=\ SUBMISSION TO PARLIAMENTARY JOINT COMMITTEE

INQUIRY INTO INTELLIGENCE ON IRAQ’S
WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION

When the Inquiry was mooted, the Prime Minister referred to it as “political
opportunism.” Mr Downer recently made an egregious statement that concern about the
war in Iraq came from the people opposed to the Liberal Party. Unlike them, I attach great
importance to the Inquiry. Its broad terms of reference are to be commended, allowing as
they do for getting at the truth of the matter.

The Australian people are deeply worried about the grave issues of nuclear proliferation
and terrorism and their impact on traditional values, matters of conscience and the
customary norms of international conduct. People are disturbed, here and overseas about
the grounds for justifying pre-emptive strikes and invasions, where there may be no clear
and present danger and where thousands are killed and maimed. At a time when we most
need it there is concern that the international order is disintegrating.

Imyself belong to an era when public servants had permanent appointments and they
served the government of the day objectively and to the best of their abilities. My concern
is how to ensure the quality and integrity of public life in today’s taxing circumstances.
Watergate showed us how even an open and democratic system can be corrupted and the
truth manipulated. The issues we face require the highest standards of truth seeking and
painstaking judgement.

Our leaders have fallen short of these standards over Iraq. They have used emotive and
alarmist language. An “axis of evil” had been conjured up and also the term “rogue state™.
This rhetoric clouds judgment, inhibits clear thinking and conditions the mind.

Extreme statements go unchallenged. It is only now that Mr Tony Blair’s assertion that
Iraq could deploy its WMD’s within 48 hours is being critically examined. Recently, Mr
John Howard made a point of saying that this was what Tony Blair had said and that he
had never said it. If Mr Howard had any reservations he kept them to himself, Australian
ministers did not bat an eyelid when Mr George Bush said Americans might learn about
Iraq from “a mushroom cloud.” =

Alarmist predications have been made about Iraq’s potential for harm. Consider this
Ministerial reply (28" February 2003) to the organisers of a peace march in Coffs Harbour
“....if Saddam was again to go to war against his neighbours — this time with WMD’s — a
major part of the worlds oil supplies would be threatened. In this situation the effect on
the global economy could be dramatic, with massive increases in the price of oil severely
damaging a great many countries prospects for growth.”

The scenario is simply not credible. When it did invade its neighbour Kuwait, frag
suffered a swift and crushing military defeat. Its military capability was further eroded by
the UN inspection regime. It was placed under heavy economic sanctions. The most recent
UN Resolution provides for strong measures should it not comply with the UN’s
disarmament demands. This letter is a disturbing indication of misleading propaganda at
the Ministerial level.

Coalition leaders use *“WMD’s” as a broad brush collective expression, It appears to have
made little difference to their presentation that nuclear weapons capability is not in the
“WMD’s”. Recently, the coalition leaders made much of reports (proved to be false) that
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Iraq “sought™ high-grade uranium from Africa. They omitted to say that what Iraq may
have “sought” it did not get. They say little or nothing about the statement of the Director-
General of the International Atomic Energy Agency (March 7% 2003) that “we have to
date found no evidence or plausible indications of the revival of a nuclear weapons
programme in Iraq.” Condoleeza Rice has recently speculated that WMD’s might not have
been weaponised.

Perhaps because Iraq is “evil” serious thought has not been considered necessary on what
should be basic questions about Iraq’s intent, motives and interests. This was a major
omission in Colin Powell’s presentation to the Security Council. Could it not be the case
that the regime’s posture on WMD’s after the first Gulf War was due to factors relating to
regime survival and cohesion and to Iraq’s national interests in security protection against
a hostile missile-armed Iran and a nuclear-armed Israel? And that it had nothing to do with
the United States? Should WMD’s be discovered in Irag, these questions surely should be
relevant.

What drove the Bush administration to war with Iraq? UN inspectors were on the ground.
They reported progress in disarming Iraq and asked for more time. A strong UN
resolution warning Iraq of the dangers on non-compliance had been passed, Why was the
Bush administration ready to risk the whole promising and strengthening fabric of
international security co-operation, risk the loss of worldwide goodwill and support for
the USA after September 11%, and create liabilities for heavy post-war commitments and
costs? The answer was given recently by Deputy Secretary of Defence, Wolfowitz with
his statement that the issue of WMD’s was never the main motivation but the real
objective was the overthrow of the Saddam regime,

Did our government know this? Yes it did.

I attach a seven- page article in the prestigious New Yorker magazine of 1% April 2002,
one year before the war. The article is based on interviews with leading figures in the
Bush administration. It describes their conceptual thinking about the future interventionist
role of the USA. It precisely describes what was to be the planned course of events over
the next twelve months. Tt quotes Condoleeza Rice as saying, even then, that the USA
should be ready to establish coalitions of the willing outside the UN framework. It
describes the USA as moving towards war with Iraq — 1) to topple the Saddam regime, 2)
to promote political and strategic changes in the middle-east, and 3) to demonstrate US
willingness to take pre-emptive action in unacceptable situations. The ground work for
war would be laid, according to the article, “while Bush builds up a rhetorical case for it
by giving speeches about the unacceptability of developing weapons of mass destruction.
A drama involving weapons inspections in [raq will play itself out over the spring and
summer, and will end up with the USA declaring that the terms that Saddam offers for the
inspections, involving delays and restrictions, are unacceptable.”

When it was published this carefully documented article could not be dismissed as mere
speculation. The views of senior Washington officials are quoted at length and under
Washington conventions they were on the record. The article would have been on the
desks of senior ministers within days. Ministers would have also been aware 0f the
position of the Bush administration from meetings with their American counterparts. The
Embassy in Washington would have been sending similar reports based on its range of
contacts,

It would appear senior ministers in the know were comfortable with the position of the
Bush administration. A review of the period will show that everything they did publicly
was supportive of the USA and of the assessments supplied by the USA. This is a much as
[ can justifiably conclude from public material.




The Inquiry may have difficulty in getting access to classified intelligence and
determining how it was used. However, important unclassified information is available to
the Inquiry from the work of the UN inspectors and the International Atomic Energy
Agency. These are avenues through which the Inquiry can test the accuracy and
comprehensiveness of the Government’s assessments and the quality of what it told the
Australian people. Our Prime Minister has been firm about Saddam’s “pursuit of a nuclear
capability” but this is not the view of the Director General of IAEA. What discussions did
the Government have with IAEA? What were the grounds for its contrary view? Where
did it obtain its advice?

Similarly, why did the Government reject the views of the UN inspectors that the Iraq
situation was contained, that is was making progress, and that it needed more time. What

did our Government base its conclusions on? Where did it obtain its advice? | suggest that
Mr Hanz Blix be invited to appear before the Inquiry for a full pursuit of these issues.

G.A. JOCKEL CBE

25" Tuly 2003

Biegraphical Note:
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Head of Australian Missions in Geneva, Singapore, Jakarta, Bagkok

Director of Joint Intelligence Organisation (Pre-curser to DIO) and Chairman of National
Intelligence Committee (Pre-curser to ONA)
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LETTER FROM WASHINGTON

THE NEXT WORLD ORDER

L he Bush Administration may have a brand-new doctrine of power.

BY NICHOLAS LEMANN

hen there is a changc of com-
mand-—and not just in govern-
ment—the new people often persuade
themselves that the old people were much
worse than anyone suspected. This feeling
seems especially ntense in the Bush Ad-
ministration, perhaps because Bill Clinton
has been bracketed by a father-son team.
1t’s easy for people in the Administration to
believe that, after an unfortunate eight-year
interlude, the Bush family has resumed
eand about Bme, too.
The Bush Administration’s sense that
the Clinton years were a waste, or worse,
is strongest in the realms of foreign policy
and military affairs. Republicans tend to
regard Democrats as untrustworthy in de-
fense and foreign policy, anyway, in ways
that coincide with what people think of
as Clinton’s weak points: an eagerness to
please, a lack of discipiine. Condoleezza
Rice, Bush's national-security adviser, wrote
an article in Foreign Affarrs two years ago
in which she contemptuously accused

* Clinton of “an extraordinary neglect of

the fiduciary responsibilities of the com-
mander in chief.” Most of the top figures
in foreign affairs in this Administration
also served under the President’s father,
They took office last year, after what they
regard as eight vears of small-time ﬂv—
swatting by Clinton, thinking that they
were picking up where theyd left off,
Not long ago, T had lunch with—
a senior Administration foreign-
p@llct} official, at a restaurant in Wash-

- ington called the Oval Room. Eatly in

the lunch, he handed me a twenty-seven-

. page report, whose cover bore the seal of

the Department of Defense, an outline
map of the world, and these words:

Defense Strategy for the 1990s:
The Regional Defense Strategy
Secretary of Defense
Dick Cheney
January 1993

One of the difficulties of working at

¢ the highest level of government is com-

municating its drama. Actors, profes-
sional athletes, and even elected poliu-
clans train for years, go through a great
winnewing, and then p(,rﬂmu lmbm Iy,
People who have ttles like Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of Defense are just as
ambitious and competitive, have worked
justas long and hard, and arc often play-
ing for even higher stakes—but whar
they do all day is go to meetings and
write memos and prepare brictings, How,
possibly, to explain that some of the doc-
umnents, including the report that the
senjor official handed me, which was
physically indistinguishable from a high-
school term paper, represent the govern-
ment version of playing Carnegie FHall?
After the fall of the Berlin Wall, Dick
Cheney, then the Sccretary of De{{*usﬁ
set up a “shop,” as they say, to think shou
Americar: foreygm poh(.}/ after the Lm(g.
War, at the grand strategic level. The pro-
Ject, whose existence was kept quier, -
claded people who are now back n the
game, at a hugher level: armong them, Paul
Woltowitz, the Deputy Secretary of De-
tense; Lews Libby, C hu;c,yse}mf of stadf:
and Erie Edelman, a senior foreign-policy
adviser to Cheney—generally speaking,
a cohesive group of conservatives who
regard themselves as bigger-thinking,
tougher-minded, and intellecrually bolde
than most other people in Washingtor.
{Donald Rumnsfeld, the Sceretary of De-
fense, shares these characreriseic
been closely associated widy Cheney for
more than thirty vears.) Colin Powell,
then the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, mounted ¢ competing, and pre-
surnably roore ideologically moderate, ef-
fort 1o reimagine American foreign policy
and defense. A date was set—May 21,
1990—on which each ream would brief
Cheney for an hour; Cheney wonld then
brief President Bush, after which Bush
would make a foreign- policy address un-
veiling the new grand strategy.
Evervbody worked for months on the
“five-twenty-one brief)”

,and has

with 2 sense thit
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One former Pentagon official says that the Administration’s conservatives are ‘velentless” and thar ‘vesistance is futile.”

the shape of the post-Cold War world was
at stake. When Wolfowitz and Powell ar-
rived at Cheney’s office on May 21st, Wolf-
owitz went first, but his briefing lasted
far beyond the allotted hour, and Cheney
{a hawk who, perhaps, liked what he was
hearing) did not call time on him. Powell
didr't get to present his alternate version
of the future of the United States in the
world until a couple of weeks later. Cheney
briefed President Bush, using material
mostly from Wolfowitz, and Bush prepared
his major foreign-policy address. But he

delivered it on August 2, 1990, the day thar
Iraq invaded Kuwait, so nebody noticed.

The team keptworking. In 1992, the
Times got s hands on a version of the
material, and published a front-page
story saying that the Pentagon envi-
sioned a future in which the United States
could, and should, prevent any other na-
tion or alliance from becoming a great
power. A few weeks of controversy en-
sued about the Bush Administration’s
hawks being “unilateral™—controversy
that Cheney’s people put an end to with

denials and the counter-leak of an edited,
softer version of the same material.

As it became apparent that Bush was
gomng to lese to Clinton, the Cheney
tearns efforts took on the quality of «
parting shot. The report that the senior
official handed me at lunch had been is-
sued only a few days before Clinton took
office. It is a somewhat bland, opaque
document—s “scrubbed,” meaning un-
classified, version of something more
candid—bur 1t contained the essential
ideas of “shaping,” rather than reacting
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to, the rest of the world, and of prevent-
ing the rise of other superpowers. Its
tone 1 one of skepcism about diplo-
matic partnershups. A more forthright
version of the same ideas can be found in
a short book titled “From Containment
to Global Leadership?,” which Zaimay
Khalilzad, who joined Cheney’s team
in 1991 and is now special envoy to Af-
ghanistan, published a couple of yeass
into the Clinton Administration, when
he was out of government. It recom-
mends that the United States “prectude
he rise of another global rival for the in-
definite funire,” Khalilzad writes, “Tt is o
vital UL5, interest to preclude such a de-
velopment—i.e., to be willing to use
force if necessary for the purposc.”

hen George W. Bush was cam-

paigning for President, he and
the people around him didn't seem to be
proposing a great doctrinal shift, along
the lines of the policy of containment of
the Sovier Union’s sphere of iafluence
which the United States maintained
during the Cold War. In his first major
toreign-policy speech, delivered in No-
vember of 1999, Bush declared that “a
President must be a clear-eyed realist,” a
formulation that seems to connote an
absence m‘ world-remaking ambition.
“Realism” 15 exactly the foreign-policy
doctrine thas Chcneys Pentagon team
rejected, partly because it posits the im-
possibility of any one country’s ever
dominating world affairs for any length
of tirte.

One gets many reminders in Wash-
ington these davs of how much the tey-
rorist attacks of September 11th have
changed official foreign-policy think-
ing. Any chief executive, of either party,
would probably have done what Bush
has done so far—made war on the Tal-
iban and Al Qaeda and enhanced do-
mestic security. It is ordy now, six months
after the attacks, that we are truly enter-
ing the realm of Presidential choice, and
alf indications are that Bush is going to
use September 11th as the occasion to
laurich a new, aggressive American for-
eign policy that would represent a broad
change in direction rather than a specific
war on terrorisi. Al his rhetoric, espe-
ciadly in the two addresses he has given
to joint sessions of Congress since Sep-
tember 11th, and all the information
about his state of mind which his aides
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have leaked, indicate that he sees this as
the nation'’s moment of destiny—a per-
ception that the people arcund him seem
to be encouraging, because it enhances
Bush’s stature and opens the way to more
assertive policymaking.

Inside government, the reason Sep-
tember 11th appears to have been “a
transformative moment,” as the senior
otficial T had lunch with put it, is not so
much that it revealed the existence of a
threat of which officials had previously
been unaware as that it drastically re-
duced the American publics usual re-
sistance to Armerican mifitary involve-
ment overseas, at least for a while. The
Clinton Administration, beginning with
the “Black Hawk Down” operation in
Mogadishu, during its first year, oper-
ated on the conviction that Americans
were highly averse to casualties; the all-
bombing Kosovo operation, in Clinton’s
next-to-last vear, was the ideal foreign
military adventure. Now that the United
States has been attacked, the options are
much broader. The senior official ap-
provingly mentioned a 1999 study of ca-
sualty aversion by the Triangle Instirute
for Security Studies, which argued that
the “mass public” is much less casualty-
averse than the military or the civil-
ian élite believes; for example, the study
showed that the public would toler-
ate thirty thousand deaths in 2 military
operation to prevent Iraq from acquir-
ing weapons of mass destruction. (The
American death total in the Vietnam
War was about fifty-eight thousand,)
September 11th presumably reduced ca-
sualty aversion even further,

Reccnt]y, fwent to the White House
to interview Condoleezza Rice.
Rice’s Foreign Affasrs article from 2000
begins with this declaration: “The United
States has found it exceedingly difficult
to define its ‘national mtcre@t in the
absence of Soviet power.” I asked her
whether that is still the case. “T think
the difficulty has passed in defining a
role,” she said immediately. “T think
September 11th was one of those great
earthquakes that clarify and sharpen,
Events are in much sharper relief.” Like
Bush, she said that opposing terrorism
and preventing the accumulation of
weapons of mass destruction “in the
hands of Irresponsible states” now define
the national interest. (The latter goal,

P

by the way, is new—in Bush’ speech
to Congress on Seprember 20th, Amer-
ica’s sole grand purpose was ending ter-
rorism.) We talked in her West Wing
office; its tall windews face the pare of
the White House grounds where rele-
vision reporters do their standups. In
her bearing, Rice seemed less erisply mil-
itary than she does in public, She looked
a little wred, bur she was projecting »
kind of missionary calm, rather than
belligerence,

In the Foreign Affairs article, Rice
came across as a classic realist, purting
forth “the notions of power politics,
great powers, and power balances” as the
proper central concerns of the Unired
States. Now she sounded as if she had
moved closer to the one-power idea that
Cheney’s Pentagon team proposed ten
vears ago—or, at least, to the idea thar
the other great powers are now in har-
mony with the United States, because of
the terrorist attacks, and can be induced
0 YOI SO0, “Thcoretically the realists
would predict that when you have g grear
power like the United States it would
not be long before you had other grear
powers rising to challenge it or trving 1o
balance against it,” Rice said, "And i
think what you're seeing is that there’s at
least a predilection this time 1o move to
productive and codperative relations
with the United States, rather than to try
to balance the United States. T acrually
think that statecraft marters in how irall
comes out. 1t’s not all foreordained.”

Rice said thar she had called rogether
the senior staff’ people of the National
Security Council and asked them to
think sertously about “how do you capi-
ralize on these opportunities” 1o funda-
mentally change American doctrine, and
the shape of the world, in the wake of
Scptcrr;bcr 13th. “T really think this pe-
riod is analogous to 1945 to 1947, she
said——rthat is, the period when the con-
tainment doctrine took shape—"in that
the events so clearly demonstrared that
there is a big global thr{:at and thatitsa
big global threat to a lot of countries thar
you would niot have normally thought of
as being in the coalition. Thar Las startec

shifting the recronic phtu i interna-
ttonal politics. And it ma}mi Tant o try
to seize on thar and pobmon f“xmcnmn
interests and institutions gmc all of thar
before they harden agrain.”

The National Security Council is




legally required to produce an annual
document called the National Security
Straregy, stating the over-all goals of
Arnerican policy—another government
report whose importance s grear but not
obvious. The Bush Administration did
not produce one last year, as the Clinton
Admimstration did not in its first vear,
Rice said thar she is working on the re-
POIT NOW.

“There are two ways to handle this
document,” she told me. “One s to do it
inakind of minimalist way and just get it
out. But it’s our view that, since this is
going to be the first one for the Bush
Administration, it’s important. An awful
lot has happened since we started this
process, prior 1o /11, I can’t give you a
certain date when it’s going to be out, but
Fwould think sometime this spring. And
i's importzmt that it be a real statement
of what the Bush Administration sees as
the strategic direction that its going.”

It seems clear already that Rice will
set forth the hope of a more dominant
American role in the world than she
might have a couple of years ago. Some
questions that don't appear to be settled
vet, but are obviously being asked, are
how much the United States is willing
to operate alone in foreign affairs, and
how much change it is willing to try to
engender nside other countries—and
to what end, and with what means. The
leak a couple of weeks ago of a new
American nuclear posture, adding of-
fensive capability against “rogue states,”
departed from decades of official ad-
herence to a purely defensive position,
and was just one indication of the scope
of the reconsideration that is going on.
Is the United States now in a position to
he redrawing regional maps, especially
in the Middle Iast, and replacing gov-
ernments by force? Nobody thought

that the Bush Administration would be

thinking in such ambitious terms, but
plaindy it i, and with the internal debate
to the right of where it was only a few
mionths ago.

ust before the 2000 election, a Repub-

lican foreign-policy figure suggested
to me that 2 good indication of a Bush
Administration’s direction in foreign af-
fairs would be who got @ higher-ranking
job, Paul Wolfowitz or Richard Haass.
Ii.mlsb is another veteran of the first
Bush Administration, and an intellec-

tual ke Wolfowirz, but much more
moderate, In 1997, he published a bool
titled “The Reluctant Sheriff,” in which
he poked a lirtle fun at Wolfowitzs fa-
mous strategy briefing of the early nine-
ties (he called it the “Pentagon Paper”)
ard disagreed with its idea that the United
States should wy to be the world’s only
great power over the long term. “For
better or worse, such a g{}al 1s bcyond
our reach,” Haass wrote. “It simply 1s
not doablc. Elsewhere in the book,
he disagreed with another of the Wolf-
owitz team’s main ideas, that of the
United States expanding the “demo-
cratic zone of peace”: “Primacy is not to
be confused with hegemony. The United
States cannot compel others 1o become
more democratic.” Haass argued that the
United States 1s becoming less domi-
nant in the world, not more, and sug-
gested “a revival of what might be called
traditional great-power politics.”
Wolfowitz got a higher-ranking job

than Haass: he is Deputy Secretary of

Defense, and Haass is Director of Policy
Planning for the State Departmc,nt*m
in effect, Colin Powell’s big-think guy.
Recently, T went to see him in his office
at the State Department. On the wall
of his waiting roorm was an array of pho-
tographs of every past director of the
policy-planning statf, beginning with

George Kennan, the father of the con-
ranment doctrine and the frst holder of
the office that Maass now occuples.

It’s another indication of the way
things are moving in Washington that
Haass seems to have becorne more hawke
ish. T mentioned the tide of his "\(m}»\
“Using the word ‘reluctant’ was itse
ﬂc,LUVL of a period when toreign policy
seerned secondary, and sacrificing for fmv
egn pohcv was a hard case to m: ?M " he
saxcl. “It was written when Bill Clinton
Wi s&vmg, ts the economy, stupid—
not 'It’s the world, stupid. Two things are
very different now. One, the President
has a much easter time making the case
that foreign policy matters. Second, at the
top of the national-security charys s this
notion of weapons of mass destruction
and terrarism.”

fasked Haass whether there is a doc-
trine emerging that is as broad as E\.@ﬂ—
nan’s containment. “I think there is,” he
said. “What you're seeing from this Ad-
ministration is the emergence of 4 new
principle or body of ideas—I'm not sure
it construtes a doctrine—about what
you raght call the fimits of sovereignty
Sovereignty entails obligations. One is
not to massacre your own pt,uplc‘ An-
other 1s not to support terrorism in any
way. If a government fuils to meet these
obligations, then it forfeits some of the

1‘{;‘ :

‘Heks in the freld today.”




normal advantages of sovereignty, includ-
ing the right to be left alone wside your
own territory. Other governments, in-
cluding the United States, gain the right
to intervene. In the case of terrorism, this
can even lead to a right of preventive,
or peremptory, self-defense, You essen-
tially can act in anticipation if you have
¢ grounds to think it’s a question of when,
;\ and not if, vou're going to be artacked.”
{; Clearly, Haass was thinking of Iraq.
/ “Tdon’t think the American public needs
a lot of persuading about the evil that i
Saddam Hussein,” he said. “Also, [d fully
expect the President and his chief Lieu-
tenants to make the case, Public opinion
can be changed. We'ld be able to make

the case that this isn't a discretionary ac-

’\) ton but one done in self-defense.”

On the larger 1ssue of the American
role in the world, Faass was still main-
wmining sorme distance from the hawks,
He had made a speech not long before
called “Imperial America,” but hc told
me that there is a big difference between
imperial and imperiaizsz. ] just think thar
we have to be 2 litde bit carefid,” he said.
“Great as our advantages are, there are
sall Lmits. We have to have allies, We
can't impose our ideas on cveryone. We
don't want to be ﬁghtmg wars alone, so
we need others to join us. American lead-
ership, ves; but not American unilateral-
1em. 1t has to be mulalateral. We cant
win the war against terror alone. We can'’t
send forces everywhere. It really does
have to be a collaborative endeavor”

He stopped for 2 moment. “Is there a
successor idea to containment? | think
there 1s,” he said. “It is the idea of integra-
tion. The goal of U.5. foreign policy
should be to persuade the other major
powers to sign on to certain key ideas as to
how the world should operate: epposition
to terrorism and weapons of mass de-
struction, support for free trade, democ-
racy, markets. Integration is about locking
thern into these policies and then building
mstitutions that lock them in even more.”

he first, but by no means the last,

obvious manifestation of a new
American foreign policy will be the ef-
fort to remove Saddam Hussein, Whar
the United States does in an fraq opera-
tion will very likely dwarf what’s been
done so far in Afghanistan, both in terms
of the scale of the operauon itself and in
rerms of its aftermath.
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Several weeks ago, Ahmad Chalabi,
the head of the Iraqi National Congress,
the Iragi opposition party, came through
Washingron with an entourage of his
aides. Chalabi went to the State Depart-
ment and the White Mouse o ask, evi-
dently successfully, for more American
funding. His main public event was a
panet discussion at the American Enter-
prise Institute. Chalabis leading supporter
in town, Richard Perle, the prominent
hawk and former Defense Department
official, acted as moderator. Smiling and
supremnely confident, Perle opened the
discussion by saymg, “Evidence is mount-
ing that the Administration 15 locking
very carefully at strategies for dealing
with Saddam Hussein.” The war on

 terrorism, he said, will not be comp-

E31:2‘&3 “until Saddam is successfully dealt
1with. And that means replacing his re-
gime. ... That action will be taken, 1
have no doubt.”

Chalabi, who lives in London, is a
charming, suave middle-aged man WItb
z twinkle in his eve. Fle was dressed in 2
double-breasted pin-striped suit and a
striped shirt with a Whjtc spread collar.
Although he and his supporters argue
that the Iragi National Congress, with
sufficient American support, can defeat
Saddam just as the Northern Alliance
defeated the Taliban in Afghanistan, this
view hasn’t won over most people in
Washington. It isn't just that Chalabi
doesn't look the part of a rebel military
leader {*He could fight you for the last
petit four on the tray over tea at the
Savoy, but that’s about i it,” one skeptical
former Pﬁntagun official told me), or

that he 1sn't in Irag. It's also that Sad-
darn’s military is perhaps ten times the
size that the Taliban’s was, and has been
guite successful at purting down revolts
over the last decade. The United States
left Iraq in 1991 believing that Saddan
might soon fall to an internal rebeilion;
Chalabi’s supporters believe that Sad-
dam 1s much weaker now, and thar even
signs that a serious operation was in the
offing could finish him off. But non-true
believers seem to be coming around ro

the idea that a military operation against

Saddam would mean the deployment of

anvwhere from a hundred thousand
o thzw hundred thousand American
ground troops.

Kenneth Pollack, a former C.LA. an-
alyst who was the National Securicy
Council’s statf e}qsez'r on Iraq during the
last years of the Clnton f\ummstm
tion, recently caused 4 stir in the foreign-
policy world by publishing an grudc n
Foreign Affairs calling for war against Sad-
dam. This was noteworthy because three
years ago Pollacle and two co-uuthors
published an article, alse in Foreigr A~

Jarrs, arguing that the Imq} National

Congress was incapable of defearing
Saddam. Pollack still doesn't think Cha-
labi can do the job. He believes that it
would require a substantial American
ground, air, and sea force, closer in size
to the one we used in Kuwait in 1990-91
thar to the one we are USINg NoOw in
Afghanistan.

Pollack, who is trim, quick,
crisp, is obviously a man who has given
a briefing or two in his day. \’Vhtn i
went to see him at his office in Wash-
mgton, with a little encouragement
he got out from behind his desk and
walked over to his office wall, whers
three maps of the Middie
hanging. “The Un}v way to do it
full-scale invasion,” he said, using a
pen as a pointer, “We're talking abour
two grand corps, two to three hundred
thousand people altogether. The popu-
fation 1s here, in the Tigris-Euphrates
valley.” Fe pointed to the area between

aqhddd and Basra.” l(Em Iy, you'd have
the Saudis on bourd.” He poited to
the Prince Sultan airbase, near Riyadh.
“You could make Kuwair the base, but
it's much easier in Saudi. You need 1o

and
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take western Iraq and southern Trag”-
pointing again—"because otherwise
they'll fire Scuds at Israel and ar the
Saudi il fields. You probably want to
prevent [raq from blowing up its own
oil ficlds, so troops b.ivc 1o aooupy
them. And you need troops to defend
the Kurds in northern Trag.” Point,
pourt. “You go in as hard as yi_;u CHI, s
tast as you can.” Fle slapped his hand
on the top of his desk, “You get the
enemy to divide his forces, by threaten-
ing him 1n two places at once.” His
hand hit the desk again, hard. “Then
you crush him.” Smack.

o

[



o

Thar would be 2 reverberating biow.
['he United States has already removed
the government of one country, Af-
ghunistan, the new government is ob-
viously shaky, and American military
operations there are not completed. Pa-
kistan, which before September 11th
clearly met the new test of national un-
acceptability (it both harbors terronsts
and has weapons of mass destruction),
will also require long-term attention,
since the country is not wholly under
the control of the government, as the
nurder of Daniel Pearl demonstrated,
and even parts of the government, like
the intelligence service, may not be en-
tirely under the control of the Presi-
dent. In lIraq, if America invades and
brings down Saddam, a new govern-
ment must be establishe
mous long-term task in a country where
there is no obvious, plausible new leader.
The prospective Iraq operation has drawn
strong objections from the neighboring
nations, one of which, Russia, is a nuclear
superpower. An invasion would have a
huge effect on the internal affairs of ail
the biggest Middle Fastern nations:
Iran, Turkey, Saud: Arabia, and even
Egypt. Events have forced the Adminis-
tration to become directly involved in the
lsraeli-Palestinian conflict, as it hadn’t
wanted to do. So it’s really the entire re-
gion that is in play, in much the way that
Europe was immediately after the Sec-
ond World Whar,

In September, Bush rejecred Paul Wolf-
owlitzs recommendation of immediate
moves against Iraq. That the President
seems to have changed his mind is an in-
dication, in part, of the bureaucratic skl
of the Administrations conservatives,
“These guys are relentless,” one former
official, who 1s close to the high command
at the State Depamnant, told me. “Re-
sistance 1s futile.” The conservatives' other
weapon, besides relentlessness, is intel-
lecrualism, Colin Powell tends to think
case by case, and since September 11th
the conservatives have outfianked him
by producing at least the beginning of a
coherent, hawkish world view whose ac-
ceptance practically requires invading
Iraq. If the United States applies the doc-

trines of Cheney’s old Pentagon team,

“shaping” and expanding “the zone of

democracy,” the implications would ex-

tend far bevond that one operation,

The outside experts on the Middle
Fast who have the most credibility with |
the Administration seem to be Bernard |

Lewis, of Princeton, and Fouad Ajami,
of the Johns Hopkins School of Ad-
vanced International Studies, both of
whom see the Arab Middle East as a
region in need of radical remediation.
Lewis was invited to the White House
in December to brief the senior foreign-
policy staff. “One point he made 1s,
Look, i that part of the world, noth-
ing matters more than resolute will
and force,” the senior official I had
lunch with told me—in other words, the

United States needn’t proceed gingerly

for fear of inflaming the “Arab street,” as
long as 1t is prepared to be strong. The
sendor official also recornmended as in-
teresting thinkers on the Middle East
Charles Hill, of Yale, who 1n a recent
gssay declared, “Every regime of the
Arab-Islamic world has proved a fail-

ure,” and Reuel Marc Gerecht, of the

American Enterprise Institute, who pub-
lished an article in The Weekly Standard

about the need for a change of regime in |

fran and Syria. (Those goals, Gerecht
told me when we spoke, could be ac-
complished through pressure short of an
invasiomn.)

Several people T spoke with predicted |
that most, or even all, of the nations |
that loudly oppose an invasion of lraq |

would privately cheer it on, if they felt
certain that this time the Americans
were really going to finish the job. One
purpose of Vice-President Cheney’s re-
cent diplomatic tour of the region was
to offer assurances on that matter, while
gamely absorbing all the public criti-
cism of an Iraq operation, In any event,
the Administration appears to be com-
mitted to acting forcefully in advance of
the world’s approval. When [ spoke to
Condoleezza Rice, she said that the
United States should assemble “coali-
tions of the willing” to support its ac-
tions, rather than feel it has to work
within the existing infrastructure of in-
rernational treaties and organizations,
An invasion of Traqwould test that pol-
icy in more ways than one: the Admin-
istration would be berting that it can
contirue to eliminate Al Qaeda cells in
countries that publicly opposed the Iraq
Opcratzan.

When the Administration submit- |

ted its budget earlier this vear, it asked
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for a forty-eight-billion-dollar increase
in defense spending for fiscal 2003,
which begins in October, 2002, Much
of that sum would go to tmprove mili-

tary pay and benefits, but ten billion
doliars of it is designated as an unspec-
ified contingency fund for further oper-
ations in the war on terrorism. 1hats
probably at least the initial funding for
an illV‘:’xS‘lOﬂ (}f Iraq.

This spring, the Administration will
be mlking to other countries about the
invasion, trying to secure basing and
overflight privileges, while Bush builds up
a rhetorical case for it by giving speeches
about the umueptdbﬂzty of developing
weapons of mass destruction. A drama
involving weapons inspections in Irag
will play itself out over the spring and
surnmer, and will end with the United
States declaring that the terms that Sad-
dam offers for the inspections, involving
delays and restrictions, are unacceptable,
Then, probably in the late summer or
early fall, the enormous troop posttion-
ing, which will take months, will begin.
The Administration obviously feels con-
fident that the United States can effec-
tvely parry whatever aggressive actions
Saddarm takes during the troop buildup,
arnd hopes that its moves will destabilize
Iraq enough to cause the Republican
Guard, the military key to the country, to
turn against Saddam and topple him on
its owrl. But the chain of events leading
inexorably to a full-scale Arerican inva-
sion, if 1t hasn't already begun, evidently
will begin soon.

Lcwis (Scooter) Libby, who was the
principal drafter of Cheney’s future-
of-the-world documents during the first
Bush Administration, now works in
an office in the O Executive Office
Building, overlooking the West Wing,
where he has a second, smaller office,
A packet of public-relations muaterial
prompted by the recent paperback pub-
lication of his 1996 novel, “The Ap-
prentice,” quotes the Times’ calling him
“Dick Cheney’s Dick Cheney,” which
seems like an apt description: he appears
absolutely sure of himself, and, whether
by coincidence or as aresult of the influ-
ence of his boss, speals in a tough, con-
fidential, gravelly rumble. Like Con-
doleezza Rice and Bush himself, he gives
the impression of having calmly ac-
cepted the idea that the project of war
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and reconstruction which the Adminis-
tration has now taken on may be a little
exhausting for those charged with carry-
ing it out but is unquestionably right, the
only truly prudent course.

When I went to see Libby, not long
ago, 1 asked him whether, before Sep-
tember 11th, American policy roward
terrorism should have been different. He
went to his desk and got out a farge black
loose-leaf binder, filled with typewritten
sheets interspersed with foldout maps
of the Middle East. He looked through
it for a long minute, formulating his
ANSWEL.

“Let us stack it up,” he said at last.
“Somalia, 1993; 1994, the discovery of
the Al Qaeda-related plot in the Philip-
pines; 1993, the World Trade Center,
first bombing; 1993, the attempt o as-
sassinate President Bush, former Presi-
dent Bush, and the lack of response to
that, the lack of a serious response to
that; 1995, the Rivadh bombing; 1996,
the Khobar bombing; 1998, the Kenyan
embassy bombing and the Tanunmn
embassy bombing; 1999, the plot to
launch miliennium attacks; 2000, the
bombing of the Cole. Throughnut this
period, infractions on inspections by the
Iragss, and eventually the withdrawal of
the entire inspection regime; and the
failure to respond significantly to Iragi
incussions in the Kurdish areas. No one
would say these challenges posed easy
probiems, but if you take that long list
and you ask, Tid we respond in a way
which discouraged peoplc from sup-
porting terrorist activities, or activities
clearly against our interests? Did we help
to shape the environment in a way which
discouraged fuz'ther agpressions against
.S, interests?, many observers conclude
no, and ask whether it was then casier for
someone like Osama bin Laden to rise
up and say credibly, “The Americans
don't have the stomach to defend them-
selves. They won't take casualties to de-
fend their interests. They are morally
weak.”

Libby insisted that the American re-
sponse to September 11th has not been
standard or foreordained. “Look atwhat
the President has done in Afghanistan,”
he said, “and look at his speech to the
}Ol[}{ SC‘\S}OD C‘f L()Iligru:k wmcamné
the State of the Union ’Vlcssage in Jan-
uary. “He made it clear that it's an im-
portant area. He made it clear that we

believe in expanding the zone of de-
mocracy even in this difficult part of the
world. He made it clear that we stand
by our friends and defend our inter-

ests. And he had the courage to identify

those states which present a problem,
and to begin o build consensus for ac-
tion thar would need te be taken if there
is nota change of behavior on their part,
Take the Afghan case, for example.
There are many other courses that the
President could have raken, Tle could
have waited for jundical proot before we
responded. He could have engaged
long negotiations with the T: aliban. Fe
could have failed to seek a new relation

ship with Pakistan, based on its past -
clear tests, or been so afraid of weaken-
ing Pakistan that we didn’t seek its help.
This List could go on to twice or three
times the length I've mentoned so far
Bur, instead, the President saw an op-
portunity to refashion relations while
standing up for our interests. The prob-
fern is complex, and we don know yet
haw it will end, but we have opened

new prospects for relations not onky®

with Afghanistan, as {nportant as 1t was
as a threat, but with the states of Cenrral
Asia, Pakistan, Russia, and, as it may
develop, with the states of Southwest
Asta more generally.”

We moved on to Irag, and the ques-
tion of what makes Saddam Hussein
unacceptable, in the Administration’s
eves. “The issue is not inspections,” Libby
said, “The issue is the fragis’ promise
not to have weapons of mass destruce
tion, their promise o recognize the
boundaries of Kuwait, their promise not
to threaten other countries, and other
promises that they made in "91, and &
number of U.N. resolutions, mcluding
all the other problems 1 listed. Whether
it was wise or not-——uand that is the sub-
ject of debate—1Irag was given a second
chance to abide by international norms,
It failed o take that chance then, and
anrally for the next ten verrs.”

“What's vour level of confidenc
asked him, “that the current regire wil,
in fact, change its behavior in a way that
you will be satisfied by:”

He ran his hand over his face and

then gave me a direct gaze and spom
slowly and deliberately. “There is no
basis in Iraqs past behavior to have con-
fidence in good-faith efforts on thew
part to change their behavior T
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