the region and we overarmed
them. The Soviets did the same thing, as did others, and I think
that we now see that this region is so overarmed with conventional
and nonconventional weapons that that arms race absolutely has
to be interrupted.

I would say also, as Bill Quandt did, this question of expecta-
tions. I will just address two that I see looming before us where I
think we are going to be severely disappointed. E -
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KEGIONAL ALLIANCES

The first is the idea that somehow the alliance that exists at this
moment between Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Syria can become in the
post-war period an instrument for stabilization and regional securi-
ty. I think that these countries will remain friendly and will be
able to cooperate in some ways, but I think here in the United
States we should not take the simplistic vievr that this triangular
alliance can become an instrument for the American view of peace-
making and regional security in the region.

These three countries, all of which have their own agendas, have
traditional rivalries, and competition, a degree of mistrust. All of
that will be there after the war is over, when this coalition breaks
down, as the traditional rivalries between many countries that are
in the coalition will reemerge when it is over.

This coalition was formed with a specific purpose. It will break
down when that purpose is no longer the main item that pulls ev-
erybody together. '

ARAB-ISRAELI RELATIONS

The second expectation I think that exists in the United States
and in Israel is that suddenly the shape of relations between Israel
and the Arab countries is going to change dramatically, that when
the Gust settles Arab countries will be prepared all of a sudden to
sit down with Israel and negotiate a common future.,

I myself do not think that is the case. I think over time the rela-
tionship between Israel and Arab states is certainiy going to
change and improve. It will go in the right direction. But without
doing something for the Palestinian, I cannot see any Arab state
actually entering into formal negotiations with the State of Israel.

On the Palestinians, let me just say one word. I think we may be
back to the problem that some people would call who is there to
talk to. The PLO remains for the Palestinians the organization to
whom they look for leadership, but it would be foolish not to recog-
nize that the PLO and its leadership, what is left of its leadership,
have been severely diminished and discredited in the eyes of key
glayers—Saudis, the Egyptians, Syrians, and certainly the United

tates, '

I do not think we can expect people in the West Bank and Gaza
to stand up any time soon. They will continue to look to the PLO,
and if in fact Arab parties and the United States, and certainly not
Israel, are not willing to deal with the PLO in its current form and
we have to wait for some kind of transmutation in that organiza-
tion, nevertheless the Palestinian question must be addressed. We
cannot wait for that to happen.

Even in the absence of a Palestinian partner, I think we are
goin%,to need to work with Israel to take some unilateral steps on
the-West Bank and the Gaza Strip, particularly to improve the eco-
nomic situation of the people there, and hopefully that will lead to
an atmosphere by which elections and an interim agreement will
eventually be able to be made.
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1 would also say that we need to commit ourselves publicly and
loudly to the territorial integrity of all states in the region, includ-
ing Iraq. I think that there is some question about that. We have
only stated it, as I recall, once in the U.S.-Soviet statement, which
was then criticized.

So I think that this is a very important issue as well. While these
states were cut up by the French and the British and they are
having a lot of problems adjusting to their borders, nevertheless in
the modern world we should not be in the business of remakiiig
borders, particularly the United States.

The principle involved with Kuwait, of course, that sovereignty is.
non-negotiable and indivisible, has to be true of other countries in-
the region, too, if in fact American diplomacy is going to be effec-
tive in the coming months and years. o

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Opey. Thank you very much. Mr. Klare.

MR. KLARE'S OPENING STATEMENT

Mr. KLARE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for this oppor-
tunity to address the subcommittee on the origins of the conflict.in
the Persian Gulf. '

ORIGINS OF THE GULF WAR

Historians have a natural tendency to look deeper and deeper
into the past for the origins of modern events, but I would like to
suggest that the critical turning point in this case was the decision
by Great Britain in December 1967 to terminate its military role in
the Gulf area after 1971. Prior to this point, the U.S. had relied on
the British to act as a guardian of the region and, with the British
gone, the United States faced a dilemma of how to proceed in that
area.

Because the British announcement came at the end of the John-
son period, it was left to the Nixon Administration to craft a policy
for the region, and soon after taking office in 1969 the President
asked Henry Kissinger, then the National Security Advisor, to con-
duct a study of the region.

In response, Mr. Kissinger and his staff submitted a National Se-
curity Study Memorandum, NSSM-66, in July 1969, and that
became the basis for an NSC Decision Memorandum, No. 92, which
governed U.S. policy in the Gulf for many years thereafter.

To my knowledge, the texts of these documents have not been
made public, but we know from public statements the essence of
what they contained. What they said in essence is that, with the
British withdrawal, the United States had to assume some respon-
sibility for protecting western interests in the region, but because
of the Vietnam conflict then underway it would not be possible for
the United States to replace the British as a gendarme in the
region.

The answer then of the NSC was to select regional powers to act
as surrogates of the United States and to be conve into region-
al gendarmes under U.S. tutelage. As noted by Assistant Secretary
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of Defense James Noyes in his 1978 testimony: “A major conclusion
of the study was that the United States would not assume the
former British role of protector in the Gulf area, but primary re-
sponsibility for peace and stability would henceforth fall on the
states of the region.” '

SURROGATE STRATEGY

From this decision came what you might call the surrogate strat
€gy, a strategy that hag governed U.S, policy in the Gulf ever since

military assistance, intelligence data, and technical assistance to
regional powers on the basis that they would then act ag a regional
gendarme and protect western interests.

In order to make this policy work, moreover, the U.S. policy
called for providing these regimes not merely with the weapons
and capabilities to defend themselves internally or externally, but
an excess military capacity that would allow them to play a power
projection role throughout the area.

On the face of it, this seems like a sensible solution, But I would
argue that the strategy contained three fundamental and intercon-
nected flaws:

First, it assumed a basic congruence between U.S. and surrogate
objectives that did not always exist in practice; . y

Second, it provided thege surrogates with the wherewithal to
pursue territorial and hegemonic ambitjons which they would not
otherwise possess;

And third, it so thoroughly linked U.S, strategy to the survival of
the surrogate’s national leadership that it often proved impossible
to take decisive action to curb the adventuristic impulses of the
regime involved.

IRAN

For the ten years following the adoption of the strate , the
main instrument of U.S, policy, of course, was Iran un er the
Shah. Under the terms of NSDM-92, the Nixon Administration
sharply upgraded U S, military links with the Shah and provided a
vast increase in military assistance through the Foreign Military

ales program.

Ostensibly, these arms transfers were designed to enable Iran to
protect itself and to perform a regionwide police role, and to some
extent this strate succeeded, as in the 1973 Iranian intervention
in the Dhofar rebegﬁion in Oman.

But the Shah always viewed his role ir more grandiose terms
than that of a junior partner in the U.S. strategic scheme, and he
set out to restore Persian hegemony over the entire region. Thus
the Shah started aggressively building up his forces, acquiring
bases, seizing some islands in the Gulf, and, most ominously, spon-
soring a Kurdish Insurgency inside of Iragq.

€se moves naturally aroused great a?arm in neighboring coun-
tries, including Saudi Arabia and especially in Ira?, and from this
period on we see an arms race developing between Iran and Iraq as
the two countries moved closer to outgreak of hostilities, .
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The U.S. alliance with Iran also had an impact on internal
developments in Iran, arousing the hostility of Islamic masses
against the Shah, who was seen as being too closely aligned with
the West, and leading ultimately to the revolution in 1978-1979
that overthrew the Shah.

THE CARTER DOCTRINE

The fall of the Shah led to a full-scale reassessment of U.S. policy
in the region, conducted by the Carter Administration in June
1979, which led to the Carter Doctrine of January 1980, in which
tl;zdlgas. pledged to use force in the region to protect oil supplies if
n .

But while there was an emphasis on force, the Carter Adminis-
tration never abandoned the surrogate doctrine, but rather made a
significant effort to prop it up. With Iran no longer able to serve as
a gendarme, Carter officials sought to enhance the role of Saudi
Arabia and Israel in regional peacekeeping operations and also pre-
pared the groundwork for Egypt to play such a role.

As before, arms sales were the principal instrument of US."
policy in the area, and over the next gix years, 1980 to 1985, U.S.
arms transfers to those three nations reached $28 billion.

INDIRECT MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO IRAQ

At this point U.S. officials had no intention of forming such a re-
lationship with Iraq, but events soon moved quickly in that direc-
tion. With the fall of the Shah and the rise of the Khomeini
regime, Iraq saw an opportunity to settle the disputes that had
arisen over the past ten years with the Shah and, motivated by the
breakdown in the Iranian army, President Hussein of Iraq
launched an invasion in September 1980. .

At the same time, the hostage crisis of 1979-1980 made the
United States view Iran no longer as an ally, but rather as an ad-
versary and a threat, as the fear of Islamic fundamentalism spread
throughout the region. As a result, there was a congruence of the
two nations, Iraq and the United States, on the age-old premise
that the enemy of my enemy is my friend.

The new quasi-alliance between Baghdad and Washington began
to take place in the early 1980's under the Reagan Administration,
and was finalized in a secret NSC study in October 1983 which
called for an overt policy of neutrality, but an indirect policy of as-
gisting Iraq through military transfers engineered through third
countries and technical assistance through Commerce Department
channels.

That document has not been made public, but again there have
been many public statements to this effect. For instance, in 1987
Under Secretary of State Michael Armacost said that: “QOur friends
in the region view Iraq as a buffer that must not be allowed to col-
lapse.” And I think this was the premise on which the Reagan Ad-
ministration proceeded during the Iran-Iraq War.

So a new variant of the surrogate strategy was born. Viewing
Iraq as a buffer against Iranian expansionism, the U.S. moved to
beef up Iraq’s military capabilities through a number of indirect
channels. Four indirect channels I will briefly mention.



17

First, the sale of civilian helicopters, aircraft, and vehicles wit]
military applications, such ag the 1982 sale of 60 Hughes Model-50
helicopters and a 1984 sale of 45 Bell-214 helicopters, Although th
State Department insisted that these would be used for civilian
purposes, there have been many reports since then that they haw
been used for military purposes.

Second, the sale of dual-use technology with potential military
applications. Since 1984, the Commerce Department has approvec
the sale of some $1.5 billion worth of dual-use technology to Iraq
including supplies and equipment going to the Saad-16 military re
search complex north of Baghdad.

Again, as with the case of the helicopters, the State Department
said these sales were justified on the grounds that they were for
civilian purposes, but members of the staff of the Defenge Depart-
ment have testified that they issued warnings that thig technology
would be used for military purposes. -

A third channel is the transfer of intelligence data, particular]y
satellite intelligence data, to Iraq.

And the fourth channel is the encouragement to third parties,
particularly our allies in Europe, to supply arms directly to Iragq,
while simultaneously following Operation Staunch, the embargo
against Iran, As a result of this selective policy of encouraging
sales to Iraq while stopping sales to Iran, Iraq was able to obtain
$46.5 billion worth of imported arms between 1981 and 1988, while
Iran received oniy $14 billion worth—a very significant difference.

Together, these four vehicles for indirect military assistance had
a considerable outcome on the effect of the war. However, as in the
case of U.S. aid to the Shah, the application of the strategy had un-
intended consequences that were not so benign and lead us to the

In particular, the U.S. tilt toward Iraq helped fuel the hegemonic
ambitions of Saddam Hussein and instructed him in ways of ac-
quiring military aid and technology from the West, By the end of
the war, we had helped create a self-confident despot who enter-
tained grandiose visions of regional domination,

American aid to Hussein did not cease, moreover, with the end of
the Iran-Irpq War. Indeed, the logic of the surrogate strategy now

buffer, Iraq was seen as a former Soviet ally that could be persuad-
ed to abandon its anti-western policies and engage in a more col-
laborative relationship with Washington.,

On this basis, the Buqh A(_iministr_agion continued itg {)0

OUTCOME OF U.8. ABSISTANCE TO IRAQ

I think the continuation of this policy did more than build up
Iraqi capabilities. I think it led Sadd‘::n Hussein to believe that the
United States had no objections to his quest for regional hegemony,
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and I.think it is in this context that we should view the fateful
interview in July 1990 between Ambassador Glaspie and Saddam
Hussein, in which she implied that the United States did not have
strong objections to his territorial ambitions.

Whether this influenced his decision to seize Kuwait, we do not
know. But I have no doubt that it allayed any anxiety he might
have had about a hosiile American response.

In concluding, what can we learn from all this for U.S. policy to-
wards the Gulf? It seems to me that the policy of relying on surro-
gates to carry out American policy objectives is inherently flawed
because alwaye, as the previous witness testified, these regional
surrogates have their own agenda and are going to pursue them
imd use American military assistance for that purpose sooner or
ater.

Despite this record, I fear that the United States will return to
the surrogate doctrine as its response to the aftermath of the
present crisis. We have heard talk of a new security arrangement
based on Arab states of the area, and I am sure this is going to
lead to requests to Congress to provide a great deal of additional
military aid and arms transfers to these countries.

Before Congress proceeds in this direction, I hope that there will
be a thorough review of the consequences of this kind of assistance,
and I support the call by Representative Lee Hamilton for a mora-
torium on arms sales to the Middle East while Congress can con-
duct this survey and develop a long-term strategy that does not
rely on the use of surrogates.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Michael T. Klare follows:]



19

TESTIMONY OF MICHAEL T. KLARE
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF PEACE & WORLD SECURITY STUDIES
B .. HAMPSHIRE COLLEGE, AMHERST, MAsS. o .

BEFORE THE :
. SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOREIGN OPERATIONS
HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
FEBRUARY 26, 199]

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee;

It i a dihtinct honor to appear before the 8ubcommittee on -
Foreign oOperations today and to have thig obportunity to discusgg

the origins of the present crisis in the Persian Gulf, r cannot . .

the U.s. Congress, and I hope that thege hearings wi1l help to
shed some light on this vital concern.

Historians have a8 natural tendency to look deeper and deeper
into the past for the cause of contemporary events, but in thig
case I would like to suggest that the critical turning-point was
the December 1967 announcement by Great Britain that it would
terminate itg military bresence in the Persian Gulf area by the
end of 1971, Prior to this point, the United States had always

Because the British announcement came during the final year
of the Johnson Administration, it was left to the incoming Nixon
Administration to craft a new U.g. strategy for the Persian Gulf
area. Soon after taking office, President Nixon asked his
National Security Adviser, Henry A, Kissinger, to conduct a
thorough review of U.g, strategy toward the Gulf. 1p response,
the National Security Council (NSC) staff submitted National
Security Study Memorandunm No. 66 (NSSM-66) on July 12, 1969, On
the basis of recommendations contained in thig report, Mr. Nixon
then signed National Security Decision Memorandum No. 92 (NSDM-
92), which thus became the operative document governing U.S.
policy in the Persian Gulf area,

To my knowledge, the texts of NSSM-66 and NSDM-92 have never
been made public. However, the rough outlines of these documentg
can be deduced from the testimony and public statements of key
fioures involved in the preparation and implementation of the
documents, including Under Secretary of state Joseph g, 8isco ana.

1



20

Deputy Assistant gecretary of Defense James H. Noyes.l What they
gsaid, in effect, was that the Gulf area was too important
strategically to be jeft to its own devices in the wake of the
British withdrawal, but that, in light of the massive U.B.
involvement in Vietnam, the United States could not be expected
to assume the British role as regional overlord. How to resolve
this conundrum? The answer, according to the Nsc, was to adopt
one or more regional states as surrogates of the United States,
and to convert them into regional gendarmes under U.S. tutelage.
As noted by Mr. Noyes in his 1973 testimony pbefore the House
Foreign Aftairs committee, "A major conclusion of that study
{i.e., NSSM-66]...was that the United States would not assume the
former British role of protector in the Gulf area, but that
primary responsibility for peace and stability should henceforth
‘fall on the states of the region.... We especially look to the
leading states of the area, Iran and Saudi Arabia, to cooperate
for this purpose."2

Fron this decision arose what might best be called the
“surrogate strategy," the approach which was to govern U.S.
policy toward the Persian Gulf for the ensuing twenty years. In
essence, the surrogate gtrategy held that the United States would
rely on friendly regional powers to advance and protect U.S.
interests in the Gulf, and that, to enable them to perform this
function, the United States would provide them with military aid,
arms transfers, and other forms of security assistance. Also,
the U.S. Government would work closely with officials of the
nations involved to insure a close alignment between their -
policies and those of the United States. What was intended, in
sum, was a form of »junior partner" arrangement, wherein the
United States would make the major strategy decisions for the
Gulf and the surrogate powers would be given the job of
implementing them on the ground.3

Although developed specifically in response to developments
in the Gulf, the Surrogate Strategy was in full conformity with
the so-called "Guam poctrine” or "Nixon poctrine,” which applied

1. See the testimony by gisco and Noyes before the
Subcommittee on the Near East and Bouth Asia of the House
committee on Foreign Affairs in New pPerspectives on the Persian
Gulf (Hearings, 93rd Cong., 1st Sess., 1973) and The pPersian Gulf
1974 (Hearings, 93rd Cong., 2d Sess., 1974). BSee also: James H.
Noyes, The Clouded Lras (stanford: Hoover Institution Press,
1979), esp. pp. 53-fi.

2. New Perspectives on the Persian Gulf, p. 39.

3. I first addressed the »gurrogate Btrategy" in American
Arms_Supermarket (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1984), pp. .
108-126. ’ '

3
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this "junior partner” system to a wide array of U.8. allies in
the Third World. 1In a revealing description of this basic .
strategem, then Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird told this
Subcommittee in 1970 that: "The challenging objectives of our new
policy can therefore best be achieved when each partner does itg
share and contributes what it best can to the common effort. In.
the majority of cases, this means indigenous manpower organized
into properly equipped and well~trained armed forces with the
help of materiel, training, technology, and specialized military
8kills furnished by the United States."4

At the core of the Surrogate Stragegy (or Nixon Doctrine),
then, was an informal “contract" whereby the United States agreed
to furnish arms and other forms of military assistance to the .

would carry out certain types of military functions on behalf of
and at the behest of the U.8. Government. Moreover, given the
requirement that these surrogates be able to maintain stability
across the region at large, it was assumed that U.8. arms

transfers and military aid would transcend that needed merely for
internal security and territorial defense by providing a
significant capacity for power projection.

On the face of it, this seems like a sensible golution to
the dilemma faced by Washington in the Wake of Britain's 1967
decision to withdraw from the Gulf. But the strategy contained

three fundamental and interconnected flaws: first, it assumed a
basic congruence between U.S. and surrogate objectives that did

legemonic ambitions that they would not otherwise possess; and
:hird, it so thoroughly linked U.S. security interests to the
‘ontinued predominance of the surrogate's national leadership
:hat it often proved impossible to take decisive action to curb
‘he adventuristic impulses of the regime involved. Ag I shall
‘ry to demonstrate, these three flaws lie at the heart of the
'resent crisis in the Persian Gulf,

For the ten years following its adoption, the Surrogate
Strategy was applied principally to Iran, then ruled by Shah
Mohammed Reza Pahlavi, No other state in the region was both
friendly to the United States and sufficiently powerful to serve
a8 a regional gendarme. Hence, in consonance with NSDM-92, the
Nixon Administration upgraded American ties with the Iranian
government and began to increase U.s. arms supplies and technical
assistance to the Iranian military. The fact that Shah Pahlavi

4. U.8. Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations,
Subcommittee on Foreign Assistance, Forei n_Assistance and

soreign Assistance_and
Related Agencies Appropriations for 1971, Hearings, 91st Cong.,
2d Sess., 1970, p. 307. ' ’
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had an insatiable appetite for modern arms {and also had ]
sufficient oil revenues to pay for them) also contributed to the
rise in U.8. arms sales to Iran. In May 1972, President Nixon
and Mr. Kissinger flew to Tehran and signed a secret agreement
with the Shah whereby the United States agreed to provide Iran
with (in the words of a Senate investigative report) "virtually
any weapons sysotems which it wanted."5

Ostensibly, these weapons were intended to enable Iran to
protect itself against aggression and also to perform police-type
operations throughout the Gulf area. To some ¢xtent, this .
strategy succeeded: in 1973, for instance, Iranian forces were
deployed in Oman to help suppress a separatist rebellion in
Dhofar province. But the Shah always viewed his role in more
grandiose terms than that envisioned by U.S. strategists. Not
content to serve merely as a junior partner in the U.S. strategic.
scheme, he set out to restoro Persian hegemony over the entire
Gulf region. "Not only do we have national and regional
responsibilities,” he boasted to Arnaud de Borchegrave in 1973,
"but also a world role as guardian and protector of 60 percent of
the world's oil reserves."6 (Bear in mind that significant
portions of that 60 percent were claimed by Saudi Arabia, Kuwait,
Iraq. and the smaller Persian Gulf sheikdoms.) Consistent with
these hegemonic visions, he seized several islands in the Gulf
belonging to the United Arab Emirates, built a large naval base
at Bandar Abbas on the Gulf coast, and sponsored a Kurdish
insurgency inside Iraq.

These moves naturally caused great alarm in neighboring
countries, and prompted several of them--especially Iraq and
S8audi Arabia--to build up their own military capabilities and to
prepare for a possible confrontation with Iran. Indeed, Iranian
support for the Kurds proved so destabilizing to Iraq that Saddam
Hussein was forced to make boundary concessions to the Iranians
{under the Algiers Accord of March 6, 1975, ceding the eastern
half of the vital Shatt-al-Arab waterway to Iran) in return for a
cessation of such support; this humiliation, in turn, led Saddam
Hussein to commence the military buildup that was to culminate in
Iraq's September 1980 invasion of Iran.7

The U.S. alliance with the Shah also had a eignificant

5. U.8, Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, B
8, Military Sales_to Iran, 8taff Report, 94th Cong., lst Bess.,
1976, p. 4.
6. Interview, Newsweek, May 31, 1973, p. 44.
7. For discussion, see Anthony H. COrdeslan .and. Abrahal K.
Wagner, The Iran-Irag War, Vol II of The Lessons. of. Modern War.
{Boulder: Westview, 1990), pp. 15-23,°

4
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impact on the domestic political environment ~ithin Iraq.

Although supported by some elements of Iranian society, Shah S
Pahlavi alienated many Iranians who felt that he was spending too
much money on arms and the military (instead of on domestic .

West, he was straying too far from the Islamic roots of his own

domestic unease. Ultimately, this unease resulted in an outright
revolt against the Pahlavi regime, accompanied by a fierce
outbreak of anti-Americanism.

The fall of the Shah in January 1979 led to a full-gcale
reassessment of America's Persian Gulf strategy by the Carter
Administration. 1In June, following a series of high-level NSC
meetings, President Carter adopted a number of policy initiatives
which later came to constitute what became known as the "Carter
Doctrine."8 Specifically, the new policy called for the creation
of a "rapid deployment force" (RDF) to allow for direct U.S.
military intervention in the Gulf should that prove necessary to
protect key oil assets. Also mandated was the establishment of
"basing arrangements” with a number of countries in the area, so
as to facilitate deployment of the RDF in the event that u.s8,.
intervention was called for. A permanent U.8. naval presence in
the Indian Ocean was another outcome of this review.9

But while the June 1979 NSC review led to preparations for a
direct U.s. military presence in the Gulf, the Carter
Administration never abandoned the Surrogate Strategy but rather
made a significant effort to prop it up. With Iran no longer
able to serve as regional gendarme, Carter officials sought to
enhance the role of Saudi Arabia in regional peacekeeping
operations. Israel was also invited to bplay a more significant
role in U,8. military planning for the larger area. And,
following the Camp David accords, Egypt was invited to serve in a
surrogate capacity (although focused more on North Africa and the
Red Sea area than on the Gulf). As before, arms transfers
constituted the principal means by which the United States
encouraged and assigted thege countries to perform a surrogate
role. Following a February 1979 vigit to S8audi Arabia, Israel,
and Egypt by then Becretary of Defense Harold Brown (this being
the first visit to Saudi Arabia by a U.S. 8ecretary of Defense),
the Administration announced major sales of advanced aircraft and

8. For discussion of the June 1979 Nsc review, aeé The New

York Times, June 28, 1979.

9. These initiatives were formally unveiled in Presiden
Carter's State of the Union Address of January 23, 1980,

5
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missiles to the three countries.10 In the six years that C
followed (Fiscal 1980-85), the United States sold these countries
a total of $27.9 billion worth of arms, ammunition, and military-

services under the Foreign Military Sales (FM8) program.11l :

At this point, U.8. officials had no intention of forging
such ties with Iraq, then seen as a close ally of the Soviet
Union. But events were to proceed in such a fashion as to
promote a quasi-alliance betwean washington and Baghdad. The
most significant of these events, of course, were the ascension
in February 1979 of the Ayatollah Khomeini as the supreme ruler
of Iran, and the outbreak of the Iranian hostage crisis eight
months later.

The rise of Khomeini clearly led the Iraqi leadership to
fear further pressure from Iran--motivated this time not by so
much by hegemonic ambitions as by a desire to install a
fundamentalist S8hi'ite regime in Baghdad--while the disarray in
the Iranian military caused by purges of pro-Shah officers led
gaddam Hussein to consider the time ripe for a decisive move
against Iran. Following a series of border skirmishes and other
incidents, Hussein launched a full-scale invasion in September,
1980. The hostage crisis, for its part, completed the
transformation of Iran from an ally to an adversary, and led U.8.
officials to consider various means for limiting the expansion of
Iranian power. These two developments inevitably led Washington
and Baghdad to view each other as potential allies, on the age-
old premise that the enemy of my enemy is my friend.

The quasi-alliance between Washington and Baghdad did not
form immediately, but began to take shape in 1982 when Iran
assumed the initiative on the battlefield and laid siege to
Basra, Iraq‘'s second-largest city. Fearing that Iran would
conquer Iraq and then extend its power throughout the Middle
East, the Reagan Administration began secretly towconsider ways
of helping Baghdad to resist Khomeini's forces. "We were
terrified Iraq was going to lose the war,” explains Geoffrey
Kemp, who in 1982 was head of the NSC's Middle East section.
"our policy was never that we wanted Iraq to win the war; it's
just that we didn't want Iran to win."12 This premise was

10. For discussion of Brown's trip, see: The New York Times,
February 11, 12, and 17, 1979; The Wall Street Journal, February
14 and 16, 1979; and James Cannon, "Pentagon‘'s Ne'1 Plan for
Mideast Defense," Business Week, February 19, 1979, p. 19.

11. U.8. Defense Security Assistance Agency, Foreign
Military Sales, Foreign Military Construction Sales, and Military
Assistance Facts, As of Scpt. 30, 1989. '
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12. Quoted in The Washington Post, September 16, 1990.
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subsequently incorporated into a 8ecret NSC study on the Gulf,
approved by the White House in October 1983. According to
Richard M. Preece, a Middle East expert at the Congressional
Research Bervice (CRB), the 1983 NsC study called on Washington

forms of support.13

Like earlier N8scC documents on the Gulf, the 1973 N3C study
has not been made public. It is possible, however, to glean the
essentials of the Study from the statements of key Administration
officials. Thus, in a July 1987 study of u.s. policy in the Gulf
conmissioned by the Department of State, Jeffrey Schloesser, a
Political-Hilitary Officer in the Department's Bureau of Near
East and South Asian Affairs, wrote that "Iran's current policy
of expansionism is a special danger. 1Iran seeks to eliminate
superpower presence in the area and to create instability in the
noderate Arab nations of the gulf. The effects of...Iranian
hegemony in the gulf would be catastrophic to our interests.”
Although noting that "Iraq began the war" in the Gulf, 8chloesser
irgued that Iran alone represented a continuing threat to U.8.
lnterests and that therefore "the challenge to the international
‘omnunity is to pursue efforts that will have the cumulative
ffect of bringing Iran to the bargaining table."14

In another key statement, cited by Bchloesser as a major
expression of U.S§. policy, Under Secretary of State for Political
Affairs Michael H. Armacost told the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on June 16, 1987 that "It ig to frustrate Iranian
hegemonic aspirations that the Arab gulf states continue to
support Iraq. It is for similar reasons that other close
friends, such as Egypt and Jordan, also assist Iraq--despite
their previous difficulties with Baghdad. Iranian hegemony over
the gulf and the spread of Iranian radical fundamentalism beyond
lLebanon worry them greatly. They and the gulf states view Ira
as_a buffer that must not be allowed to collapse."15 (Emphasis
added.) Armacost did not specifically say that Washington viewed
Iraq in this fashion, but that, I believe, was the clear
implication of his remarks.

And so, a new variant of the Surrogate 8trategy was born.,

13. Preece's comments are cited by Judith Miller and Laurie
Mylrole in Saddam Hussein and the crisis in _the Gulf (New York:
Times Books, 1990}, p. 145. The N8C study is also discussed in
The_New York Times for December 16, 1986,

14. U.8. Department of State, U.8. Poligcy in the Pergian
Gulf, B8pecial Report No. 166, July 1987, pp. 1, 3 LT

15. Ibid., pp. 10-11.
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‘yiewing Iraq as a "buffer" against Iranian expansionism--and
thus, in effect, an -unintended agent of U.S. policy--the United
State sought-to equip Iraq to perform its buffer role more
effectively. The first step in this process was to remove Iraq
from the State Department's 1list of nations that support
international terrorism, a designation that made it ineligible
for any form of U.S. economic cr trade assistance. This step was
taken in March 1982, and Baghad quickly took advantage of the
fact to apply for hundreds of millions of dollars in loan
guaranties from the U.S. Agriculture pDepartment‘'s Commodity
Credit Corp. (CCC), in order to finance purchases of U.S.
foodstuffs. (Irag subsequently took out over S$1 billion worth of
ccc-backed loans.) The Reagan Administration also gave its
approval to U.8. corporate participation in a number of major
petrochemical and industrial projects in Iraq--projects that
would help boost the Iraqi economy and thus enhance its capacity
to sustain the war against Iran.16 ‘

It is in the military area, however, that the Reagan
Administration's so-called "tilt" toward Iraq most clearly o
resembled the Surrogate Strategy of the Nixon era. Although the-
official U.S. policy of neutrality barred any direct sales of
weaponry to Iraq, the Administration allowed several indirect
forms of military assistance to develop. These included:

(1) Sales of civilian helicopters, aircraft, and_vehicles
that could be used for military applications. Since 1982, the

Commerce Department has repeatedly approved the sale to Iraq of
bhelicopters, trucks, and other vehicles with a potential military
use on the grounds that Washington had received assurances from
Baghdad that they would be used for civilian purposes only.

Among these transactions was a 1982 sale of 60 Hughes Model-500
helicopters and a 1984 sale of 45 Bell Model-214ST helicopters.l7

Although both the Hughes-500 and the Bell-2148T are produced
in military configurations, the State pDepartment brushed off
warnings from Members of Congress that Baghdad's assurances could
not be trusted to refrain from using these helicopters in a
military mode. 8ince then, there have been numerous reports that
U.8.-made helicopters have indeed been used by the Iraqi
militaryi8, and both the 5008 and 2148Ts are listed by the
hiohlv-respected Jaffee Center for Strategic Btudies of Tel Aviv

16. See The Washington Post, September 16, 1990.
17. See The Los Angeles Times, February 13, 1991.
18. Ibid.
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University as being in the inventory of the Iraqi Air Force.19.

(2) Sales of "dual-uge" technology with potential military
applications. Since 1984, the U.S. Commerce Department--with
State Department approval--has approved the sale of some $1.5 - )
billion worth of "dual-use" technology (that is, technology which
can be used for both civilian and military applications) to Iraqi
government agencies and installations, including military-related
installations like the giant Saad-16 research complex north of
Baghdad. According to several newspaper reports, a total of 486
licenses were granted by Commerce between 1985 and 1990 for sales
of gensitive technology to Iraq, including computers and other
scientific devices that can be used in the development of
ballistic missiles and other modern weapons.20

As was the case with the helicopter sales described above,
U.8. officials insisted that they had only approved these sales
after receiving assurances from Baghdad that they would be used
for non-military purposes only. However, several former
government employees, including former Under Secretary of Defense
Stephen D. Bryen, have testified that senior Reagan
Administration officials were warned by the Department of Defense
that Iraq was likely to use this technology for military
purposes.21 Describing a 1986 sale to Iraq of sophisticated U.S.
computers, for instance, Bryen observed that "wWe believed at the
time that the computers were going to be used to help refine the
accuracy of [S8addam] Hussein's missiles." Despite such warnings,
the computer sale was ultimately approved. Commerce officials
"didn't dispute" the Defense Department's warnings, Bryen noted,
"they simply ignored them."22 )

(3) Transfers of intelligence data. Beginning in 1984, the
United States provided Baghdad with intelligence data on Iranian
troop positions gleaned from satellite photographs. Reportedly,
3 special Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) office was set .up in

19. shlomo Gazit, et. al., The Middle East Militar Balance
1988-1989 (Jerusalem: Jerusalem Post, and Boulder: Westview
Press, 1989), p. 182,

20, See: The Washington Post, November 16 and 17, 1990; The
Los Angeles Times, February 13, 1991; and The Wall Street

Journal, December 7, 1990.

21, See The Los Angeles Times, September 28, 1990, regarding

the testimony by Bryen and former Assistant Secretary of Defense
Richard N. Perle on September 27 before the Subcommittee on y
Commerce, Consumer and Monetary Affairs of the House Government
Operations Committee,

22. Quoted in The Los Angeles Times, February 13, 1991.
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Baghdad to effect the transfer of intelligence, and Iraqi
officials met in Washington with CIA Director William Casey to

be briefed the significance of the satellite data.23 These
intelligence transfers are believed to have aided Iraqi forces in
repelling attacks by Iran during the mid-1980s8.24 :

(4) Encouragement to France_and other European suppliers _to
pell arms to Iraq. Although the United States claimed neutrality

in the Iran-Iraq conflict, it imposed a strict embargo on arms
pales to Iran ("Operation Staunch”) while inviting France and
other U.8. allics to sell a wide array of modern weapons to Iraq.
To what extent Washington communicated its approval to Paris and
other Furopean capitals is not known, but the Reagan
Administration went out of its way to emphasize the selective
nature of Operat'on Staunch. The embargo, Under Secretary
Armacost testiyied in 1987, "is aimed specifically at Iran
because that country, unlike Iraq, has rejected all calls for
negotiations."25 The impact of this selective embargo on Iraqi
and Iranian arms acquisitions was considerable: according to the
CR8, Iraq received $46.7 billion worth of imported arms in 1981-
88, while Iran received only $13.8 billion worth.26 The effects
of this were clearly seen in the later stages of the war, when
Iraq regained the initiative on the battlefield and Iran was
unable to resist effectively.

Together, these four vehicles for indirect military
assistance had a considerable impact on the outcome of the war:
while many factors undoubtedly contributed to the Iranian
collapse, there is no doubt that Iraq's superior arms,
technology, and intelligence data contributed significantly to
the Iraqli advantage.27 In this sense, the U.8. strategy of
using Iraq as a buffer against Iranian expansionism can be said
to have been relatively successful. However, as in the case of
U.S. aid to Iran under the Shah, the application of this strategy
to Iraq had unintended consequences that were not so benign. In
particular, the U.S. "tilt" toward Iraq helped fuel the hegemonic

23. See The Washington Post, December 15, 1986, and The New
York Times, December 16, 1986. B

24. See Miller and Mylroie, Saddam Hussein, p. 145.

25, U.S. Policy in the Persian Gulf, p. 12.

26. Richard F. Grimmett, Trends in Conventional Arms
Transfers to the Third-World by Major Supplier, 1981-1988,
Congressional Research Service, Washington, D.C., August 4, 1989,
pp. 50-51.

27. For discussion, see Cordesman and Wagner, e ~Ira
war, pp. 591-94.
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ambitions of 8addam Hussein and instructed him in ways of
acquiring military aid and technology from the West, By the end
of the war, we had helped to create a self-confident despot who
entertained grandiose visions of regional domination,28

American assistance to Hussein did not Ceagse, moreover, with
the end of the Iran-Iraq war. Indeed, the logic of the Surrogate
Strategy now took on a life of its own as Washington sought to
preserve its quasi-alliance with Saddam Hussein, No longer
viewed merely as a *buffer" against Iranian expansionism, Iraq
was seen as a former Soviet ally that could be persuaded to
abandon its militant anti-western policies and to engage in a
more collaborative relationship with Washington. 1In explaining
U.8. policy to Iraq in 1988-90, Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State Edward W. Gnehm noted that "As a powerful nation with a
global outlook, we are obliged to develop as close relationships
as possible with countries in these positions, especially where
we have strategic interests.” In the State Department's view,
"there was a reasonable expectation that Mr. Hussein might well
want to develop closer ties to the West," Through our trade and
diplomatic efforts, he noted, "we hoped to be able to weave him
into the fabric of Western nations."”29

On this basis, the Bush Administration continued its policy
of supplying Iraq with sensitive military technology and of
allowing major arms transfers by Western European suppliers. It
is important to note, moreover, that this policy of aiding Iraq
Was sustained even after it Was revealed that Iraqi forces had
used lethal chemical weapons (CW) in attacks on Kurdish
civilians, and had forcibly relocated hundreds of thousands of
Kurds from strategic border areas to interior settlements.
Although the State Department issued a number of protests in

liscourage our allies from selling arms to Baghdad. Efforts by
iembers of Congress to impose trade sanctions against Baghdad

Inly after it was revealed that Iraq was seeking materials for
‘he manufacture of nuclear weapons, in March 1990, 'did the Bush
dministration begin to tighten up procedures for the transfer of

28. For a portrait of this despot, see Miller and Mylroie,

Saddam_Hugsein.

29. Quoted in The New York Times, August 13, 1990,

30. Bee: The New York Times, August 13, 1990; The Haahingtog
Post, 8eptember 13, 1990; and The Wall Street Journal, December
7, 1990, )
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gophisticated technology.

The continued application of the Burrogate Strategy to Iraq
did more than assist in the development of Iraqgi military
capabilities. It is my belief that these expressions of U.8.
support for Irag led Saddam Hussein to believe that the United
gtates Government was in full sympathy with his quest for
regional hegemony. W¥Why else, he must have reasoned, was
Washington go muted in its reaponse to his use of poison gas
against Kurdish civilians, and why else would washington assist
in his acquisition of advanced military technologies? Possessed
of a devious mind himself, Hussein must have concluded that the.
only plausible explanation for this behavior was an implicit U.8.
policy of aiding Baghdad in converting Iraq into a regional
hegemon. Certainly the message given to Hussein by Ambassador
April Glaspie in her fateful July 25, 1990 interview with
Hussein--to the effect that Washington had no firm position on
Iraqi claims on Kuwait--must have been interpreted by him as
virtual confirmation of this assessment. Whether this influenced
his decision to seize Kuwait on August 2 cannot, at this point,
be established, but I have no doubt that it allayed any anxiety
he might have had about a hostile American response.

What can we learn from all of this about U.S. policy toward
the Persian Gulf? It seems to the that the principle of relying
on surrogates to carry out American policy objectives is an
inherently flawed approach. However close the perceived
alignment between the United States and any given surrogate, we
are not taking here of a true and lasting partnership between
sovereign nations with a shared international perspective (as was
the case with the NATO alliance}, but rather a "marriage of :
convenience” in which each side seeks to get what it can out of a
temporary association. For the United States, this means help in
curbing regional threats or disorders that Washington does not
wish to confront directly, with American forces; for the
surrogate, this means obtaining the wherewithall to resist -any
rivals in the area and to pursue long-held hegemonic ambitions.
Inevitably, this very process creates a divergance between U.8.
and surrogate interests (as the surrogate proceeds to advance its
own regional agenda), leading, in many cases, to a significant
injury to U.8. interests. This occurred in Iran in 1979 and in
Kuwait in 1990.

Despite this record, I fear that the United States will turn
again to the SBurrogate Strategy in the wake of the current
conflict. President Bush and Secretary Baker have both indicated
that they seek a new "security arrangement” in the Gulf area that
will ensure regional stability and protect long-term U.8.
interests. Both have also made it clear that U.8. ground forces
(and most air and sea forces) will be withdrawn from the area as
soon as possible after the cessation of hostilit’ea. I can only
surmise from this that the Administration envisions some new

12
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system of surrogates to fulfill this security function. No doubt
the United States Congress will be asked to help cement such an
arrangement by approving massive transfers of American weapons' t¢
any nations selected to perform this surrogate role.

The United States is naturally grateful to the nations that
have supported us in the present conflict with Iraq, and we will
certainly want to promote lasting peace and stability in the Gult
area when the fighting is over. But before Congress agrees to
any plan entailing stepped-up U.8. arms transfers to nations of
the region, it should consider carefully not only the purported
benefits of such a scheme but also the risk of unintended
consequences of the sort that led to the Persian Gulf conflict in
the first place. However friendly our allies may appear today,
We cannot be sure that they will not at some future date use
their American-suppliead weapons for parochial purposes that
imperil rather than advance the cause of regional stability.
Hence the safest course, in my view, is to seek a "world-wide
moratorium on arms sales to the Middle East," as proposed by Rep.
Lee H. Hamilton 1in his speech to the National Press Club on
January 24, 1991, while thoroughly considering all of the
necessary preconditions for lasting regional stability.

As suggested by Chairman Obey in his speech before the
Council on Foreign Relations on February 5 of this year, any
successful strategy for peace in the Middle East will require a
comprehensive mix of political, economic, diplomatic, and arms
control initiatives. This includes, among other things, the
peaceful resolution of the Arab-Israeli conflict, a just solution
to the Palestinian problem, greater equity in the distribution of
the area's oil wealth, and the elimination from the area of
weapons of mass destruction. These initiatives should, in my
mind, ke given priority over the reassertion of the Surrogate
Strategy and the delivery of still more arms to the nations of
the area. Once the elements of a lasting peace plan are in
place, Congress can Jjudiciously decide what arms, and under what
conditions, should be transferred to the region. But until that
time, we should, in Rep. Hamilton's words, "pause on future arms
sales to the Middle East."31 .

31. From the transcript of his talk before the: National
.Press Club on January 24, .1991, . ’ : s
T3
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LESSONS LEARNED

Mr. OBEey. Thank you all very much.

Let me begin by simply asking each of you for a minute or-a
minute and a half to lay out what you think the major lessons are
that we should have learned from our past involvement in the
Middle East as we tried to deal with the post-war problems.

Mr. Quanpr. Well, there clearly is an area of agreement
amongst all of us that we need to learn something from the pattern
of arms transfers and export of dual-use capabilities to the Middle
East. If we all go back to business as usual, selling arms, allowing
dual-use exports, we should not be surprised if another crisis of this
sort emerges in the not too distant future.

So that is perhaps the most obvious problem and in some ways
the easiest to address, although I am not sure we will do so. The
more subtle message, that may be difficult to seize, is that this is
not a region where we are going to find it easy to find reliable
allies who will always agree with us and help construct a kinder,
gentler Middle East, nor is it a region that is easy for us to domi-
nate, even though we have had this enormous military victory.

By and large, our concern for stability in the region requires
some balancing mechanism. Any time one power becomes too pow-
erful, such as Iran at one moment, it sets off a reaction elsewhere
that ultimately brings someone else to the fore after that big power
is defeated.

So we have to look at the region as one where there will never be
a community of interests that guarantees stability, but there will
be varying degrees of balance of power that keep some kind of
equilibrium. And our interest is never going to be in siding perma-
nently with one of the regional powers against all the others. It is
going to be in ensuring that the balance does not get tilted as badly
as it did, say, between 1970 and 1990, when on several occasions
the regional balance got so far out of tune that major wars result-

Ms. Kipper. I think one of the first lessons we have to recognize
is that the small states of the Gulf, their combined population
being about 10 million, cannot really ever protect themselves by
themselves; that we need, as a result, to help to make the GCC a
more meaningful organization, with two at least basic questions to
be addressed: compatibility of weapons for defensive purposes and
communications.

I think we also need to recognize as an offshoot of that that mili-
tarism over many decades simply has not worked, and I would say
no more militarism, that any arms sales, arms transfers, must be
seen in the context of post-crisis strategy.

I think we also need to recognize that the festering sores in the
Middle East, the conflicts that we hear about from time to time
that annoy us, that confuse us, do have their long-term impact.
Lebanon certainly has over many, many years, the Arab-Israeli
question, the Iran-Iraq rivalry over many years; each one of these
things from time to time explodes in ways that make it more diffi-
cult for American policy to protect its interests there, our interests
there, and makes it more difficult to stabilize the region and to
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reach b(l):hose regional security arrangements we have all been talk.
ing about.

1 would also say that, though this is not a Judaeo-Christian, west-
ern, nor democratic part of the world, that nevertheless people’s as-
pirations in this Islamic and Muslim part of the world are the

it in terms of fashioning our foreign policy.
Mr. KLARE. Thank you. I will make a few brief points.
First, I think we have to view conventional arms transfers with

proliferation. We have tended to say nuclear proliferation, chemi-
cal proliferation is a terrible thing, we have to stop it, but conven-
tional arms sales are okay.

And I think the consequence of this was the buildup of Iraq and
the current crisis we find ourselves in. So I think we have to work

In doing so. I think Congress has to be very skeptical about
claims that armg transfers bring influence, which we have always
been told in the past. They do not bring influence. They just fuel
the ambitions of the recipient, whatever they may be, whether they
are in our interests or not.

Finally, I think Congress needs to take a lot closer look at the

it was intended for civilian purposes, and not recognizing the
degree to which it had military implications,

POSTWAR RELATIONS

Mr. Osgy. Thank you.

Dr. Kipper, I forget exactly how you ended your comments o
the Palestinian issue, but you indicated that we should beware o
overly high expectations with respect to the willingness of th
Arqb world to deal with Israel, absent any action on the Palestini
an issue.

Let me ask all of you two questions. First of all, when this i
over, what specific message do you think we should have for Saudi
Arabia, for Iran, and for Syria with respect to the overall needs of
the region? What should we be asking them to do, not with respect
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to Qhe?Palest.inian issue, but with respect to other problems in the
region
en secondly, how would you go about fashioning an atmos-

phere in which it might be possible to begin to deal with the Pales-
tinian issue, both in terms of what we say to the Israelis and what
we say to the Palestinians and the Arab states? And in conjunction
with that, given the role of Mr. Arafat in this latest debacle, how
ghould we approach the Palestinians, especiall those living in the
occupied territories at the moment? How should we approach deal-
in% with their problems?

hould we recognize that the PLO has once again missed an op-
portunitgv?

Should we just forget trying to deal wiin them? Who do we deal
with if we do not deal with them? Where would you go on those
three questions? Mr. Quandt. -

Mr. Quanpr. Sorry, I thought you were asking Judith.

Mr. OBEy. All three of you.

Mr. Quanpr. Well, the messages for Saudi Arabia, Iran, and
Syria when this is over are going to b different in each case. 1
think we have to take it rather slowly with Iran. They are not
going to rush into our arms and we are not going to rush into their
arms. But we are entering a new period when they are going to be
a dominant power in the Gulf region and our concern is that they
not become a militaristic threat to the other Gulf states, as Iraq
has been.

So whatever dialogue we engage in with Iran has to have some-
thing to do with what the rules of the game in the post-war period
in the Gulf will be. If they do not threaten their neighbors, they
can probably expect from us a greater degree of restraint in terms
of our own military posture. That is probably the extent of the
U.S.-Iranian dialogue in terms of the Gulf region.

The other issue, of course, is Iran’s historical meddling in Leba-
non and its involvement with terrorism, and those are certainly
issues that in any revived U.S.Iranian dialogue we must be very
forceful on.

With Saudi Arabia, we have so skewed our dia‘.’lv(ﬁue with them in
recent weeks toward one single issue—namely, will you ﬁlease pa
for this crisis because we are broke—that I am not sure how muc
more we are going to be able to squeeze out of them if they really
do come up with $13.5 billion.

Going back to them with endless requests for more money for off-
gets, for aid to Egypt, or for Turkey or for whoever else, which is
really wha'. we probably most want out of the Saudis in concrete
terms, may fall on deaf ears. I think we have to realize that even
the Saudis are beginning to reach the limits of their generosity.

But certainly I would focus on at least two gpecific political
topics. There of course will always be the oil issues and the eco-
nomic issues. I think we have also to try to persuade the Saudis to
be less vindictive toward Jordan. Jordan still matters as a geostra-
tegic reality in the region, and the Saudis seem just bloody-minded
about making King Hussein pay for his transgressions. That is ulti-
mately not going to serve our long-term interests.

In addition, I think we have to start talking seriously with the
Saudis about the importance of their coming out of the closet in
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terms of their willingness to deal with Israel as a fact of life in the
region. I agree that they are not going to rush into peace negotia-
tions in the abstract, but I think the Saudis have for too long had
the luxury of sitting on thu sidelines whispering to us that they
support talks betweer. Egypt and Israel, that they support talks be-
tween the Palestinians and Isroelis, but they have been very shy of
engaging in any such talks theniselves, So at least we need to start
talking along those lines.

Syria is a much more complicated matter because, on the one
hand, we have a big backlog of past business involving terrorism,
involving Lebanon, involving all sorts of grievances that we have
had toward the Assad regime. But we also have to recognize that if
there is going to be anything worthy of being called an Arab-Israeli
peace process in the near future, Syria is almost certainly going to
be one of the major players in it.

Syria, after all, is the Arab state with which Israel has the major
remaining conflict. Jordan and the Palestinians are of course very
important, but militarily Syria is the only serious remaining threat
in the region.

So on the one hand we are going to have to balance our concerns
over past behavior with our hopes that perhaps Syria in this new
iasnvirlonment will participate in some form of peace talks with

rael.

THE PALESTINIAN ISSUE

Let me turn quickly to your other question, about how to create
an environment in which to deal with the Palestinian issue. Obvi-
ously, we cannot simply make an Israeli-Palestinian negotiation
happen. We have to recognize that the Israelis and Palestinians are
probably more at odds today than they have ever been.

But in terms of our own policy, I think that there are two things
that we should bear in mind. First, we need to find some channel
through which to deal with the Palestinians. We cannot punish an
entire people for the policies adopted by their leaders in this crisis,
And one way or another, if there is to be an Arab-Israeli peace
[[i)roces(sl, the Palestinians and thejr concerns will have to be ad-

ressed.

Of the available potential brokers with the Palestinians among
the Arab states, I think we should not look primarily to Syria or
Saudi Arabia, nor can we look to Jordan as the sole broker or pri-
mary broker. But I do think that we have an opportunity once

'‘he Palestinians and with the Jordanians.

Egypt clearly has a special role in the Middle East as the largest
Arab power. It also will come out of this crisis with its stature en-
hanced as part of the victorious coalition. Hosni Mubarak has the
capacity as a political leader to reach out to the Jordanians and
Palestinians and say: We will now help you get back into the politi-
cal process of making peace with the Israelis,

I think we should give the Egyptians encouragement and support
in being the Primary party to whom we look at a time, when we
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are not in a position to deal directly with the Palestinians. We.
need an Arab partner. I think Egypt will be it.

Secondly, I think in our dialogue with the Israelis about the post-
crisis. period we have to try to explore the possibility for an initial
step that they could take, a non-negotiated step I would even say,
something that can be done that will demonstrate a serious inten-
tion to create new circumstances in the occupied territories that
will give Palestinians living there some reason to hope that the
post-Gulf crisis order offers them something.

For example, municipal elections could be put on the agenda for
the West Bank and Gaza. They have not been held since 1975. It
does not require prior negotiations. There is a precedent for it. It
simply requires setting a date and stating the conditions that
would have to be met for thz elections to be held, and then count-
ing on politics as usual to create the incentives to actually partici-
pate in it. I think it could be done and it would at least begin to
change the atmosphere.

Secondly, with respect to Gaza, frankly, this is a Palestinian area
that the Israelis do not want, and perhaps the time has come to do
something that in the past I have been very skeptical of, namely a
Gaza first step, whereby the Israelis set the conditions under which
they would be prepared to disengage from Gaza, assuming that
someone, an Arab state, Egypt, could come in and help create the
security conditions that would allow Israel to disengage with no
threat v its security.

Again, this would not have to be negotiated in any elaborate
way. It simply requires a statement of willingness in principle. If
that could be done, I think we would be on our way toward creat-
ing a new atmosphere in which ultimately political negotiations
might be possible.

But I think we need to begin with concrete steps that could
change realities on the ground.

POBTWAR RELATIONS

Ms. Kreper. The question of Saudi Arabia, Iran, and Syria. I
would say with Iran that we need to send them again a signal that
when they are ready to talk we are ready to talk, so that we can
move slowly and cautiously toward having a dialogue first, and sec-
ondly toward eventual normalization of relations.

For the Iranians, who have been riding an anti-American horse
for the last more than 10 years, it is going to be difficult for them
to dismount. The United States as well, which has had a very pro-
found anti-Iranian posture, it will also be difficult for us to back
away from it. So this is going to take some time.

I would also encourage the Saudis and the Iranians to re-estab-
lish the Riyadh-Tehran axis, which worked extremely well to bal-
ance the situation in the Gulf from the end of the Second World
War until the fall of the Shah in 1979. In my view, both the Irani-
ans and the Saudis understand that, while they have serious reli-
gious, political, ethnic disagreements, that really it is necessary for
them to re-establish that axis.
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I was certainly encouraged when the foreign ministers of those
}tlwgrgountries met recently, and by some other things that I have

eard,

Syria is a country that is a status quo power. Thefe are some
things about that status quo to which we of course have very seri-
ous objections. Nevertheless, Syria is a country that has shown it
can modify its behavior when it gets rewards, I think that after
this period of Syria being in the coalition we will be able to work
with Syria on the three issues that are always outstanding on the
U.S.-Syrian agenda: Lebanon, of course, and Syria’s role in Leba-
non today. While it is a dominant one, it has helped Lebanon work
toward an implementation of the Taif agreement. In my view, this
is extremely important, for Lebanon to go all the way in their
peaceful solution eventually to elections, because Lebanon can be a
laboratory for a kind of perestroika in the Middle East, new think-
ing, a laboratory for democracy and for pluralism in the new sense.

And Syria eventually is going to have to leave Lebanon. So we
need to work with Syria on the question of Lebanon, on the ques-
tion of Arab-Israeli, of course, and terrorism. Those are the three
main items on the U.S.-Syrian agenda.

THE PALESTINIAN ISSUE

Now, as for the Palestinian question, I wholeheartedly agree
with what Bill hag said, but let me just echo what he has said,
adding to what I stated previously about this problem of who is
there to talk to among the Palestinians. I think over a decade we
Llave not recognized the vital role of Egypt as much as we might

ave.

Egypt, after all, has been a strong ally of the United States for
some 15 years now. It has been at peace with Israel for 10 years.
Egypt is a country that is committed to negotiated solutions of
problems and is a major force in the internatioxxl community as a
result of that,

In this post-war period, as the Arab alliance breaks down and
the larger coalition breaks down, Egypt's dominant role, as Egyp-
tians themselves sa » a8 the political Mecca of the Arab world, the
pillar of civilization in the African continent, needs to be enhanced.
Egypt must emerge from this crisis as the model for the Middle
East, not its economy of course, because they have not done the re-
forms they need to do, but politically: a country that takes care of
its own interests, those of its neighbors, its region, and the global
community, a country that keeps its formal and informal agree-
ments, and a country that we can in fact rely on even though we
do not always agree with Egypt.

I think through Egypt we can begin to rebuild with the Palestin-
ians. Those in the territories who have refused to talk to American

their security before they are going to believe that it is
worthwhile to re-establish a dialogue both with the Israelis and
with the United States.
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So I think it will be incumbent upon the United States to work
with Israel to begin to take some unilateral steps in the territories
that will signal that there is going to be a change.

DEMOCRATIZATION

Mr. KLARE. Because T agree with much of what has been said by
my colleagues, I will be very brief and add just one additional
thought. And that is that I think that the United States should call
for the same sort of progress towards democratization and respect
for human rights that we have called for in other areas.

I think the people of the Middle East see the United States pro-
moting democratization very aggressively in Eastern Europe and in
other parts of the world, and calling for human rights progress in
the Soviet Union and Latin America and elsewhere, and feel that
in the Middle East we do not apply the same kinds of standards,
that we tolerate regimes that are undemocratic, that have verf\:
poor human rights performance. They see us form an alliance wit
a country like Syria, whose human rights performance is just as
terrible as that of Iraq. And in Saudi Arbia we have seen gender
oppression brought to the fore.

I think if we are to win the loyalty of people in these areas we
have to be more aggressive in our support of the democratic proc-
ess in all of these countries, and voice support for human rights.
This particularly applies to the case of the Palestinians, who are
calling on the United States to be more aggressive in looking into
abuses of human rights they charge are occurring in Israeli-occu-
pied territories. ‘

That is an area where we can make a gesture to the Palestinian
})eo le that we are concerned with them, as distinct from their
eaders.

AMBASSADOR GLASPIE

Mr. OBey. Thank you. _

Mr. Lewis.

Mr. Lewis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, this kind
of session in the midst of this crisis is very helpful to me personal-
ly, but I think also to our subcommittee. We are all anxious to go
about looking forward in terms of future policy development that
may lead to more stability in this region.

I was struck just a moment ago, Judith Kipper, when you men-
tioned Egypt. I had kind of put down as a byline for future policy
development and consideration, not just in this region but others,
your comment that human dignity should not be reserved for
ruling elites.

I thought that same line would certainly apply to a piece of the
model that would be Egypt.

Ore of you, I think maybe you, Mr. Klare, mentioned April Gla-
spie, the Ambassador to Iraq as we came into this crisis. She has
been described to me as a very, very competent and talented diplo- -
mat, who has received a bit of a rap in some circles relative to sig-
nals we may or may not have sent to Iraq. o

I would like to hear from each of you your view of how much we
knew in the months, maybe the weeks, before relative to Saddam . .
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Hussein’s intent regarding Kuwait. What kinds of signals had w
sent? What sort of messages were part of the circles here on tk
Hill, as best you can measure it?
I doubt that the line can be drawn Just around April Glaspie.
Mr. Quanor. Could I respond to that, Congresgman? I think yo

and unfortunate time. The evidence thut everybody is using is

doctored Iraqi transcript of a conversatio,\. The reason we know i

lils docltf:‘ored is, first, we have been told so by Ambassador Glaspi
erself,

But secondly, the Iraqgis put out two different versions of th
transcript. When the first one was not quite what they wanted t
say, they put out a second one which was a little bit different. So
do not think we should be overly impressed by that transcript.

I actually have spoken to Ambassador Glaspie in the last couplq
of days and she has told me that on severaF occasions preceding
that meeting she had with Saddam Husgein she had made repre
sentations to the Iraqi foreign ministry, on instructions, to warr
against any action against Kuwait, because at this time there were
troop movements toward the border, and she asked for explana.
tions on each occasion.

Now, in the meeting with Saddam Hussein she once again dis-
cussed the statement made by Margaret Tutwiler the previous day,
warning against any actions against Kuwait. So I do not think it ig
fair to say that there were no attempts to warn Saddam Hussein.

e sentence in the transcript that she ig getting a rough time
for, that is implyi g that we have no opinion on this dispute be-
tween Iraq and Kuwait, comes very clearly, even in the Iraqi ver-
sion, after Saddam Hussein makes an accusation that the location
of a border ;})‘ost has been changed by the Kuwaitis to Iraq’s detri-
ment. And she says: You know, on an issue of that sort the United
States does not take a position, literally on the location of a border
post. And that has been taken as if, we take no position on your
dispute with Kuwait. I think it is a very unfortunate misreading of
what took place in that meeting.

Now, the broader question is why did we miss what was coming.
Many people in the United States, in the foreign service, in the
academic community, perhaps even some ople in Congress, mis-
read signals that in retrospect we all should have noticed.

There were things that Saddam Hussein did and said in the
months preceding his invasion that now look very clearly as if they
were threats to take at least some kind of action against Kuwait,
But of course, this is just one more in a long series o misreading of
signals in the Middle East. And it is all very well to look back and
see the clear evidence, but frankly, most of us missed the signals,
chost. of atige so-called Middle East experts, I among them, missed

e signals,

Very few people have a good record in predicting the invasion.
What we thought was goirg to happern was that this bully, Saddam
Hussein, was trying to blackmail the Kuwaitis, extort money from
them, threaten”them with mobilizing on their borders, perhaps
sven making a limited incursion into t eir territory.

That was the kind of pattern that we had seen in Middle East
politics before, and had that happened nobody would have been



40

surprised. We were all prepared for that. What we were not pre-
pared for was something that had not happened before, a full-scale
invasion of a neighboring Arab country and its annexation.

So I think it is unfortunate to put the blame on April Glaspie.
The Secretary of State missed it, the President of the United States
miseed it, most Members of Congress missed it, most Middle East
experts missed it. I hope we will do better next time.

Mr. KLagre. Might I make a comment? My impression of what
was happening then is something that I think often happens in
American policy, that foreign policy shifts very slowly, like a giant
supertanker—an appropriate analogy here—that is beginning to
turn, but has not completed its turn.

I think that up until early 1990 the United States State Depart-
ment continued to view Saddam Hussein in the somewhat favor-
able way that I described, as a possible collaborator. As 1990 pro-
ceeded and more evidence emerged of his nuclear weapons plans—
in March it was revealed that he was trying to acquire the technol-
ogy from the United States for switches to use in a nuclear device,
and at about the same time he made very threatening remarks
about a chemical attack against Israel —the policy machinery
starts to shift.

But it did not shift overnight. It was slow. As late as June, the
State Department was cautioning against moves b{l Congress to
impose sanctions against Irag because of Hussein’s chemical weap-
ons threats, and was opposed to cutting off agricultural credits to

Iraq.

So I think that Ambassador Glaspie was caught at a moment in
which the policy change had not come full circle. And what she re-
flected, I think, was the older guidance that had not been complete-
ly changed, and so I think that she was a victim of this incomplete
shift in American policy.

Ms. Kipper. I agree with you, Congressman, that April Glaspie is
one of our most talented and hard-working diplomats. I have
known her for many years, first in Egypt at the time when we
were restoring relations with Egypt and just building that relation-

ship.

I think it is a serious mistake to put blame on any individual. I
do not think that it is a useful exercise to put blame, period. But I
do think that we need to examine how our policy emerged in the
1980’s so that we do not make this mistake another time. The
stakes are getting higher and higher and higher, and the winking
and blinking that we have been doing in our policy, particularly
toward the Middle East, and I would suspect it i8 J)robably true in
other regions as well, but particularly in the Middle East, which
does have a very important domestic component, simply has got to

stop.

\Ee have to face reality. We cannot overlook the abuses of re-
gimes in the region, and we must listen to what comes out of that
part of the world. It is noigy, it comes in a form that is hard for us
to hear and to understand, but if we pay attention we can hear
what people are saying and begin to address the aspirations of
people in the region.

So we work towards stability, not simply to maintain a status
quo that is in fact no longer viable and has not been for some time.
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. ARMS RACE

Mr. Lewis. Mr. Chairman, just one more brief comment and
maybe question.

You have all suggested that arms buildup, or at least implied,
that arms buildup has not been helpful relative to stability in the
region. It is important for us as a committee to know that arins
sales are not made lightly, without this committee’s, subcommit-
tee’s, oversight. And as we have significantly built up the arms ca-
pability in Iran, then found ourselves with something less than a
long-term view of Iran’s future as the Shah fell, gave significant
support to Iraq, the fourth largest army in the world, as it is de-
scribed, and we seem to be somewhat surprised that those arms
were used beyond what took place in Iran,

You have suggested that we should look at a very serious review
of future arms sales in the entire region. I would like to hear all of
your comments regarding that. Indeed, the implications vis a vis
Israel cannot be ignored or taken lightly, either,

Mr. Quanpr. Well, very briefly, I do think maybe there is a good
rationale for simply not agreeing to any sales immediately, There
will be a temptation, of course, for everybody to get back in busi-
ness. There is money to be made in the Middle East, unfortunately,
by selling arms. But I think we need to pause a bit and start
making some crucial distinctions,

There are some arms that are not particularly destabilizing. For
example, I would have no hesitation to see Patriot missiles sold to
anybody who wants them. They seem to work reasonably well and
they are purely defensive, and that is probably something we
should look favorably on, or some variation of it, for specific cases.

There are other kinds of weapons systems that are, almost by
their nature, destabilizing, surface to surface missiles for example,
Now, we do not directly sell that kind of thing to many parties in
the Middle East, but some of our companies do sell the technology
that contributes to missile proliferation, and, if we do not, some of
our allies do.

It seems to me that the absolute rock bottom concern we should
have in the Middle East is to ensure that surface to surface mis-
siles with greater accuracy do not get into the region. The Scud
missiles have been bad enough, but quite frankly, they have not
been as bad as the next generation could well be. So anything
having to do with surface to surface missiles and advanced guid-
ance systems should really be banned from this area if at all possi-
ble, and that requires coordination with a number of exporters,

Then secondly, of course, we should try to restrict anything
having to do with nuclear technology that could lead to nuclear
weapons systems. And it is really shocking to look at how many
companies have provided Middle East countries with components of
what could well be nuclear weapons systems,

Working back from that, there are all kinds of other weapons
that one would like to try to constrain. But I think we need to keep
our absolute priority on missiles and nuclear technologies very
much uppermost in mind. On the whole, I think we should be more
restrained than we have been in the past.



42

That does not meah that no arms sales are legitimate. There are
some legitimate needs of countries in the region. But let us be
more prudent in the future than we have been in the past and not
simply treat these as commercial transactions that have no par-
ticular political significance.

Mr. KLARE. If I may comment, I would like to briefly make refer-
ence to the speech by Representative Lee Hamilton on January
24th before the National Press Club, where he laid out a very
thoughtful set of comments about arms sales to the region after the
conflict. And what he called for was a pause, a pause on arms sales
to the region while Congress has an opportunity to look at the total
picture of what is needed th.re.

You have heard comments today on some of the other needs in
the area and a desire to avoid rushing into an arms race. Chair-
man Obey made similar comments in his presentation to the Coun-
cil on Foreign Relations. So I think a pause, a time to reflect on
the consequences of selling arms, is very important.

I also share the view of Mr. Quandt that we have to be very care-
ful about the delivery of systems that would be destabilizing, not
only missiles but high-performance aircraft, cruise missiles, and
other such weapons.

But I think a third component of this is more coordination with
our allies and with other arms suppliers, like the Soviet Union,
China, and Brazil, all of which have supplied a lot of weapons to
Iraq and other countries in the area. We have collaborated on nu-
clear issues, on chemical issues, to some degree on ballistic mis-
giles. But in the area of conventional arms transfers, there is no
formal mechanism for consultation with these other suppliers.

I think we need something like the NPT regime, the Nuclear

Non-Proliferation Treaty, or the Missile Technology Control
Regime, some mechanism whereby before we sell something to the
area we coordinate with other suppliers and see that this is not
going to start a regional arms race, with the French or the Soviets
rushing in to match what we sell to one country, which has been
the historical record.
_ If we practice restraint and the other countries do not, it will not
do us very much good. So there has to be not only restraint on our
part, but cooperation with our allies and other countries to practice
similar restraint.

Ms. Kipper. I would just say that the vestiges of the Cold War,
the militarism of that period, has failed. It has left us in a position
where the witness is overarmed and where a lot of resources have
been squandered on arms. And we certainly have to take a new ap-
proach to the question of arming Middle Eastern countries only for
defensive purposes and to limit the level of technologﬁ, because it
is a small area. People are living on top of each other and you
cannot have military security. Neighborliness is going to be the
bestldkind of security anybody is going to get in that part of the
world.

So it is time to end the militarism.

HAVES AND HAVE-NOTS
Mr. Lewis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. OBEy. Mr. McHugh.

Mr. McHugH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks to all of
Yyou for sharing your thoughts with us. This has been very interest-
Ing and very helpful.

In terms of security for the region, it seems that one of the issues
that needs to be addressed—an it is primarily an inter-Arab com-
munity issue, I assume—is the difference between the haves and

the have-nots, the Saudj Arebias and Kuwax!:s on the one hand and

were drawn and where oi]l was found.

Is this something which is a problem to be addressed? If 80, is it
something that the United States has a role to play in?

The Secretary of State I think recently mazfe passing reference
to the possibility of a development bank, for example. How should
we look upon this problem, if it is a problem?

Mr. Quanbpr. Well, it clearly is a problem, and it is perhaps more
acute in the Middle East than in other parts of the world. There is
always going to be a problem of richer and poorer. The world is not
yet designed for perfect egalitarianism,

But in the Middle East the disparities are really enormous and,

simply based on accidents of geology, and as a result there is a
great deal of expectation in the region that this unique resource of
petroleum ought to somehow benefit the region as a whole, not just
the ruling families who happen to be in power at the moment.

I do not think we should underestimate the degree of bitterness
that exists in Mmany parts of the Middle East toward the regimes in
the Arab Gulf states, who are viewed as primarily interested in
their own well-being and not in tleir people’s well-being, and
certainly not in the region’s well-being.

at 18 going to be a fact of life. You did not see too many people

tis and others in the Gulf have been very stingy in the way that
they have allocated their resources to others in the region.

Some of that is fair, Some of it is just inevitable. Rich people are
resented. It is not g big surprise.

Now, if everyone goes back to business as usual when this crisis
i over, I think once again you will see a lot of resentment growing

And if that is the perception that endures from thig conflict, I
ink you are going to see a lot of bitterness in places like E t,
where Egypt, after all, played an important role in this crisis. They
hav_e high expectations that, as one of the have-aots in the region—
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Now, that is certainly something that would serve our national
interest as well. It takes a little bit of the burden off the American
taxpayers, who have been supporting Egypt rather generously in
gle past, if the Arab Gulf states can be more generous toward

gypt.

Turkey likewise is a relative have-not and has played a superb
role in this crisis, keeping the sanctions on against Iragq, keeping
the oil shut off, allowing American forces to operate from Turkish
territory. Turkey also is a big country with big needs and, franl;lﬁ,
the American taxpayer is not going to be able to meet them all,
nor is the European Community.

Again, if the Gulf states do not see the merit in helping Turkey
and Egypt, I think we are going to find the next time a crisis of
this sort arises much less willingness on their part to cooperate in
their defense.

Jordan has desperate needs. It is a small country, so the actual
dollar figures that they need are not so great compared to t
and Turkey, but the principle is the same. They will need help
from scmewhere.

MIDDLE EAST DEVELOPMENT BANK

I happen to like the idea that Secretary Baker launched of trying
to establish some kind of institution in the region that will depoliti-
cize decisions on aid to certain countries, to put in place a mecha-
nism for allocating investment capital on the basis of development
criteria, perhaps generous development criteria, but nonetheless it
would break with the old pattern of simply signing a check for
whichever ruler you happen to like today in the Middle East.

A lot of money passes hands in the Middle East, but very little of
it turns out to contribute to real long-term development. So the
idea of institutionalizing a mechanism like a development bank,
perhaps a sub-unit of the World Bank, helps to depoliticize the de-
cisions, if it can be capitalized with a substantial amount of money
from the Gulf region, from the United States, from Europe, from

Japan.

fwas a little bit surprised to see how quickly the administration
seemed to run from its own idea, as if perhaps we did not want to
raise expectations too high or put too much of an arm on the
Saudis at a time when we are trying to get as much out of them for
ourselves as possible.

But we really do have to start looking at this long-term issue.
The problem cannot be totally solved. I mean, haves versus have-
nots are always going to be with us. But if there is no attempt to
address the economic needs of key countries in the region, then I
think we are going to see instability, and some of the countries
that have really stood with us in this crisis are going to be some of
the first victims of it.

Mr. KraARe. If I may make a brief addition to these useful com-
ments by Bill Quandt, it is to recall what Judith Kipi)er was sayi
about demographics, the extreme youth of the popu ation of these
countries.

Many of the young people in the area have heard Saddam Hus-
gein revile against the Saudis and the Kuwaitis, and I think that a
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lot of that took root with them and I fear that this will be a source
of instability in the future, unless some of the aid that we are talk-
ing about i8 addressed to young people in creating jobs and other
i)pportux}}ties for the many young people in these areas, including
raq itself.

I think the President has made clear that we do not have a quar
rel with the Iragi people as such, and there is going to be great suf
fering, especially among mothers and young children. There are
outbreaks, apparently, of cholera and dysentery because of the
breakdown in the water supply. There is going to be a great deal of
suffering in Iraq after this ig over.

We do not want to create a generation of hostile young people
there, or anywhere else. So aid has to be addressed to the young in
particular,

Ms. K1ppER, It seems to me essential——

Mr. Osey. Could I just interrupt to ask you to repeat the
number? You said 60 percent?

Ms. Kirpgr. In the region in general, the average is 60 percent
under the age of 20. In Iraq 70 percent are under the age of 30,
With a 4 percent birth rate, their population will double within 18
years in Iraq. In Egypt and Jordan, it is equally as frightening.

It seems to me that in the next period it is essential that the in-
stitution that Bill referred to be created, so that whatever available
resources exist in the region, primarily from the oil-rich countries,
are no longer used for insurance, revenge, or political payoffs, be-
cause in this system these resources are squandered in a way that
really keeps the area from developing and creates a kind of politi-
cal atmosphere where cash is the primary factor that moves
events, rather than national priorities.

I would also say that the United States, since we do not have
funds available to us to provide for the have-nots, that there are
some areas where we could lead, be the leaders, with our European
and Japanese allies, and that is in the field of education and health
care.

The education system in the Middle East, vocational and pri-
mary and advanced education, very, very much needs to be helped
along the way, particularly vocational education to provide people
with the skills that will be useful in the societies in which they
live, so that they can get a job and they can contribute.,

For example, in a country like Egypt if a priority in the begin-
ning, in the days of Sadat, if there had been a priority on tourism
Egypt might have been able to come out in a much better position
than it finds itself today, because tourism is a labor-intensive in-
dustry. It is also an industry that brings in foreign reserves, E t
has everything you need for tourism—sun, sights, and service. This
priority was not a decisjon in Egypt.

So it is very important to look at each individual country to see
where they_are the most capable to employ the most people in a

development. In a country like Egypt, if you take people out of the

illages and other places and you put them in the tourism indus-
try, they tend to learn another language, they learn how to do
things, and they bring those skills back to th family, and it pro-
motes a priority on training that does not now exist, .
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KING HUSSEIN OF JORDAN

Mr. McHugH. Thank gou very much.

I would like to spend just a moment, if I may, soliciting your
view on King Hussein. As politicians we can appreciate the delica-
cy of his position, and certainly in the past he has been, generally
speaking, a moderate, pragmatic leader.in that region.

Nonetheless, there is a great deal of unhappiness around here
and, I suspect, in.the country at largé about the position that he
has taken in this confli-t. Inevitably, that means that we are going
to be pressed as a committee, the Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations, to terminate any assistance to King Hussein and Jordan, at
least in the short term.

This is a judgment, of course, which should be made in the con-
text of our interests in the region, and our relationship with
Jordan. And I just wanted to give you the opportunity to comment,
if you would, on what your judgment is vis a vis our position on aid
to Jordan and, secondly, in a more general political sense, what
role King Hussein might be able to play in the context of the Pales-
tinian-Israeli question.

As you said, I think, Mr. Quandt, perhaps others as well, he has
damaged himself, with the Saudis in particular, perhaps others,
but he presumably has strengthened himself with the Palestinians.
Does this have any significance? Does it suggest any particular en-
hanced role for him? .

It seems that in the past few years he has in a gense withdrawn
from the Palestinian-Israeli question and left it to the Palestinians
and the PLO in particular to carry the ball. The context has
changed. The PLO’s position is diminished, at least to some extent.

Is there any role for King Hussein beyond what he has been
doing in the last few years, or are we likely to see him continue to
be withdrawn from this particular issue?

Mr. Quanpt. Well, on the two issues of aid to Jordan and Jor-
dan’s role, let me just say a couple of brief words. I do not think
that Jordan should be punished. I understand how the political
system works here. It is going to be difficult to justify any signifi-
cant amount of aid for Jordan.

If we cannot produce it, perhaps we can urge the Japanese, as
their distinctive contribution to post-crisis stabilization, to come up
with half a billion dollars or something like that specifically for
Jordan. But Jordan is going to need help.

Unfortunately, one of the reasons that King Hussein got himself
so closely aligned with Iraq was that Iraq helped him pay his bills.
Iraq was economically very important to Jordan. That is no longer
going to be the case, so that bond of interest will no longer exist.

But the Saudis are not going to step in, the Kuwaitis certainly .
are not going to, to help. Jordan is not going to have the resources
to meet all its needs. So somewhere in the international communi-
ty Jordan needs a significant amount of aid, but by world stand-
ards it is not a huge amount. It is a few hundred million dollars.

And unlike many countries in the region, it uses its aid pretty
well. You can tell when you have crossed the border into Jordan
because it looks like a well-run country. That does not excuse what
King Hussein has said in recent weeks about Saddam Hussein.
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But I think we ought to recognize that, if Jordan were not more
or less as it has been in the past, this crisis also would have beer
much more difficult. Jordan plays a very important buffer role, We
should hope that it continues to.

Now, can the King come out of his retirement with respect tq
Arab-Israeli peacemaking? It is correct that in August of 1988 he
said that Jordan no longer had any legal or administrative links to
the West Bank and it was up to the PLO to do whatever could be
done for the Palestinians. Of course, that was not meant to be
taken quite as literally as it sounded.

Jordan is inevitably connected to the Palestinian issue. At least
half of its own population on the East Bank is Palestinian. King
Hussein today is probably more popular among Palestinians than
1e has been in a very, very long time, and I think as a result we
‘an expect to see some kind of joint Falestinian-Jordanian stance
n the post-crisis approach to peacemaking.

The Palestinians understand that their own hand is very weak
today. They have lost almost all their support in the parts of the
Arab world where they most depended upon concrete support, and
dJordan has as well. In a senge they are in the same situation.

In 1985 when they were confronting a situation of how to engage
in the peace process, they came up with the idea of Jjoint Jordani-

today, partly because the King’s stature among Palestinians has in-
creased, than it has been at any time since 1985.

So I would say, yes, Jordan has a role to play, but we always
have to be careful not to interpret that as meaning Jordan can de-
liver a Palestinian solution by itself. The most that can happen is
that King Hussein with Palestinian representatives can take a step
in the direction of peacemaking with Israel, but no more than that,

Mr. Kvrage. I defer to Judith Kipper and Bill Quandt on this,

Ms. Kipeer. I think that Jordan’s importance in the region
should not be underestimated, It is a buffer zone. It is one of the
nation states in the region and, if in fact we are committed to the
territorial integrity of all the states in the region, it would be a
mistake for the United States to follow a punitive policy, as I think
we have been doing over several months,

I do think that it is important symbolically for the United States
to continue with the limited amounts of aid that we give to Jordan,
As Bill said, Jordan uses this aid quite well. You see all over
Jordan plaques and signs that this project was made possible by
U.S. AID, and I do believe that this is part of the traditional and
long friendship that has existed between Jordan and the United
States, that can indeed be resumed.

I think that for King Hussein himself that part of the problem is
that our pro-Iragi tilt during the 1980’s and our decision, with the
King’s agreement and acquiescence, that Aqaba be the port for the
Iraqis during the Iran-Iraq War really made Jordan into an eco-
nomic colony of Iraq and certainly pushed the King perhaps fur-
tltllcler into the arms of Saddam Hussein than he might have gone
otherwise.
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I do not think I can expect it can be reversed overnight, because
Jordan is truly a poverty-stricken country. It has virtually no re-
sources, natural resources of any kind.

So over time we need to reconcile the fact that we agreed to dis-
agree during this crisis, but that the traditional friendship between -
Jordan and the United States has been useful for American inter-
ests and for stability in the region and there is no reason to believe
in the future that it will be any less important to American inter-
ests and to stability in the region.

On the question of Arab-Israeli questions, Jordan of course has to
be one of the partners with the Palestinians and the Israelis, but I
myself do not see a time when King Hussein can come back and
actually represent the Palestinian people. He does not want it, they
do not want it.

But as Bill said, I also agree that nowadays it will probably be
easier to work more compatibly with Jordanians and Palestinians
together in a negotiating team that can eventually sit down with
Israel to work out a formula for coexistence.

DEVELOPMENTS LEADING TO THE GULF CONFLICT

Mr. McHuGH. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. I will defer.

Mr. OBey. Mr. Smith. ' ’

Mr. SmrTH of Florida. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I certainly first
want to say first that I am pleased to be here as the newest
Member of the subcommittee. I switched places with Mr. Coleman
when he left, only so I could see the witnesses. But this is not too
bad. Some committees I have been on for eight years, I got binocu-
lars with the seat so I could see anybody. [Laughter.]

Mr. Smith of Florida. And I certainly look forward to working
closely with you, as we have done in the past on many issues, and
with staff and other Members of the subcommittee. -

As this whole country anxiously monitors the progress of the
allied forces’ advance into Kuwait and Iraq, I want to commend
you for holding these hearings and for the timeliness of these hear-

ings. .

T would like to submit for the record a number of newspaper and
magazine articles and assorted transcripts that document the some-
times shameful and ill-advised pre-war relationship that existed be-
tween the United States, some allies, other third parties, and Iraq.
I place these materials in the record so as to contribute to the insti-
tutional memory this hearing is designed to create.

Too often we fail to learn the lessons of the past and have been
somewhat doomed to repeat those errors. Unfortunately, I must
say, Mr. Chairman, I have heard some of that again today as it re-
lates to our dealings as they may be in the future with other coun-
tries. It does not seem that we have learned any lesson at all.

I think the case of our pre-war relationship with Iraq is extreme-
ly instructive. It tells us about what not to do and how much we
need to do with dictators. It tells us that there are serious flaws,
not only in the international arms control regime, but also in our
own export control laws and in their enforcement.

Tt tells us of our vulnerability to unreliable sources of foreign oil
and, unfortunately, unless we are able to wean ourselves off this:
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foreign oil addiction, we are ‘likely to face the same type of crisis in
the future,

So I would like to submit a.llthese for the record, including a
statement of my own, Mr. Chairman

[Tl}e Prepared statement of .Cong'ressman Smith of ‘Floridgffol:-‘
WSs: - ST



50

STATEMENT ‘BY CONGRESSMAN LARRY J. SMITH
FEBRUARY 26, .1991
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOREIGN OPERATIONS :

 MR. CHAIRMAN I AM PLEASED TO BG HERE TODAY AS THE NEWEST
MEMBER OF i_ﬂg_s_uncomxﬁas. I LOOK FORWARD TO WORKING CLOSELY
WITH YOU, YOUR STAFF, AND THE OTHER MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE.
 AS THE ENTIRE 'NATION ANXIOUSLY MONITORS THE PROGRESS OF ALLIED
FORCES ADVANCE INTO KUWAIT AND IRAQ, I WANT TO COMMEND YOU FOR
YOUR TIMELINESS IN HOLDING THIS IMPORTANT HEARING.

1 WOULD LIKE TO SUBMIT FOR THE RECORD A NUMBER OF NEWSPAPER
AND MAGAZINE ARTICLES AND ASSORTED 'rmscgms THAT DOCUMENT THE
SOMETIMES SHAMEFUL AND ILL-ADVISED PRE-WAR RELATIONSHIP THAT
EXISTED BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES, OUR ALLIES, OTHER THIRD
PARTIES, AND IRAQ. I PLACE THESE MATERIALS IN THE RECORD SO AS
TO CONTRIBUTE TO THE INSTITUTIONAL MEMORY THIS HEARING I8
DESIGNED TO CREATE. TOO OFTEN WE HAVE FAILED TO LEARN THE
LESSONS OF THE PAST AND THUS HAVE BEEN DOOMED TO REPEAT OUR
ERRORS. I THINK THE CASE OF OUR PRE-WAR RELATIONSHIP WITH IRAQ
IS ENORMOUSLY INSTRUCTIVE. IT TELLS US MUCH ABOUT HOW TO AND HOW
NOT /'1‘0 'DEAL WITH DICTATORS. IT TELLS US THAT THERE ARE SERIOUS
FLA/HB NOT ONLY IN THE INTERNATIONAL ARMS CONTROL RBGIME BUT ALSO



IN OuR OWN EXPORT CONTROL LAHS AND THBIR ENFORCEHENT. IT 'I'BLLS' N
US OF OUR VULNERABILITY TO: UNRELIABLB %OURCBS OF FOREIGN OIL
UNLESS WE ARE ABLE TO WEAN' OURSBLVES OFF OUR OIL "ADDICTION "UWB
ARE LIKELY 1‘0 FACB THE SAHE TYPE OF CRISIS-IN THB FU'I'URE

THE FAILURE OF U.S. DIPLOMACY -

ALTHOUGH Tms FRESIDENT DBSERVES KUDOS 'FOR' HIS PROSECUTION OFV‘
THE WAR, THB BVBN'I‘S LBADING UP TO-THE CRISIS NEED TO BE RBVIE"ED.
FOR ONE THING, THIS CRISIS SHOULD TELL US SOMETHING ABOUT DEALING
WITH DICTATORS. THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION'S DIPLOMACY SEEMS TO BE
GUIDED BY THE PRINCIPLE THAT OUR ENEMY'S ENEMY IS OUR FRIEND,
THIS UNSOPHISTICATED VIEW OF THE WORLD, COUPLED WITH CRITICAL
DIPLOMATIC 'MISCALCULATIONS, GOT US INTO THIS CRISIS IN THE FIRST :
PLACE. WHEN, DURING THE IRAN-IRAQ WAR, WE BEGAN OUR TILT TOWARDS
SADDAM HUSSEIN, WE STARTED DOWN THE FATEFUL PATH THAT LBD TO HAR.'

WHEN CONFRONTED BY IRREFUTABLE EVIDENCE TO THE CONTRARY BY
ITS OWN EXPERTS AND THE CONGRESS, THE ADMINISTRATION CONTINUED T0
PURSUE A POLICY BASED ON AN ASSUMPTION THAT THE IRAQIS couLD
BECOME A STABILIZING INFLUENCE IN THE MIDDLE EAST. ONE
CONSEQUENCE OF THIS REFUSAL .'l'O FACE REALITY WAS THE FAILURE OF
THE ADMINISTRATION TO SIGNAL SADDAM HUSSEIN THAT THE INVASION OF
KUWAIT WOULD BE UNACCEPTABLE. IN HER NOW INFAMOUS JuLy 25, 1990
MEETING WITH SADDAM HUSSEIN, AMERICAN AMBASSADOR TO IRAQ, APRIL
GLASPIE IS REPORTED TO HAVE SAID THAT THE UNITED STATES WAS
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L
INDIFFERENT T0 %

..ARAB CONFLICTS, . LIKE YOUR BORDER DISAGREEMENT
WITH KUWAIT," -gmium.v, 'LESS ‘THAN TWO MONTHS .BEFORE THE
xwasxou,‘uun.sl TESTIFYING BEFORE THE HOUSE FOREIGN AFFAIRS
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUROPE AND THE MIDDLE EAST, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF STATE, JOHN H, KELLY, IN RESPONSE TO A QUESTION CONCERNING
U.S. COMMITTMENTS TO THE TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY OF KUWAIT, STATED,
"WE HAVE NO DEFENSE TREATY RELATIONSHIP WITH ANY GULF COUNTRY.
THAT IS CLEAR." - MANY EXPERTS BELIEVE THAT THESE SIGNALS DID
NOTHING TO DISCOURAGE HUSSEIN FROM PURSUING HIS -rmx-roxix)u. 3

AMBITIONS,

FURTHERMORE, EARLY ON, THE ADMINISTRATION FAILED TO
RECOGNIZE THAT A STATE THAT MISTREATS ITS OWN PEOPLE ﬁILb LIKBiaY
HAVE A BLATANT DISREGARD FOR INTERNATIONAL LAW. HUMAN RIGHTS .
CONCERNS DO MAKE A DIFFERENCE. HAD WE NOT IGNORED THE IRAQI
GASSING OF THEIR OWN KURDISH CITIZENS, HAD WE REACTED MORE ‘
CRITICALLY TO SADDAM HUSSEIN'S ESTABLISHMENY OF ONE OF THE
WORLD'S MOST TIGHTLY CONTROLLED POLICE STATES, WAR MAY HAVE BEEN
AVERTED. AS RECENTLY AS JUNE 20, 1990, IN TESTIMONY BEFORE THE
FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE ON WHICH I WAS A MEMBER, SECRETARY
KELLY REFUSED TO CATEGORIZE IRAQI HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES AS “A
PATTERN OF GROSS VIOLATIONS OF INTERNATIONALLY RECOGNIZED HUMAN
RIGHTS" DESPITE THE FACT THE STATE DEPARTMENT'S OWN HUMAN RIGHTS .
REPORT LABELED IRAQ'S HUMAN RIGHTS RECORD "ABYSMAL." THE
ADMINISTRATION TOOK THIS POSITION IN ORDER TO AVOID IMPOSING
SANCTIONS ON IRAQ THAT ARE REQUIRED PURSUANT TO EXISTING AI.AH.
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-4
SIMILARLY, ué-unéxngrﬂs;pasr uoué&r,‘rns ADMINISTRATION
VIGOROUSLY OPPOSED CONGRESSIONAL ATTEMPTS, MOST NOTABLY A MEASURE
SPONSORED BY CONGRESSMAN HOWARD BERMAN, TO LEGISLATE SANCTIONS
AGAINST IRAQ. HAD THE ADMINISTRATION BEEN FAITHFUL TO THE sgza;r'
OF THE LAW AND HAD WE SIGNALLED, THROUGH SANCTIONS, OUR
DCSPLEASURE WITH IRAQ, WOULD HUSSEIN HAVE BEEN EMBOLDENED 70
ATTACK KUWAIT? MY. GUESS IS THAT HE PROBABLY WOULD HAVE BEEN LESS
INCLINED TO DO SO.,

THE FAILURE OF U.S. EXPORT CONTROL .PALYAv

AS OUR TROOPS RACE ACROSS MIDDLE éasrgnn‘nesgnrs‘rnsv_Ans_
PUT IN HARM'S WAY.BY A éanoepv OF WEAPONS SOLD TO IRAQ NOT ONLY
BY OUR ADVERSARIES BUT BY OUR ALLIES AND EVEN BY OUR OWN .
NATIONALS. I SUPPOSE THE FACT THAT THE IRAQIS ARE PRIMARILY
SUPPLIED BY ARMS FROM THE SOVIET UNION IS AN INEVITABLE
CONSEQUENCE OF OUR COLD WAR CONFRONTATION WITH THE SOVIETS. AT
LEAST AT SOMB LEVEL WE CAN UNDERSTAND THAT. WHAT DEFIES
UNDERSTANDING, HOWEVER, IS THE DEGREE TO WHICH THE IRAQIS HAVE
BEEN SUPPLIED WITH MILITARY TECHNOLOGY BY OUR ALLIES AND EVEN OUR
OWN CITIZENS WITH THE ACTIVE ENCOURAGEMENT OF U.§. GOVERNMENT
AGENCIES. NONETHELESS, I COMMEND THE FINE WORK OF THE v.s.
CUSTOMS SERVICE AND OTHER AGENCIES OPFOSED TO THE REAGAN/BUSH
EXPORT POLICY THAT UNEQUIVOCALLY FAVORED PROFITS OVER NATIONAL
SECURITY CONCERNS. FOR EXAMPLE, IN COOPERATION WITH THEIR
BRITISH COUNTERPARTS, CUSTOMS SERVICE "STING® OPERATIONS WERE
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5.
RESPONSIBLE FOR INTERCEPTING PARTS DESTINED FOR IRAQ ESSENTIAL’
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF NUCL AR WEAPONS AND A "SUPER GUN" CAPABLE
OF LAUNCHING PROJECTILES HUN IREDS OF MILES. WERE IT NOT FOR
THEIR EFFORTS, OUR TROOPS WC /LD BE IN AN EVEN MORE DANGEROUS

DACTTTAN THAN THEY ARE TODAY

UNFORTUNATELY, THESE INTERCEPTS ARE UNLT ¥Rt  u4s vr oo
ICEBERG." WE NOW KNOW THAT IN THE RUSH TO SELL GOODS T0 IRAQ, -
THE GERMANS SOLD TECHNOLOGY ESSENTIAL FOR THE PRODUCTION OF
POISON GAS, THE BRAZILIANS PROVIDED TECHNOLOGY ESSENTIAL TO THE
TESTING OF BALLISTIC MISSILES, THE FRENCH SOLD ADVANCED FIGHTER
AIRCRAFT AND EXOCET MISSILES, AND THE JAPANESE CONSTRUCTED THE
SAME BATTLEFIELD BUNKERS THAT ARE NOW THE RESPONSIBILITY OF OUR
TROOPS TO ASSAULT. THIS IS, BY NO MEANS, AN EXHAUSTIVE LIST. I
AM EMBARRASSED TO SAY THAT EVEN AMERICANS PARTICIPATED IN THIS
EXPORT BAZRAR. LET THERE BE NO AMBIGUITY, THE COMMERCE AND STATI
DEPARTMENTS -BEAR DIRECT RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE QUANTITY AND
QUALITY OF MANY OF THE WEAPONS ARRAYED AGAINST OUR TROOPS IN THE
MIDDLE EAST. 1IN ONE OF THE MORE HORRIFIC CASES, THE STATE
DEPARTMENT APPROVED, AND THE COMMERCE DEPARTMENT LICENSED, THE
SALE OF DISEASE PRODUCING ORGANISMS TO THE IRAQIS BY A ROCKVILI;B
MARYLAND FIRM IN 1988. THESE GERMS HAVE BEEN USED BY THE o
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FOR BIOLOGICAL WARFARE RESEARCH. I_I 'mxsn
AGENTS ARE EVER RELEASED IN BATTLE, HOW GUILTY WILL WE BE.
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THE FAILURE OF U.8. ARMS SALE. POLrcwv

IN ADDITION, THE GULF CRISIS TEBACHES US: N I-O'l' ABOU'I' THB 8ALI
OF ADVANCED WEAPONS SYSTEMS TO OUR ALLIBS. FOR YEARS T HAVE
CRITICIZED SUOCBSSIVB ADHINIBTRATIONS FOR THEIR LACK OF A
SOPHISTICA?ED, LONG-TERM ARMS SALES POLICY DEBIGNBD TO .STABILIZE -
NOT DESTABILIZE THE MIDDLE EAST. THE KUWAITIS PURCHASED MASSIVE
(IN PER CAPITA TERMS) AMOUNTS OF SOPHISTICATBD AMERICAN WEAPONS
TECHNOLOGY IN THE 1980'sS THAT PROMPTLY FELL INTO IRAOI HANDS ON
AUGUST 2. THE JORDANIANS WHO WE HAVE SUPPORTED FOR OVER THIRTY-
EIGHT YEARS, REPORTEDLY TRAINED IRAQI SOLDIERS ON THE USE OF U.s.
HAWK MISSILES THAT WERE CAPTURED FROM THE KUWAITIS, " aND, HHILE I
APPLAUD THE PERFORMANCE OF THE SAUDI ARABIAN MILITARY DURING THIS
WAR, CONTRARY TQ ADMINISTRATION CLAIMS, AMBRICAN HBAPONS ‘SALES .
HAVE IN NO WAY INSURED SAUDI SECURITY. IN FACT, HAD WE NoOT
INTERVENED WHEN WE DID, IT IS LIKELY THAT THE IRAQI MILITARY
WOULD BE IN POSSESSION OF THE MORE THAN 8§50 BILLION IN AMERICAN
WEAPONRY SOLD TO THE SAUDIS. NOW THAT WE HAVE SYPPLIED TH}
VIETNAMESE, THR IRANIANS, AND THE IRAQIS WITH MUCH OF THEIR
WEAPONS STOCKPILE, MAYBE SOMEONE IN THE ADMINISTRATION WILL
REALIZE THAT IT IS TIME TO REEVALUATE OUR WEAPONS SALES STRATEGY,

"THE FAILURE OF 0.8, -ENERGY POLICY

FINALLY, ‘T ‘WOULD BE REMISS IF ‘I ‘DID'KOT POINT OUT THAT THE



7
CRISIS IN THB HIDDLB EAST AGAIN HIGHLIGHTS OUR VULNBRABILITY T0
UNRELIABLE SOURCES OF FOREIGN OIL. THE SO-CALLED 'ENBRGY PLAN"
JUST RBLBASBD BY THE ADMINISTRATION BLITHBLY IGNORES THE BVENTS
OF RECBNT DAYS. IT IS LOGICAL TO ASSUME THAT AS SOON AS THIS WAI
IS OVER, THE PRICB OF OIL HILL'PLUNGE AS IRAQ, KUWAIT, AND SAUDI
ARABIA PUMP HUGE AHOUNTS.OF OIL IN ORDER TO FINANCE THE
REBUiLDING OF WAR-TORN INFRASTRUCTURES. WITH THE AVAILABILITY Ol
CHEAP FOREIGN OIL, NOT -ONLY WILL THE AMERICAN CONSUMER GET THE
HﬁONG MESSAGE ABOUT CONSERVING ENERGY, THERE WILL BE NO ECONOMIC
INCENTIVE FOR DOMESTIC PRODUCERS TO DRILL. FURTHERMORE, THERE
WILL BE NO INDUCEMENT TO DEVELOP ALTERNATE SOURCES OF ENERGY,
ESPECIALLY BECAUSE THE ADMINISTRATION IN ITS ENERGY PLAN, SHORT-
CHANGES MOST ALTERNATE ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, WITH THE
EXCEPTION OF NUCLEAR POWER. WHAT THIS SITUATION SIGNALS TO ME I
MORE NOT LESS DEPENDENCE ON OIL, AND PARTICULARLY FOREIGN OIL,
AS OUR PRIMARY SOURCE OF ENERGY. IT WOULD BE A TRAGIC SHAME IF,
IN A FEW YEARS, WE ARE BACK AGAIN IN THE MIDDLE EAST WITH OUR’
MILITARY FORCES SECURING THE WORLD'S ACCESS TO THE REGION'S- OIL.
THE ADMINISTRATION DOES LITTLE TO ADDRESS THIS SCENARIO IN ITS ;

ENERGY PLAN

MR. CHAIRMAN, I HAVE MADE THESE POINTS IN AN ATTEMPT- TO
POINT OUT THAT EVEN AS WE ACHIEVE A STUNNING MILfTARY VICTORY,
THERE ARE LESSONS TO BE LEARNED AS A . CONSEQUENCE 6F THIS CRISIS.
IT IS MY FERVENT DESIRE THAT WE LEARN MORE FROM THIS WAR THAN THE
LESSONS OF BATTLE. I WOULD LIKE TO SEE'A LITTLE MORE EMPHASIS,



57

'8 ;
NOTHITHSTAN‘DING 'I'HB BUPHORIA OF HILI'I'ARY VIC‘I'ORY ON HAYB 'I'O

AVOID, ‘I'HROUGH VALID DIPIDMACY LBOI'IIHA'IB LONG 'I'BRH PMNNING AND

POLICY, MILITARY CONFRONTATIONS IN 'l'HB FIRS'I' PMCB
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Mr. SmrrH of Florida. I would like to welcome today’s witnesses
and thank them for their testimony. I agree with a great deal of it,
and over the years, as a Member of the Foreign Affairs Committee,
I have had the opportunity to deal with many of the witnesses.

I would like first to go into some of the things that we have dis-
cussed with reference to the lead-up to the conflict. Dr. Klare, I
want to agree with you that all of the things that you mentioned
get the stage somewhat, I guess shaped the thinking, the percep-
tion, of Saddam Hussein and the people of Iraq.

The sales of the helicopters and the other civilian equipment
that almost everybody, certainly on the Hill and in other places,
knew could be used in dual role with military applications;

The dual use technology; the transfer of the intelligence data;
the third party arms sales from allies, et cetera, which we encour-
aged, to Iraq. Plus, of course, you left out the significant increase
in contacts with Iraq, the attempt by the Commerce Department to
open up significant new lines of credit, commercial credit exten-
sions, to the country of Iraq after they gassed their own people,
after the report of the abysmal human rights record, as it was cate-
gorized by Mr. Kelly and other members of the State Department
themselves, including the man that wrote it, Mr. Shifter, all of
those things occurring at a time when he was obviously shaping his
desires and calculating in the balance what we were going to do.

MESSAGES BENT TO SADDAM HUBSSEIN

Mr. Quandt, I am a little bit puzzled by your testimony. Al-
though I agree with your assessment of April Glaspie in terms of
her capability and there is no doubt that there has been some al-
tered transcripts put out by Irag, you somehow seem to have
glossed over other people in the State Department who made strik-
ingly similar statements prior to the time that Glaspie met with
Etilrcllldam Hussein and subsequent to the time that she met with
For instance, just two days before he invaded Kuwait, John Kelly,
the Assistant Secretary in charge of the Near East Bureau, came
before the House Foreign Affairs Committee on Europe and the
Middle East, and talked about the fact. I want to quote because Mr.
Hamilton, who is the chairman, asked him what I consider to be
the ultimately probing and most important question at that
moment. 4

The date on this, just so we have the record very clear, is July
31st, two days before Iraq invaded Kuwait.

“What is precisely the nature of our commitment to supporting
our friends in the Gulf?” This is Mr. Hamilton. “I read a state-
ment, an indirect quotation in the press from Secretary Cheney,
who said that the U.S. commitment was to come to Kuwait's de-
fense if it was attacked.”

Mr. KeiLy. “I am not familiar with the quotation you just re-
ferred to, but I am confident in our position on the issue. We have
no defense treaty relationship with any Gulf country. We are call-
ing for peaceful resolution of any differences.” I am skipping here.
“And we respect the sovereignty of every state and we believe that
the sovereignty of every state in the Gulf ought to be respected.”
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Mr. HaMILTON. “Do we have a commitment to our friends in the
Gulf in the event that the}y are engaged in oil or territorial dis-
putes with their neighbors?

Mr. KeLry. “As said, Mr. Chairman”—“we have no defense
treaty relationship with anly of the countries.” And more impor-
tantly, “We have historical avoided taking a position on border
disputes or on intei nal OPE(? deliberations.”

Now, you talked about the border post. Mr. Kelly talked about
Arab “border disputes.”

Then the chairman talked about a hypothetical: “What if, for ex-
ample, Iraq charged across the border into Kuwait? What would be
our position in regard to U.S, forces?”

Mr. KeLLy. “That, Mr. Chairman, is a hypothetical or a contin-
gency, the kind of which I cannot get into. Suffice it to say we
would be extremely concerned, but I cannot get into the realm of
what-if answers.”

Mr. HamiLton. “In that circumstance, is it correct to say, howev-
er, that we do not have a treaty commitment which woul obligate
us to engage U.S. forces?”’

Mr. KELLY. “That is correct.”

Now, this is a flag-raise of the highest order. It seems to me that
we have to be very, very circumspect in terms of what we did prior
to the time: making Iraq a buffer vis a vis Iran, sending out these
hugely mixed signals. On the one hand, the State Department
writes a report that shows an abysmal human rights record; on the
other hand, when there is the very strong possibility of an inva-
sion, the State Department says we treat Arab border disputes as
Arab border disputes and we have no treaty commitments at all
with the state that is threatened.

A few weeks before that, because it ig important and instructive
on arms policy, on June 20t » Which was eight weeks, the adminis-
tration had brought up a significant sale for review under the

I called them, and I stjl] call them, mindless arms sales that are
nothing more than an attempt to bribe countries, to persuade them
to be western-oriented and to support our views in the region, as
Mr. Klare said, well beyond their ability to absorb these arms or to
use them for defensive purposes.

We received with the request for the arms sale a briefing by the
military, and one of them had indicated that Iran, in response to
Iy question, was a serious threat, the most serious threat to Saudi
Arabiaédand that was the basis on which the arms sale was being
proposed.

Well, Mr. Kelly was here and I asked him the same question,
and I asked him what was the country, the most serious threat to
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great mischief and. trouble-making, and we know that they have
still been involved in international terrorist incidents,” that he was
not going to get into the business of stirring up a public feud be-
tween Iraq and the Government of Saudi Arabia.

That was Mr. Kelly’s position, because I 'asked him if he was dis-
avowing the previous testimony that he had on Iraq, and he would
not.

HUSSEIN’S INTERPRETATION OF U.S. POLICY

It seems to me we have to take this into account, because it is
apparent to me—and I am certainly interested in your thoughts—
that we created this scenario as sure as almost anything else that
is sayable or doable in terms of this issue. We created this scenario
by virtue of the messages, the communications, the sales, the ac-
tions, and the words that Saddam Hussein could see and measure
and understand between him and us.

I am curious whether you think we did or did not. I am con-
vix:lced we did and I am curious whether you think we did or did
not.

Mr. Quanpr. Well, I think Saddam Hussein clearly did not
expect, after this long list of comments that you have reminded us
of, that the United States would react as it did to his invasion of
Kuwait. In that sense, I think it is true.

I am not sure, had we changed our tune significantly, that he
would have been dissuaded from the intervention in Kuwait. 1
think deep down Saddam Hussein did not believe that the United
States had the stomach for a war in the Gulf that might entail sig-
nificant casualties.

That is one of the other things he said to April Glaspie. He said:
You Americans do not have the stomach for the kind of game that
is played out here, where 10,000 casualties may be taken in one
battle. So even if we had taken a tougher line, I am not sure it
would have deterred him. But all I know is we did not take the
tougher line.

Mr. SmirH of Florida. That was a diplomatic error, was it not?

Mr. QuanDrT. It was a diplomatic decision. I think we should have
had a statement, not just from John Kelly or April Glaspie, but
from the President of the United States, early on making it clear
that a threat to a state in the Gulf by Iraq was viewed as a very
serious matter of concern to the United States.

It is true that we do not have a treaty with Kuwait, but there
are ways of answering that question that do not give the impres-
sion of indifference.

The one other point I would add to your list—and again, I am
not trying to finger any individual as responsible, but you will
r ——

Mr. SmiTH of Florida. Let me just day, I do not mean to implicate
Mr. Kelly. : '

Mr. Quanpr. No, I was not implying you were,

Mr. SmrTH of Florida. No, no, and I do not want the record to infer
that I was saying that Mr, Kelly is the sole reason. He was just the
representative of the administration. -

r. QUANDT. He was stating American policy at the time. -
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Mr. SmiTH of Florida, Exactly, exactly.

Mr. Quanpr. But there was also an incident that I find diffien,
}tlo st Y . .

a

what had happened to Ceceascu, and that dictatorial regimes ca;
be toppled by their own people and that there were regimes in th
Middle East that might suffer the same fate.

Now, it may not have been diplomatically wise to have had tha
editorial at that particular time, although I think it is a prett;
striking parallel. Everybody was talking about it. All the Middl
East experts were saying, is it going to be Assad or Saddam Hus
sein who suffers the fate of Ceceascu,

But we personally went and apologized to Saddam Hussein for
that editorial and, as I understand it, rebuked the person who had
issued it. Now, I thought that was going a bit too far. Maybe you
say, well, this is not an official statement of American policy. But 1
thought that it gave a signa! to Saddam Hussein that we cared far

his sensibilities that we seemed to signal.

Mr. KLARE. May I make a few comments? I certainly want to
support your comments that you have made about the background
to this crisis, and I would argue that it was not just a matter of
tactical errors made in the last few months. I tfﬁnk this was a
problem that is much more deeply embedded in the nature of
American foreign policy, that has occurred again and again—I call
it the surrogate doctrine, but you could call it something else—of
placing American policy, especially in the third world, not on a
country, not on a people, but rather focused on a particular leader
w}ipm we view as friendly or as a useful instrument of American
policy.

We did that with the Shah, even though there were plenty of
warnings that the cloge relationship that we had with him—over-
looking his human rights abuses, overlooking the detrimental ef-
fects of his military spending cn the Iranian economy—was provok-
ing dise nit in Iran. There were reports in Congress to this effect,
Yet, several administrations, one after the other, continued to
hinge American policy on support of the Shah.

I think the same t ing occurred to a lesser extent with Saddam
Hussein—we had a policy of aiding Iraq in the Iranian-Iraq conflict
for strategic resdons, but that was viewed ag hinged on our rela-
tionship with Saddam Hussein. And so whatever he wanted, the
administration in power, was inclined to support, to assist him in
what he was seeking.,

i8 is not a policy that changes quickly. It was continued right
into the end of July, even though there were stirrings at other
levels of the administration and the Defense Department that this
was an unwise policy.
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Ms. Kipper. Just to add briefly that this pro-Iraqi tilt I think
comes out of looking at the region through a very narrow focus,
aind T do think that we reed-to have a regional policy that will also
pﬁrmit us to deal with reality and not with what we wish was
there.

1 think that a lot of people in the case of Iraq, not only did we
have this tremendous anti-Iranian view in this country, but I think
that we also saw a lot of economic opportunities in Iraq, because it
is the second biggest oil reserve in the area, it has talented and
well-educated people, agricultural possibilities, and so on. And Iraq,
without all of these wars, could have been the first really devel-
oped country.

1 think that our commercial interests, while they are under-
standable, nevertheless I think there are leaders—that there is a
point beyond which we can go. We have to stop winking and blink-
ing. The issue of human and civil rights, while we cannot effective-
ly use it as a policy, nevertheless must enter into our assessment of
how far to go with individual countries.

AID TO JORDAN

Mr. SmrTH of Florida. Thank you. I agree with that last statement
completely. I think one of the cornerstones of our policy ought to be
human rights. That would be very important.

Let me get into the post-war issues with reference to what we
just talked about, It is hard to get off the horse you are riding. It
takes a long time. Let us focus on Syria. We have invited into this
coalition a country against whom the United States has imposed
sanctions. It is on the list of countries that sponsors state terror-
ism. There are only three. It is a count: that sponsors and harbors
terrorists. At least two or three of the issident Palestinian organi-
zations are based there. :

What do we do about avoiding the possibility of having set ug, by
virtue of our recognition of Syria for this coalition purpose, Syria
against Iraq the same way we set up Iraq against Iran? How do we
now avoid the future tendency to be more inclined to deal with un-
reliable dictatorships and the possibility that they will use U.S.
support for their own purposes once again, since they have shown
no inclination to do anything else.

And what do we do about Jordan? Is it fair that, after 30 years of
American foreign aid and American help and all of the extensions
of friendship that we have given to Jordan, that at a time when it
was called upon to act in a manner in which the International
Community considered to be in the best interests of the region and
for peace and stability, it imir »diately rejected the United States
and choose to take sides with a man that has been condemned
worldwide?

And do we excuse that solely cn the basis that over 50 percent of
the population is Palestinian, therefore we can understand what
the King did and we do not have to call him to account for it? Is
that an excuse the American people should be asked to swallow? I
find that rather difficult. :

It would be different if we had little or no relationship and we
expected a completely moral stand vis a vis Iraq. But what do you



63

do after you have had a relationship for 30-some odd years, wit]
enormous amounts of aid, military and economic, flowing, and
deep-seated friendship? What do you do?

Mr. Quanor, Well, I think I have expressed myself on aid
Jordan. I just do not think being punitive, although it might make
us feel good, is going to serve our national interests. First and fore
most in justifying any decision to the American public, I think i
has to be based on not what is necessarily fair, to use your words
but on what serves American national interests, -

Punishing Jordan today might make us feel that we have settled
accounts with the King, who somehow let us down. But I do not see
that we are going to be better off in our broad objectives of bring.
ing peace and stability to the Middle East.. Sol Jjust would not do it,

Somewhere in the international community, nonetheless, Jordan
needs to find some economic support.

That does not mean a clean bill of health for how Jordan be-
1aved in this crisis. But I also do not think we can wallow indefi-
ritely in the past. We do need to look ahead.

Your other question was about Syria. Again, I think I have had
ny chance to say a word or two about the nature of our dialogue
vith Syria. It would be going over these issues from the past, the
luarrels we have had with Syria over terrorism, its policies in the
egion, and our expectation that in the future, if there is going to
e any chance of Arab-Israelj Peacemaking, Syria is going to have
0 be part of it.

Now, that makes for a very complicated political discussion, be-
ause on the one hand you have to say some very tough truths
bout how, if Syria continues to support terrorism, if its human
ights records remains as bad as it has been in the past, it is going
» be virtually impossible to do business with them.

ISRAEL AND EGYPT

That has to be put against the record that Syria has negotiated
with Israel, has reached agreements and has respected those agree-
ments.

Mr. SmrtH of Florida. Golan Heights.

Mr. Quanpr. The Golan Heights. And that Israel is probably
more prepared to deal with Syria than any of its other neighbors,
b_ec}ixg.lse they see a strategic imperative for doing so if the price is
right.

So I think the simple answer is we should not go into these talks
forgetting the past, but we also have to look and see if there is any
reason to sense there is a change.

t me give you just one historical example I can think of that
Justified a prudent testing of new possibilities, and that was Anwar
Sadat. Anwar Sadat when he came to power was labeled as just the
same old Egyptian leader that we had seen before. He, after all,
had been Vice President under Nasser. He had never deviated one
iota from what Nasser had said and wanted, and when he came to
power people said: There is no reason to deal with Egypt; we
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should not believe this man when he talks about his willingness to
make peace with Israel.

And it took us a very, very long time to understand that the
combination of changed personality at the top and changed circum-
stances meant that Egypt was in fact ready to make a deal. And in
fact, I think we missed an opportunity by being too weighed down
with our perception that Egypt would never be willing to move
from its known positions.

So you have to balance your awareness of history. You cannot
ignore it, but you also have to recognize that sometimes circum-
stances change. And that I think, after all, is politics.

SYRIA

Mr. KrAre. Can I just say a few words?

Mr. SmrtH of Florida. Go ahead. ’

Mr. KLARE. Just a quick comment about Syria. I do not think
that Syria will be expecting to come to the United States for arms
transfers after all this is over. But it might seek, like Ira did
before, technical assistance. And we should bear in mind that Syria
has a military-industrial complex not unlike that of Iraq, not iden-
tical, but they nevertheless have a large chemical capability. They
have built up chemical warheads for their Scud missiles. They have
%_otten western assistance, as did the Iraqis, to build these capabili-

ies.

And s0 we need to be very, very careful about any kind of techni-
cal assistance that could be used for military purposes in Syria.

ARAB-ISRAELI CONFLICT

Mr. SmrrH of Florida. Mr. Chairman, would you indulge me one
question on the Israeli component here. Just taking the totality of
what has just been discussed, and since I do not believe that the
Israeli problem vis a vis the Palestinians had anything to do with
Iraq invading Kuwait, let us talk about it in the context of the
whole region.

Would you say that Israel’s insistence that it should negotiate
first with Arab front-line states—Syria, Jordan, Saudi Arabia—bi-
laterally, focus on and then the Palestinian issue will be easier to
sell around now that this whole incident has occurred; that the
Palestinians may be a little bit more leaderless, looking for some
other issues?

I personally feel that there needs to be an Arab-Israeli solution
with some of the states, especially Saudi Arabia, before you will
ever be able to solve the Palestinian issue, and if this happens, it
will be easier to solve the problem of the Palestinians.

Mr. QuanDr. Just briefly on a complicated issue, I think the
state to state dimension of the Arab-Israeli conflict does need to be
addressed. It has always been strategically the most important part
of the conflict, but politically it is difficult to deal with it in isola-
tion from the other part of the conflict, which is the Palestinian-
Israeli conflict.

So I guess if I had to place my bets, I would say we have a better
chance of having a state to state dimension of Arab-Israeli peace-
making than we have had at any time since the Egyptian-lsraeli .
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negotiations, but it cannot be done as the Egyptian-Israeli one was
done, strictly as a bilateral discussion between any one Arab state
and Israel. It is just not going to happen. Maybe it should, but it is
not going to.

So I think the art here is going to be to construct some kind of
two-track diplomatic effort, whereby the states are engaged-—Syria,
dJordan, perhaps Saudi Arabia if we can find an issue for them to
talk about—and a second track dealing with Jordan, Palestinians,
and Israelis for some kind of an interim step on that front.

I do not think you can totally diseptangle the two, but it is cer-

Palestinian-Israeli talks. That approach is dead.

But to rule the Palestinians out entirely or to say that they will
only have their issues addressed after all of the states have made
peace, that also is not going to work. It is the balance between the
two. But I think the state dimension is now more prominent and
more realistic than it has been in the past.

Ms. Kiprer. I would say that the two-track approach has been es-
gential in the past and will be even more important in the future, I
do not think one can be done without the other.

But overall, from my point of view the most critical part of any
approach is consistency, that we stick with it and that we are ve
active, _We have seen in the Midglle East that when the United

ble and very often to war.

So I think in this next period the United States and some others
will need to be extremely active and very consistent in working
with the parties of the two tracks, the Israeli-Palestinian to amelio-
rate the situation there and certainly on an Israeli-Arab state
track as well.

Mr. SmrTH of Florida, Thank you.

ank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it.

HAVES AND HAVE-NOTS

Mr. OBEy. Just three very quick last questions. First of all, I was
reading, as we all did, I am sure, Tom Freedman’s piece in The
Times on Sunday, and in that piece he raised the question of
whether or not tomorrow is going to look a whole lot like yester-
day. Among the cautionary notes he threw out to us was tie fol-
lowing statement,

“After this war is over, the haves are not likely to lga_ve anything

Mr. Quanor. Just briefly, it is partly true, but it is a result of
choices that have been made of how money should be spent. The
Saudis have said that they want to spend some $13 billion on arms.
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Some of that no doubt will be spent, but some of it could equally.
well be put aside, a billion or two, for other purposes, including re-
gional economic developiuent.

Those are political choices. The balance sheet does not emerge
from some mechanistic set of processes. It is the result of political
decisions of how people choose to use their resources.

Now, I think one really has to wonder how much security has
been purchased by the billions and billions of dollars spent on arms
by the Gulf states, including the Saudis, during the 1970’s and
1980’s. Certainly Kuwait did not have any capacity to defend itself,
although it had spent billions of dollars on defense.

I think the time has really come to talk seriously to the Saudis,
when they ask us for another $13 billion worth of arms purchases,
as to whether that is the best use of their resources, given the com-
peting demands, including economic redistribution.

There will be, of course, limits to how much the petrodollar
states can contribute. But they are not broke and they should not
be let entirely off the hook by pleading poverty. It simply does not
quite ring true to my ear.

Mr. KLAgEe. I agree with that.

Ms. Kipper. As Bill said, it is a question of priorities. But I also
think that, not only when they come to us for arms sales that we
have to help them change their priorities, but we also should be
more careful in our own militarism, of what we suggest to them
that they buy.

The way 1 understand how these arms sales work is that the
original premise of what ought to be purchased and in what
amounts comes from the United States first. So we also need to
have some different priorities.

SOVIET BEHAVIOR

Mr. OBEy. The second question: What should we learn from
Soviet conduct in the last ten days in this area? What do we think
that means in terms of the way they will Le dealing with the
region after the war, and what does that mean in terms of how we
ought to deal with them with respect to the region?

Mr. Quanpr. Well, I come out on the side of this argument
saying that on the whole the Soviets have behaved remarkably
well in this crisis. If you think of any previous major crisis and
compare Soviet behavior in this one to those previous crises, they
have been remarkably cooperative in the UN and outside.

The difference that we have had with them over the past ten
days has been relatively minor and in my view has not strained
the basic fabric of the relationship. I do not happen to believe that
Mr. Safire is correct that people are fuming with rage about the
Soviet intervention of the last couple of weeks. I think, on the con-
trary, there has been an understanding that, although we did not
agree with the approach they took, that it was not intended to be
disruptive, that they had their own national interests that they
were trying to deal with, but they did not ultimately cause us un-
{panageable problems, and I think that is the important bottom

ine.
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So I think that as we look to the post-crisis period we should
expect and hope that we can have a degree of cooperation with the
Soviet Union on the key issues where we need help. First, in the
UN any decision that is going to be made in the Security Council
will need their cooperation, if we are going to create a peacekeep-
ing force for Kuwait, as I think will be done. Simply taking actions
on what to do in the aftermath of the crisis with Iraq will require
some degree of coordination.

SOVIET SUPPORT

Mr. OBEy. Let me interrupt. I guess what I am asking is what do
you think our policy will have to be in order to have a reasonable
degree of support from the Soviets at this time?

Mr. Quanpr. Well, I do not think the Middle East is the top pri-
ority for the Soviet Union. The top priority today is of course deal-
ing with their internal affairs and keeping a decent relationship
with the United States against the backdrop of what is happening
internally.

So I think on the whole they will look to cooperate with us on
Arab-Israeli peacemaking, on an arms control regime for the
region, provided thut we want their cooperation in those areas.

President Gorbachev is not in the position to play very compli-
cated games in the Middle East. He does not have a great deal of
influence there. The Soviets do not have money. They clearly are
not prepared to send military forces.

There are some things that they could do that would be disrup-
tive, like engaging in large-scale arms sales to make money, which
they need. But on the whole, I think we should recognize that the
Soviets are signaling a willingness to cooperate to quite a signifi-
cant extent, and we could probably set the agenda and hope that
:hey will go along with us.

Mr. Kragre. If I may speak briefly, I think that if there is any
good that will come out of this whole conflict in the Gulf area, one
of the things that is possible is new cooperation between the U.S.
and the Soviet Union on the transfer of military technology and
arms to areas of instability.

As the United States has been burned by its policy of arming
countries in the region, the Soviets have as well. Saddam Hussein
was more their customer than he was ours or the French, and that
is equally true of other countries that have turned away from
Moscow. I think they have seen the risks of building up regional
superpowers like Iraq that can then pursue their own interests.

I think there is a commonality of experience that allows us at
this moment in time to sit down with the Soviets and work out
Some very progressive agreements with respect to controlling the
export of arms and military technology. You v/ill recall that in
1977 and 1978 we had a series of negotiations known as the Con-
ventional Arms Transfer Talks, the CAT Talks, which were sus-
pended because of the hostilities in the Persian Gulf area. I think
that now is the time to resume those talks and other kinds of bilat-
eral discussions that could lead to a new pattern of cooperation and
coilaboration in promoting peace by restraining the most destabiliz-
ing weapons going into these areas,
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Ms. Kipper. I would say that, on the Soviet peace initiative, we
will never have the chance to know, but had the land war been
postggned for a day or two might there have been enough room for
the Soviets to in fact get the Iragis to agree to the conditions that
had been set out, by the United States?

There was, ufter all, a preemptive American strike to prevent
the Soviet initiative from working. I do not have any problem with
it. I think the Soviets and the United States, will continue to have
some competition in areas like the Middle East, but our basic view
of the region is not very far apart. And I think the idea of Pax
Americana is over with and we are going to need all the help we
can get out there, if the Soviets can work with us through the
international system we will be much better off for it.

HOSTAGES

Mr. OBEY. One last question. What, if anything, do you think all
of these events mean in terms of American hostages in the Middle
East at this point?

Mr. Quanpt. Well, one hates to raise expectations that we are
about to see some kind of breakthrough, and I have no basis to say
that there could be one. But insofar as Iran and Syria may have
significant influence over the groups that hold the hostages in Leb-
anon, I think we at least have the capacity on the diplomatic level
to have some very serious talks with both of those countries now in
circumstances where they have incentives to show signs of goud in-
tentions by helping out.

But I am not sure that the control of the hostages in Lebanon
today is exclusively a matter that can be decided in either Damas-
cus or Tehran. It may have devolved to the point where the hos-
tage holders are simply beyond control, and if that is the case it
depends on very specific local circumstance.

Mr. Krare. I defer.

Ms. Kierer. I agree with all of what Bill has said, but I would
also add that part of getting those hostages released will be the at-
mosphere after the war is over and the continued statement by the
United States that our troops are not going to be staying perma-
nently in the region.

This is an area of the world that has been crisscrossed by for-
eigners for centuries. There is an extreme sensitivity to having for-
eign troops iu the area and, while we may maintain a small pres-
ence and certainly equipment and materiel, it will be very, very
important to begin to talk about the withdrawal of foreign forces
from the region and to state our intention to take diplomacy seri-
ously to try to ameliorate some of the problems that existed before
and are really a lot worse after.

Mr. Osey. Thank you.

Matt, any last questions?

AID TO ISRAEL

‘Mr, McHuGH. One question, The fanel this morning was focused
on how we got into this crisis and I think you have helped us tre-
mendously in understanding that. But we have inevitably taken ad-
vantage of your expertise to ask about future policy issues.
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Again, bearing in mind that this is a foreign aid subcommittee,
we are going to be faced with respect to aid to Israel with at least
two questions beyond the current level of assistance. The most im-
mediate one is whether to provide additional foreign assistance,
military assistance, to enable the Israelis to recoup expenses that
they have incurred on alert, so to speak, during this crisis. I think I
heard on the radio this moruing there has been a formal request of
the State Department by Israel for a billion dollars, which presum-
ably would be included in the Desert Storm supplemental request
not subject to the budget ceilings.

What do you think about that in the context of what you have
said about the arms situation in the Middle East? And secondly,
there has been no formal request yet, but I am sure that Israel’s
primary concern at the moment in terms of its economy is how to
absorb the enornious number of refugees that are coming into the
country. Undoubtedly this is putting a tremendous strain on the
economy.

At some point I know that Israel will be looking to its friends,
and particularly the United States, for some assistance, perhags
housing guarantees, to enable them to resettle these folks in the
short term. What do you think about that ﬁroposal, although it is
not a formal proposal yet, particularly in the context of what you
have said about the political issues involving the Israelis and the
Palestinians?

Mr. Quanbr. I think both requests for military and supplemental
housing guarantees are really a reflection of the hard-pressed Is-
raeli economy. After all, Israel has not expended any military re-
sources, hardware, in this war, but there have been economic costs
from being on alert and so forth.

So we really have to look at the Israeli economy and make a de-
cision as to how much we as Americans feel obliged to help them
deal with temporary economic strains, the military ones caused b
the crisis, and how much we are prepared to help them deal wit
the very long-term and very big challenge of absorbing Soviet
Jewish immigrants.

I guess I am inclined to say, on the latter, on the housing guar-
antees, that the administration was correct to try to be fairly
tough-minded about the conditions under which any such housing
guarantees would be offered, because there is a serious question of
what we are being asked to subsidize. Is it housing within Israel
p_re-?1967? Is it in the occupied territories? Is it in disputed territo-
ries?

And unfortunately, I do not think we got an entirely clear set of
assurances on exactly whsi was meant. Even if we dig get entirely
clear assurances, guite frankly, as long as any continued settle-
ment activity takes place, new settlements being built in the West
Bank and Gaza, we are indirectly subsidizing that process by re-
};ms{{ng funds that will make it easier to use funds to the West

ank,

In this fairly delicate moment of diplomacy I would want very
tight assurances that no new settlements were being constructed as
a condition of any new housing guarantees, because of the fungibi-
lity issue. We all know that is the reality. Whatever assurances we
get on a green line, we will always find that our definition of the
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reen line is not identical with the Israeli definition of the green

e.

So I think that the simple proposition has to be that for this
period the funds can be only made available in conditions where no
new settlements are being constructed, period. And if the Israelis
are not prepared to accept that condition, they should not get the
additional support.

Mr. KLARE. Just briefly, I do not feel able to comment on the
general economic situation in Israel and what our assistance
ghould be in its political context. But with respect to military aid, I
think that the U.S. wants to be sympathetic to Israel’s concern
about missile attacks, for very obvious reasons, and Israel, as you
know, has a project under way to develop an anti-missile defense
gystem, which the U.S. migat also want to co-develop with them.

I could see an argument for continuing work on that. But I
would be opposed to giving Israel any favored status in terms of
military aid when we are not going to be doing the same with any
of the other countries in the area and should not.

I subscribe to Representative Hamilton’s view that the best ap-
proach for the whole region is a moratorium on arms sales to all
countries, and if we make exceptions for Israel that will make it
impossible to impose those kind of restraints on anyone else, and it
will encourage those countries to turn elsewhere and so we will be
in a worse mess.

So I think that there should be a moratorium on all arms trans-
fers to the area, with the exception of weapons that might be
usable for defense against missile attacks and chemical weapon at-
tacks and that sort of thing.

Ms. KippER. It seems to me that we have come to the point where
we have a very long agenda of items which we need to discuss with
Israel at the highest levels over a period of time, because we have
agreed to disagree on some issues, settlements and other things, for
a very long period of time.

I do not think those things can be fudged any more. I think we
have to say to each other where the limits are and what is the com-
mitment as well. I think Israel is often very nervous about the spe-
cial relationship with the United States because the Israelis are
not really sure what is the content of the American commitment.
After this war I think that will be a little bit more clear and also
where the limits are.

And I think the time has come on peace issues, on economic
issues, and certainly major and urgent strategic issues that the
United States and the I'..elis really need to engage in the kind of
friendly, trusting dialogue that used to characterize the relation-
ship, so that we can get back on track even where there are differ-
ences between us. And certainly any future economic aid and secu-
rit&assistance should be seen in that context.

r. McHugH. Thank you.

Mr. OBey. Thank you very much.

Let me simply say that I agree with much of what both of Iyou
have said. I really believe that we have crossed a threshiold. It is
one thing to continue to fudge issues and understandings. It is one
thing to agree to disagree on some basic problems as long as ther:
is no direct impact on the United States. :
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But we have crossed a threshold with the loss of American lives
in that region, and it simply seems to me that, while the world has,
and our friends in the Middle East certainly have, a right to expect
our leadership, we also have a right to expect their cooperation on
some very basic issues,

To me that means that, while I am certainly willing, in the con-
text of conduct which leads to a more stable area, to consider any
request for funds for the Arabs or the Israelis, that with respect to,
for instance, funding the international bank, which I happen to
think conceptually is a good idea, I am not going to be eager, in
fact I am going to be incredibly reluctant, to fund any financial ini-
tiatives or to support any arms sales whatsoever to any country in
the Arab world until we have a better set of understandings about
their future conduct, not only on bilateral issues but also with re-
spect to their willingness to deal realistically with the fact that
Israel is there forever.

Secondly, with respect to the Israelis, it was my notion that last
year provided the addition money for housing guarantees. I think
we did the right thing because I think we have a moral obligation
to assist any Jew who wants to get out of the Soviet Union, given
the past history of that society.

But I also think Israel has a concurrent obligation to us when we
do that to assure that the settlement of refugees is not going to
cause problems to our national interests and cause problems in
terms of resolving outstanding problems in the area. So there
again, you are going to find me extremely reluctant to provide that
or any other additional assistance above existing levels for Israel as
well as the Arab world, until we get the kind of understandings,
with respect to settlements, which cannot be used by forces which
y:ant to inflame the region and will take any excuse they can to do
it.

So I guess I end where I began the hearing, by saying that the
issue has never been whether we would win the war; the issue has
always been whetiier we would have the guts and the judgment
and the subtlety and the tenacity to insist on actions that we know
are necessary to secure some stability for the region, because if we
do not do that we will betray every single American who has lost
his or her life in that part of the worid, and I do not think Con-.
gress ought to be in the business of doing that.

I appreciate very much the time you have given us today and
would simply say that tomorrow at 10:00 o’clock we will hear from
Bob Hunter, Martin Indike, Edward Luttwak, Richard Murphy,
Laurie Milroy, and Dmitri Simes on the future of the region.

Thank you very much. I appreciate your time.

[The following material was submitted for the record by Con-
gressman Smith of Florida:]

[From the Forward, Jan. 15, 1991)

GROUNDING THE HAWKS

_ (By Douglas M, Bloomfield) R

.When—not if—Israe! strikes back at Saddam Hussein, its air force may have to

croes Jordanian airspace. Israeli pilots will be able to thank the U.S. Congress that
the trip will not be as dangerous as it could liave been.
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That ia because for the past 16 years, Congress has beaten back repeated efforts
by Presidents Ford, Carter, and Reagan to provide the Hashemite kingdom with a
top-of-the-line American-built air defense system:

ring his first visit to the Reagan White House in 1981, Prime Minister Bem
was asked by the president why Israel and its friends in America objected to
desire to sell high-tech American weapons to Israel’s neighbors so the could defend
themselves from Communist threats. Mr. Begin responded that the Arabs rarely if
tIa:er lused American arms for such purposes, but frequently turned them against
rael.

In 1966, President Johnson assured Israel that he had King Hussein's personal
commitment that new American tanks being sent to Jordan would not be used to
attack the Jewish state and would not be sent to the West Bank, then occupied by
Jordanian forces. In the 1967 Six Day War, however, Israel captured many of these
tanks on the Wes. Bank and as they crossed into Israel.

Today King Hussein has allied himself with Saddam Hussein in the Gulf war. He
has declared, “We are determined to do whatever we can to make sure our airspace
is not violated by any side.” Yet when faced with evidence that Saddam had sent his
Scud missiles across the Hashemite kingdom to strike targets in Israel, the king
first denied it had happened and then refused to condemn the act. Instead, he
threatened to shoot down any Israeli planes on their way to retalinte against Iraq.

To do that, he would depend on SAM anti-aircraft missiles bought from tho Soviet
Union, but would not be able to use his American-built Hawk missiles. The Hawks,
among the most effective mobile anti-aircraft misgsiles in the world, are set in
cement, where they easily can be avoided by Israeli planes.

That is not what King Hussein or President Ford wanted. In 1975, Mr. Ford
sought to sell Jordan $354 million worth of Hawk batteries along with Vulcan
mobile anti-aircraft guns and Redeye shoulder-fired anti-aircraft missiles, The
mobile Hawk batteries could provide an effective umbrella to protect an advancing

army.

The late Benjamin S. Rosenthal, a Democratic congressman from New York, a
leader of the opposition to the Hawk sale, pointed out that King Hussein was able
to resist Arab pressure to join the 1973 war against Israel bﬁ pleading that he
lacked a firstclass air defense system. Mr. Rosenthal declared that the administra-
tion's desire to provide such a system in 1975 amounted to an unavoidable invita-
tion for Jordan to join any future Arab-Israeli war.

In the face of strong Congressional opposition, the Ford administration agreed the
Hawks would be taken off their mobile carriers and planted in cement.

As Jordan continued to ask for the Hawks to be modified to make them mobile,
and Congress continued to oppose the requests, President Carter in 1979 upgraded
the quality and effectiveness of the fixed Jordanian batteries.

Ronald Reagan was Elzrmfaathetic to King Hussein’s requests for several squadrons
of F-16s, 26 new mobile I-Hawk batteries plus modification of the old ones, M-1
Abrams tanks, air defense radars, Sidewinder missiles, and more than 1,600 shoul-
der-fired Stinger missiles, However, the king once again encountered overwhelming
blg:rtisan opposition in Congress.

1982, led by Sens. Kennedy, Democrat of Massachusetts, and Heinz, Republican
of Pennsylvania, a majority of the Senate went on record opposing such a sale in
the absence of tangible moves by Jordan to make peace with Israel. There ‘was a
general feeling on Capitol Hill that the king was all talk and no action when it
came to peace with Israel.

The following year, the Reagan administration entered into secret negotiations
with the king to set up a $22 million, 8,000-man Jordanian Rapid Deployment Force.
When the plan became public, it colla; of its own weight. Arabs feared it would
be an American mercenary force, and lsraelis worried that instead of deplogin east
toward the gulf to rescue a threatened sheikdom, the JRDF might get in the esert
and turn west toward Israel. The package was to include satellite ground stations
for real-time intelligence sharing, something America still refuses to provide Israel.

In 1986, a foreign policy adviser to Prime Minister Peres came to Washington and
secretly lobbied for the Jordan arms sale among friends of Israel. It was never clear
for whom he was speaking, but he got little sympathy outside the State Demrtment.
Most pro-Israel congressmen and political activists continued to insist the king show
more movement on the peace front before his Hawk missiles would be made mobile
or he received F-16s.

ing the mid-1980s, the Reagan administration repeatedly attempted to revive
these sales, in whole or in part, but consistently met firra con, ional resistance.
Congress reaffirmed the Kennedy-Heinz resolutoin and wrote into foreign aid legis-
lation an amendment by Rep. Larry Smith, a Florida Democrat, linking the sale of
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new air defense weapons to Jordan to the kingdom’s commitment to recognize Israe
and engage it in serious negotiations.

With much coaching from the State Department, the king declared in late 198}
that he was prepared to negotiate “promptly and directly” with israel, but he wen
on t(i insist on a string of unacceptable conditions. The administration threw in the
towel.

As part of its alliance with Iraq, Jordan has reportedly permitted Iraqgi aircraft tg
fly reconnaissance missions along its border with Israel, and Iraqi inte igence offi.
cials have been stationed in Jordan to monitor Israe]l and gather information. Amer
ican intelligence officinls report Jordanian technicians and air defense crews have
been training Iraqi crews on the use of captured American-made Kuwaiti I-Hawk
batteries. Since the same missile is in the front line of both American and Israeli
air defense systems, this means Jordan has given Iraq valuable information and
Wweapons to use against Americans, Israeli and allied planes,

en Israel’s air force goes after targets in Iraq, it will face many threats. But
thanks to the U.S, Congresg, it will not er~sunter some of the most dangerous in the
world—the mobile I-Hawk missile and the F-16—if it has to cross Jordanian air-
space to get there.

Excerpr FroM A HeaRrING AND MARKUP BEFORE THE SuBcoMMrTTEE ON EUROPE AND
THE MIDDLE EAST OF THE CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFF, , HOUSE oF REPRESENTA-
TIVES ON DEVELOPMENTS IN THE MiopLe East June 20, 1990

THE THREAT TO SAUDI ARABIA

Mr. SmrtH of Florida. Oh, absolutely not. We wouldn't want you to do that.

Oh, one other question. Military sales have been of interest to your Administra-
tion and the previous Administration and to us for quite a long time and we hear
all of the same stories back and forth over the years about threata and so on, but
can you tell me, from your experience, your understanding, what country is the
single most threatening to Saudi Arabia at ihis point?

Mr. Kewvy. I think Iran, sir.

Mr. Smrru of Florida, Iran?

Mr. KeLry. Yes,

Mr. Smita of Florida. Last year it was Iraq, about nine months ago when you
caﬁe u herewwi]tlh your request for M-1 tanks. Can you tell me why it ¢ ?

r. l&u.v. ell—

Mr. Smrra of Florida. We were told last goear that they were arming against Iraq.
Mr. Kewy. Thut was not my testimony, Congressman.
Mr. SmrrH of Florida. Are you disavowing the testimony of others, do you?

and the Government of Saud; Arabia, and that is stil] my position.

Mr. Smrti of Florida. So now, as far as you are concerned, Iran is the single most

important threat to Saudi Arabia.
r. Ketry. That is correct.

Mr. Smrrn of Florida. The fact that Iran has reduced capability significantly, has
not made any threatening gestures, and Iraq is continuing to build itself up and is
trying to import long guns, is trying to import crytron, not ton—1I think you
said ton—kr{tron switches and that means nothj g, it is still Iran,

Mr. Kewuy, Well, I think Iran is still capable of great mischief and trouble-making
and we know that they have still been involved in international terrorist incidenta,

MILITARY COOPERATION BETWEEN JORDAN AND IRAQ

Mr. Smrra of Florida. Okay, now, we know Jordan and Iraq have undertaken
highly visible steps to expend military cooperation including the creation of a joint
air force squadron and a Joint army brigade, correct?

Mr. Y. I am not sure that is correct, Congressman. I know that they are
doing joi
squadron

Mr. Smrt of Florida. What is the current status of military coopuration between
Jordan and Irz;?? Is there any joint force? )

Mr. KeuLy. Not to my knowledge, but I would be happy to check that and supply
something for the record.

Mr. Smrra of Florida, Would you please? :

t pilot training. I do not know that they have formed a Jjoint air force
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Mr. KeLLy. Yes, sir.

;’l‘he information follows:]

‘Iragi-Jordanian military cooperation centers around joint training. We do not be-
lieve the two countries have formed an operational joint air squadron, an assurance
confirmed by the Jordanians. The joint training, which takes place in Iraq, appears
designed to ive Jordanian pilots additional flight time which Jordan could not oth-
erwise afford. The training 18 on Mirage F-1 aircraft (French), which both countries
possess, We are not aware of any plans to expand this training program.” .

[From Expose (NBC) Feb. 25, 1491]

This grainy video, from Iraqi TV, shows a test firing of Saddam Hussein’s ulti-
mate dream weapon: a ballistic missile that could travel between continents. And in
the control room, American computers monitor tue missile’s progress. The com%tlxlt-
ers got to Iraq with the approval of an agency of the United States government: The
Department of Commerce. Thousands of miles from the gulf, this is the Department
of Commerce, one of Washington’s sprawling bureaucratic mazes. It takes the
census, forecasts the weather and was supposed to control what gems of American
technological §ot into the hands of Saddam Hussein. This is Robert Mosbacher. He's
is Secretary of Commerce, head of the department responsible for millions of dollara
of civilian and military exports to Iraq.

This is Dennis Kloske, one of Mosbacher’s top lieutenants. He's supposed to moni-
tor the exports so that nothing dangerous gets ont.

And this is Michael Manning, a Commerce Department official whose job is to
help American companies line up luctrative dials overseas.

All three of these officials—public servants %aid with our tax dollars—attempted
to run or hide when Expose tried to talk to them about a scandal brewing in the
corridors of the Commerce Department and beyond. :

SOT WiLLIAM VON Raas. There are two reasons why a bureaucrat will not talk to
the press. One is security reasons, which are legitimate. And secondly, they're em-
barrassed because they've made a mess of something.

William Von Raab was Commissioner of Customs under President Reagan. He
tried to crack down on dangerous exports.

SOT WiLLIE. In this case, I think t e&lgu&ht to be embarrassed.

Question. Embarrassed for what? S on Raab: For doing something that the
American people think is not only wrong but shockiné.o

What many find wrong and sfyx'ockin is that the Commerce Department
gvely pushed the sale of sophisticated American hardware into the hand of Saddam

ussein,

SOT Vo~ Raap. Tha Commerce Department, for years, has pandered to the venal
businessman whose desire were just to increase profits . .. and they too often
placed national security second to profitability. Some of the Commerco Depart-
ment's most bitter critics have been senior officials at the Customs Service and here
at the Pentagon. They told Ex%%se that the Commerce Department repeatedly ig-
nored warnings that what was being sent to Saddam Hussein b{l American comR::
nies was being used to build nuclear and chemical weapons. Richard Perle was
sistant Secreta%,of Defense under President Reagan.

SOT PerLe, The Commerce Department at one time or another has fought with
the U.S. Customs Service, has fought with the Department of Defense, and
fought with the Department of State, it has fought with the Central Intelligence

Agency.

estion. Why?

&lﬂ PerLe. Bureaucratic turf, This internal Commerce Department document, ob-
tained by Expose, reveals how the Commerce De artment told the Pentagon that it
had no business meddling in some of the most dangerous export control issues the
government ever faced:

uote: The development of biological and chemical weapons as well as mmissile
technology * * * are beyond the preview of (Defense Department) * * *.

In the last several months, as military and intelligence officials scrambled to
assess Saddam Hussein's military strength, Commerce Department officials have
tried to keep the lid on their potentially embarrassing decisions.

These secret Commerce Department documents, ebtained by Expoce, are stamped
with a solemn warning: Unauthorized disclosure is prohibited by law. The docu-
ments disclose dozens of American deals with the Iraqi government, the Department

approved.
. ghe inventory is chilling. Trucks and navigation radar to the Ministry of Defense
in Baghdad. Bacteria and fungi to the Iraq tomic Energy Commission. Computers
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to the Ministry of the Interior, which runs Saddam’s dreaded secret police, All ap-
proved by the Department of Commerce.

SOT PErie. Every one of these items—bacteria, computing equipment, chemi-
cals—all of these things have militaa applications. Now you've got to be a fool to
deal with the Iraqi Atomic Energy issi i
Manning is the Commerce Department official who encouraged this company, Con-
sarc Corporation of New Jersey, to sell several state-of-the-art industrial furnaces to
an Iraqi ministry run by Saddam Hussein’s son-in-law. Before the deal Consarc's

ident warned Commerce that the ovens could have nuclear potential.

Former Pentagon official Stephen Bryen:

SOT BryeN. The president told the Commerce Department officials in clear terms
that the equipment can be used, without modification, on zirconium, for which the

rincipal end use is nuclear. Let me go back to that. Principal end use is nuclear.

et Commerce Department officials chose to believe Iraq's official explanation, out-
lined in this press relense from the Iraqi Embassy.

Quote: Iraq needs these furnaces in producing artificial limbs for the thousands of
unfortunate people who lost limbs during the eight year war with Iran and finds it
most inhumane to prevent or dealy the acquisition.

Perte. You don’t have to be a genius to know that Saddam Hussein was not
looking to help the handica ped. Government soruces told Expose that the Com-
merce Department was still keen on the Consarc deal only weeks before Iraq invad-
ed Kuwait. The shipment was cancelled only after Pentagon officials made a direct
appeal to the White House.

BusH. “...And so we....stopped the export of furnaces that had the potential to
contribute to Iraq’s nuclear caﬁa ilities. And then there is the vital matter of satel-
lite reconaissance...Pictures taken by spy-in-the-sky satellites are crucial sources of
Lr;f:znnation for modern intelligence agencies, and American spy satellites are the

SOT: Good morning. International imaging system.
We now learn that Iraq has bought advanced satellite computers from this compa-
ny, International Imaging Systems of California.
BRrYEN. The official excuse wag that it was, was to be used to study t:orestry

that it was licensed in 1987, We we never told about it. I only learned about it about
a week ago......And they went ahead and licensed it again another copy of it in Feb-
ruary of 1990.

That was just six months before Iraq invaded Kuwait.

JOf course, the Commerce Department was not alone in fostering warm relations
with Iraq. Strong factions inside the Bush Administration, and the an Admini
tration before it, argued that America needed a friendly Iraq to play o against the
Islamic fanatics of Iran. Last ?{Jrﬂ. right before one of Iraq's most joyous occa-
sions—the birthday of Saddam Hussein—a oup of prominent U.S, Senators, with
White House blessing, travelled to Baghdad. There, they had more especially kind
words for the Iraqi leader. .

According to a an Iraqi transcript of the meeting, a Senator Howard Metzenbaum
was impressed by the Iraqi strongman.

Quote: I am now aware that you are a strong and intelligent man, and that you
want peace. Alun Simpson of Wyoming told Saddam:

ote: I believe that your problems lie with the Western media, and not with the
U.S. government. All these nice words which the Senators claim were taken out of
context came just four months before Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait. -

SOT PerLe.” A lot of people were wrong about Saddam Hussei.. What's unforgi-
veable is that we put in his hands....technologies that we shouldn’t put in the hands
of any leader with a record like Saddam Hussein’s, whether we thought him an im-
mediate thnéat ?]r nc})lt. od £ I

tion. So the things we a proved for export to Iraq we're staring at today.
PeRLE. Oh yes. The difference is the people who wrote, wrote the licenses are
not in the desert.

DeapLy ConTaGION

- (By Eric Nadler and Robert Windrem)
.On abend in theél}sﬁa River, thirty-seven miles southeast of Baghdad, stands the
suspected home of Saddam Hussien's biological weapons program. French satellite
photos taken two years ago reveal a military-style complex near the small town of
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Salman Pak, complete with laboratories and large outdoor pens for animals, all sur-
rounded by high walls. Although what goes on there remains a classified mystery,
intelligence sources say Iraq now has the capability to deliver significant quantities
of deadly organisms via bombs, rockets, and missiles. It has been reported that West
German, French, and Soviet technology and equipment have aided Hussien's biologi-
cal—as well as his nuclear and chemical—weapons endeavors. What has escaped all
but minor congressional notice is the U.S. government’s possible complicity in build-
ing up Saddam'’s biological arsenal.

Analysts first saw clues to the Iraqi program in the suddenly accelerated pace of
development of the country’s pharmaceutical sector in the mid-1980s. In a report on
Iraq's chemical and biological programs, W. Seth Carcus of the Washington Insti-
tuta for Near East Policy mentions the establishment of the Al-Kindi Company for
Serum and Vaccine Production in Baghdad; the planning of the Arab Company for
AntiBiotic Industries (a joint venture presumably now in jeopardy between the gov-
ernments of Iraq, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia); the creation of an Iraqi State Compa-
ny for Drug Industries; and an announcement by Iraqi biotechnologists that they
were building a biological “research station” in the southern marshes that would
incorporate a genetics research lab.

The Iragis used analogous fronts to build their clandestine chemical wengons pro-
gram. At the notorious State Establishment for Pesticide Production in Samarra,
seventy miles north of Baghdad, the Iragis churned out chemical warfare bombs
used against Iran and the Kurds. This plant is now suspected of also producing
bomb assemblies for biological agents at Salman Pak, where anthrax and botulin
toxins—two bio-warfare mainstays—have been produced since 1987, according to
U.S. intelligence agents. Anthrax causes fever, shock, and, if inhaled, has a mortali-
ty rate of between 80 to 100 perecent. Botulism, often fatal, causes vomiting, convul-
sions, and paralysis. U.S. intelligence sources now also suspect that meningitis and
yellow fever are being produced at the site.

Against this backdrop, in late 1988 Senator John McCain’s office got wind of the
activities of a nonprofit company in Rockville, Maryland—the American Type Cul-
ture Collection. The firm has the nation’s leading collection of cultured diseases,
and acts as a library of microbes for institutions all over the world. With a staff of
217, it curates and manages 1,000 different strains useful in public health programs.
The ATCC sells approximately 130,000 cultures annually and ships orders to sixty
nations; according to director Robert Stevenson, Iraq has been a customer for
twenty years.

In January 1989, at the request of McCain, the State Depnrtment investigated
ATCC's tularemia sales to Irag. “We got a clean bill of health” from State, says Ste-
venson. All of the material sent abroad, he insists, received the iproper export per-
frpits from the Department of Commerce and a review committee from State and De-
ense.

But investigators from the House Subcommittee on Commerce, Consumer, and
Monetary Affairs have questions about seventeen shipments over the past five years
of attennated strains of various toxins and bacteria to Iraq’s Atomic Energy Com-
mission. The commission if located near the rubble that was once Iraq's Osirak nu-
clear reactor, and is believed to be procuring components for biological weapons. No
analyst concerned with Iraq weaponry at the Pentagon or in the intelligence com-
munity saw these seventeen export applications. Commerce did send two other
ATCC licensing requests over to the Pentagon; they were returned with an implicit
recommendation that they not be approved, and they weren't. Congressional suspi-
cions were heightened by disclosure that the seventeen export licenses were ap-
proved very rapidly—three or four days in most cases—and that some of the materi-
al desired by Iraq was relatively expensive: $8,000, in one instance.

Stevenson refuses to identify exactly what he has sent to Iraq. “We're like a Swiss
bank that way,” says the affable 64-year-old curator. Stevenson, as it happens, heads
the Commerce Department’s advisory committee on biological exports; it took his
word when he insisted there’s nothing to worry about, claiming that the materials
he sent are of no use for biological warfare. But even Stevenson concedes that ATCC
cultures would be “useful” in a bioloical warfure program as “reference points” to
determine if the deadly strain under development is the real thing. Iraq might also
want them to develop vaccines to make its troops immune from the biological equiv-
alent of “friendly fire.”

There is no clear evidence that these shipments went to an Iraqi germ warfare
program, but there is a scary sloppiness in sending known bio-wa#m agents to a
warring nation with a reputation for supmtin%vterrorism. Stevenson admits he
really can't be sure who's using his microl “We're not an international police
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agency, and we don’t have one that we can depend on. We do what we can to make
sure responsible ﬁople are getting these materials,

Last ber Representative Doug Barnard, chairman of the Subcommittee on

mmerce, served subpoenas on the Commerce Department for all information on
biological exports to Irag. Commerce provided only limited data to the subcommit-
tee, and has refused a om of Information Act request by TNR to make this
information public, saying the “national interest” would not be served in releasing
it. One congressional aide called Commerce's stonewalling “pathetic.” Its secretive-
ness, he says, can be attributed to “national embarrassment, not national interest.”

19808 PHS's Centers for Discase Control shipped deadly viruses via Express Mail to
researchers in Iraq, South Africa, Cuba, the Soviet Union, and China—all nations
suspected of biological warfare research—ostensibly for public health reasons,

The virus requested by, and supplied to, an Iraqi researcher in Basra was an Is-
raeli strain of West Nile encephalitis. The virus had been the subject of a long-term
vaccine research project in Israel supported by the U.S. Army because of its poten-
tial as a bio-warfare ngent. The same virus was a cause of concern inside the Israeli
defense forces medi corps due to outbreaks in Negev_ desert posts in the early

the Freedom of Information Act, the center said it had no records, since such trans-
fers are handled “informally.” Remarkably, CDC staffers expressed no fear that the
exported agents (all Biohazard level 3 amf 4 materials—the deadliest classification)
would be used for germ warfare, “because we know these peorle," as CDC spokes-
person Gayle Lloyd breezily put it. She called any biological war scenario “far-
fetched.” The Israelis were not so sanguine, privately expressing shock at the trans-
fer. And President Bush ordered national security adviser Brent Scowcroft to inves-
tigate. (Since NBC’s report aired, “there have been no further biological shipments
to Iraq,” says Chuck Fallis of the CDC.)

The chance of the Iraqis using biological weapons depends, of course, on effective
deliverg systems. The Iraqis have cluster bombs, the weapon most likely to be adapt-
ed for biological use; and they have BM-21 rockets, provided by the Soviet Union.
The BM-21s, however, have a short range of fifteen miles and are vulnerable to U.S.
aerial bombardment. And the use of either delivery system is precarious. Experts
cite the unpredictable behavior of a biological agent once dispersed, the fact that no
vaccine for your own tronps is 100 percent safe or effective, and the time factor—it
would take between twe. ty-four hours and six weeks (depending on the agent) for
the organism to cause d...ase, But biological warfare does have ready uses for ter-
rorista. Already the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services a3 well as the
Department of Agriculture regularly conduct exercises on how to deal with terrorist
biowar attacks on our shores. An equally likely terrorist target will be Israeli cities.

These terrible scenarios have caused the predictable ripples in the political arena.
The hawks, such as former Defense Department official Frank Gaffne , lament the
g;cesent state of U.S, biowar preparedness. Gaffney, who now heads the Center for

urity Policy in Washington, calls the Defense Department’s biowar defensive
lanning “little more than a vestigial, indeed pathetic” operation and urges a
“rash program” to connter the Iraqi threat. The military's g?owar budget is diffi-
cult to decode, given its diversified nature. But Pentagon-watchers calculate that
spending on biological defense roge drastically under the Reagan presidency, engoy-
ing an average increase of 37 percent annual{f' from 1980 to 1986, peaking at 390.6
million in 1985 and remaining at a similar level thereafter, Meanwhile, the bio-
doves, such as the Council for Responsible Genetics, are praying for peace and
worldwide ratification of the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, which
?mhibita the development, production, stockpilinfg, acquisition, retention, anc trans-
er of bioweapons. (The convention has been ratified by 110 nations; Iraq has signed
but not ratified it.)

For the immediate concerns in the Gulf, U.S. countermeasures are under way.
American troops were issued gas masks and are being incculated ogainst the sus-
Fected biochazards in Hussein’s arsenal. Doctors at the U.S. Army Medical Institute
or Infectious Diseases in Fort Dietrick, Maryland, have formed a sgecial squad to
make lightning dingnoses of illnesses felling American troops in the Gulf.

ese preparations in the deserts of Arabin signal that biological warfare—a
horror out of sci-fi pulp—has arrived. “It is one of our biggest collective ni htmares,
an attack of deadly invisible bu ,"" observes Dr. Raymond Zelinskas of lﬁ:e Maq,'-
land Biotechnical Institute. Alt ough no one knows the full extent of Hussein’s
biowar capabilities, his Propensity to deploy weapons reviled and outlawed by the
world community—even upon his own citizens—is completely clear.
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Eric Nadler is in tive editor of the public television newsmagazine South:
Africa Now. Robert Windrem is a field producer for NBC News. * o

[From ths Financial Times, Sept. 19, 1920}

UniTED STATES OrFIcIALS IoNORED OBJECTIONS TO DUAL-USE EXPORTS TO IraQ

(By Alan Friedman)

The US Commerce Department brushed eside explicit objections b5y the Pentagon’
and afproved as many as 14 export shipments to Iraq between 198 and 1990 that
dirbe<i't y helped Baghdad’s development of nuclear, chemical and ballistic missile ca-
pabilities.

According to documents obtained by the Financial Times and confirmed by offi-
cials of the Bush administration, the exports included “dual-use” equipment—seem-
ingly for civilian use, but with direct military application—that went to the develop-
ment of Iraq’s non-conventional weapons arsenal.

More than anything else the shipments of militarily useful computers, defense
electronics and related equipment offer evidence of a breakdown in the US system
of export controls.

The State Department is normally responsible for reviewing items specifically
contained on its list of munitions, but in cases of dual-use exports to Iraq, the Com-
merce Department, which issues the license, would consult the Pentagon for an
opinion on their military potential and the State Department on the foreign policy
considerations.

When there is a difference of opinion the export in question is supposed to be dis-
cussed 'etween the departments or even sent to the White House for an inter-
agency review.

Pentagon officials involved in the process have alleged that in most of the 14
cases their advice was an explicit objection that was subsequently ignored by Com-
merce, which went ahead and allowed the goods to be sent to Iraq, often without
informing Defense of the decision. Officials at State said they did not necessarily see
all of the cases.

The allegations come amid a debate in Congress over how to tighten US export
:gntrols to nations such as Iraq that are considered nuclear missile proliferation

reats.

The Commerce Department, led by Mr. Robert Mosbacher, secretary of commerce,
is fighting a rearguard action to fend off criticism and to protect its primacy in the
export control review process. The shipments occurred not just during the Iran-Iraq
;v;sxé—when US policy tilted in favour of Iraq—but well after its ending in August

Mr. Stephen Bryen, the deputy undersecretary of defense for trade security

licy from 1985 to 1988 who personally handled some of the cases, accuses the

tate and Commerce departments of irresponsible behaviour in the face of clear evi-
dence the exports were of vital military use of Iraq.

“Commerce overrode all of these cases and never even told Defense about the de-
cisions,” Mr. Bryen charges. “They disregarded five years of thorough technical and
intelligence evaluations by Defense and the CIA.”

US export control policy throughout the 1980s was targeted towards the East bloc
rather than the Third World. Commerce officials deny improper behaviour.

Although not missile-related, the most 12cent case of a dubious planned US ship-
ment to Iraq occurred on July 30, 1990, just three days before the Ira%i invasion of
Kuwait. West Homestead Engineering, a Pennsylvania company, ha obtained a
Commerce Denartment license in 1989 to export to Iraq forges and a related com-
puter that defense officials eay could be used to manufacture 16-inch gun barrels.

Lawyers for the company met State Department officials, who said they had no
objections to the export, but Mr. Bill Cook, the company’s president, says he was
worried about what use Iraq might make of the equipment and decided in any case
to voluntarily cancel the order.

The most recent missile-related export license, agproved by the Commerce Depart-
ment on February 23, 1990, allowed International Imaging Systems, a California
company, to ship a computer and related equipment worth $600,000 (£324,000) that
is designed for infra-red imaging enhancement. That occurred even though Defense
Department officials first tried to stop the export as long ago as 1987 on the gounds
that CIA technical evaluations showed it could be used in systems for the near real-
time tracking of missiles,
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A number of the exports were sent directly, or by way of German companies suc
as Gildemeister and Messerschmitt-Bslkow-Blohm (MBB), to Iraq’s $1bn Sa'ad ]
nuclear weapons and missile development centre at Mosul. This occurred in spite (
intelligence information showing that the shipments to the desert centre would e
hance Mr. Saddam Hussein's progress toward nuclear-capable missiles,

One of the most contentious cases was the shipment by Electronjcs Associates,
New Jersey company, of an advanced $449,000 hybrid analog computer system use
in missile wind tunne] experiments. The analog computer is the same type used i
the US White Sands missile range in New Mexico.

The Pentagon tried to stop the export, but there was sich discord among Stats
Comm_orce and Defense that a White House meeting was called to discuss the issu

the Sa’ad centre in Iraq by way of Messerschmitt and Gildemeister, the interme
diaries in West Germany.

Another case involved the 1987 sale by Wiltron of California to Iraq’s Sa'ad mis
sile centre of electronic test and measuring equipment that uses a radio frequency
of up to 40 GHz, a high ievel so vital to sensitive communications that it is pro
scribed by both the Cocom and missile technology lists of dangerous items:

The Pentagon tried to stop the $49,510 shipment in November 1986, but the Com.
merce Department issued a full export licence in January 1987 even though the li.
cence itself identified the heavily bunkered Sa’ad 16 desert missile site as the end-
user. Wiltron has confirmed it shipped the equipment in 1987.

Spurred by the debate, the Senate last week voted to give the Defense Depart-
ment an enhanced role in reviewing shipments of militarily useful equipment to
four Middle Eastern nations, including Iraq.

WHEN THE ENEMY I8 Us IrAQ Is UsiNG AMERICAN TecunoLoay To FiGHT ALLieD
TRrOOPS IN THE DESERT

(By Gloria Borger and Stephen J. Hedges with Douglas Stanglin)

It was a red, white and blue moment for American technology: a slick brochure
distributed at the Baghdad international trade fair to herald “new bonds of com-
mercial cooperation” between the United States and Iraq. George Bush wrote of
“mutually beneficial” trade, Commerce Secretary Robert Mosbacher encouraged
Iraqi industry to “seize this moment.” Ambassador April Glaspie gushed at how the
embassy placed the “highest priority on commerce and friendship between our two
nations,” The date: November 1989,

The courtship was mutual, the marriage convenient. Saddam Hussein needed
American technology; the United States saw him as a counterweight to archenemy
Iran. The policy looked past Hussein’s uge of chemical weapons in 1988 ngainst

ogy sold to the enemy by their own government. “Our pilots are being asked to
bomb labs full of U.S. electronic equipment,” says Gary Milhollin, an expert on nu-
clear proliferation. They face chemical, biological and conventional weapons with
killing power enhanced by Western know-how.

While the war has prompted a reappraisal of the way the West trades its high
technology, the United States may still be making old mistakes, Confidential gov-
ernment figures show that since 1985, U.S. companies have continued to gell ad-
vanced technology to renegade states that suppert terrorism. Syria has spent $28.5
million on items with potential military application. Ircn has bought $282 million of
similéllr goods—with an additional $311 million pending Commerce Department ap-
proval.

In many ways, Iraq is a case study in how an upstart aggressor can exploit gaping
trade loopholes—particularly when the laws are aimed at keeping Western technol-
ogy out of Soviet hands, “The Soviet Union was our top priority,” said Paul Free-
dex_xger}g‘, fo‘x;mer under secretary of Commerce for export administration. “Iraq was
a sideshow,
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DANGEROUS CUSTOMERS

Even now, America and its allies cannot agree on how to keep dangerous technol-
ogy from similarly dubious customers: This week the United States will issue its
own tighter restrictions on high-tech exports, while an international coalition is
about to loosen its guidelines on trade to the East—despite fears that cash-starved
Warsaw Pact countries may funnel high technology to the Mideast and points
beyond. Meantime, federal bureaucrats are still fighting an old war over whether
exports should be governed by national security, foreign policy or profit.

nlike some allies, America traded in technology, not weapons. A classified list of
sales to Iraq over the last five years reveals 767 transactions worth more than $1.5
billion. In government parlance, the goods were “dual use”—that is, sold for civilian
urposes but with the potential for military application. Some of the ingredients in
ertilizer, for instance, can also be used to make chemical weapons.

Under those definitions, sophisticated computers, navigational radar, gas-turbine
engines—even biological viruses—were sold. The destinations ranged from the seem-
ingly benign (hospitals) to the blatantly dangerous (ministries of defense and atomic
energy). “Sometimes it took a lezp of the imagination to believe this stuff would be
put to good use,” says Republican Sen. John McCain of Arizona. Pentagon officials
complained bitterly, unable to alter the foreign poiicy endorsed by American diplo-
mats, and acceded to by Commerce. “Our position " says House Democrat Lee Ham-
ilton of Indiana, “was that Saddom was o fellow we oould work with.”

At the time, it seemed geopolitically pragmetic, Whsn Iray invaded Iran in 1980
and launched an eight-year war, the Reagan admiviccration declared neutrality but
backed Irag. Bitterness over the Iranian hostage crisis and fears of the Ayatollah
Ruhollah Khomeini made Hussein seem a plausible, if not palatable, ally. “Back
then, I didn't find any voices in the Pentagon that were raised over being in
with Irag,” says Noel Koch, a former director of the Pentagon’s counterterrorism
program. The tilt soon became obvious. In 1982, Iraq was taken off the terrorist list,
(lnggging the way for trade, which grew from $571 million in 1983 to $3.6 billion by

Warnings that Iraq was not on the path to peace were largely ignored. Intelli-
gence agencies reported on possible chemical-weapons production, including a 1984
discovery of a German-built chemical-weapons plant 70 miles outside Bagh ad. The
intelligence was so good, a former White House aide recalls, that it even detailed
accidents inside the plant. The State Department protested to Germany, but the
Reagan team kept it quiet, abiding by it own diplomatic schizophrenia—courting
Iraq while it played with firepower. The only way to influence Hussein, they
thought, was to engage him.

The chief influence peddler was Nizar Hamdoon, Iraq’s diplomat in America be-
ginning in 1983 and now Hussein's deputy foreign minister. He was a brilliant
choice, a former member of the Iraqi ministry of information who knew how to IJ)lay
at the highest levels. “The ﬁrent stop on the Washington social circuit was Nizar
Hamdoon's levee,” says Koch. Entertainin