Dialogue of Civilizations

U.S., Arab Ambassadors
Question Iraq War

Following are excer pts fromtwo presentationsto the confer-
ence of the National Council on U.S-Arab Relations and
the U.S.-Gulf Cooperation Council’ sCor porate Cooperation
Committee, held in Washington on Sept. 8-9. In announcing
the program, the sponsors said, “ Not since the 1982 Israeli
invasion of Lebanon has there been a comparable period,”

in which the U.S relationship to 22 Arab countries and 57
Islamic nations was subjected to such strain. But the “ ties
thatlink” the United Sateswith the Arab and Islamic nations
“withstood the strain” in the past, and would do so again.
Such wasthe aim of the conference. The speecheshereareby
Ambassador Hussein Hassouna, Chief Representative of the
League of Arab Statesto the U.S,, and Ambassador Chas. W.
Freeman, Jr., president of the Middle East Policy Council,
former U.S Undersecretary of Defense for Regional Affairs,
andformer U.S Ambassador to Saudi Arabia. Subheadshave
been added. For previous coverage of the conference, see
EIR, Sept. 20 and Oct. 4.

Ambassador Hassouna

Good evening: . . . | missed the beginning of the confer-
ence, but | was in Cairo attending the meeting of the Arab
Foreign Ministers and | hope to be able, maybe, to give you
alittle bit of aninsight of what happened there. . . .

| think that we have heard alot about Iraq already, but let
me just describe it from my own experience. | was in the
United Nations representing the League for five years; I've
been following this problem for solong. . . .

| seelrag havingthreedimensions, aninter-Arab problem,
an Iragi-UN problem, and Iragi-U.S. problem.

Theinter-Arab problem has evolved since the summit in
Beirut [March 2002], where Irag has recognized to respect
theterritory, integrity, and sovereignty of Kuwait. Therehave
been some developments. The media complaints have
stopped to agreat extent between Irag and its neighbors. Iraq
has agreed to give back to Kuwait, the national archives,
which it had taken away from Kuwait during the Gulf War,
andthiswill take place sometimenext month, in coordination
between the United Nations, the League of Arab States, and
the parties concerned.

So the relationships between Iraq and its neighbors have
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evolved. Trade agreements have been concluded; business
peopl e have been going between the different Arab countries
and Irag.

Between the United Nations and Irag, the Arab League
has been instrumental in the dialogue that has started on set-
tling the problems within the United States and Irag. The
Secretary General went to Baghdad; that is, the Secretary
General of the[Arab] League. In January of thisyear, he met
President Saddam Hussein and after long talks, convinced
him to resume the dialogue with the United Nations Secre-
tary General.

There were three sessions of dialogue, the last one that
took placein Viennain July. They have not thought about the
final solution, but at | east they havefocussed onthe problems.
And we hope in the Arab League—and this was the feeling
of everyone present in Cairo—that the government of Iraq
will continuethedial ogue, will accept thereturn of theinspec-
tors, and that eventually the problems will be solved, includ-
ing the lifting the sanctions which have been so damaging to
thecivilian population in Iraq [emphasis added)].

Itisadifficult problem. It needs more talk. But we see it
the only solution if you want to avoid war intheregion. . . .

‘War Might Destabilizethe Whole Region’

Wedo not haveto go into all the consequences and rami-
fications of awar inthe Middle East. But it might dismember
a country, to provoke—maybe, to affect the outflow of oil;
might destabilize the whole region.

And the public opinioninthe Arab world will be enraged.
Itisalready enraged against what’ s happening to the Palestin-
ian people. It might also be enraged at what happens, espe-
cially if we have many casualties, asalot of peoplepredictin
any coming war.

Sothisisavery seriousmatter, . . . and | know the United
Statesgovernment isconsulting withthe[UN] Security Coun-
cil, which also, in my view, isvery important to preserve the
unity of the Security Council to deal with such seriousmatters.
If we have a divided Security Council, | think the United
Nations would be much less effective than if the Council is
united, and gives full mandate to the Secretary General, and
full mandate to the inspection teams, if there’' s agreement for
them to go back to Irag.

| don’'t want to go [on] very long, but U.S.-Arab relations
werealso discussed in Cairo. And for thefirst timetherewere
leaders of the Arab-American community present there. We
had Jim Zogby, we had Jihad Assali, we had some leaders
from Detroit. And they took part in the discussion with the
ministers—for over three-and-a-half hours. Therewasagood
discussion about what’s happened, what can we do, where
arewegoing, . . . but | can tell you, again, there was worry.
But there was also afeeling that we want good rel ationships
with the United States. The United States is a friend of the
Arabworldandthe Arabworldisafriend of the United States.
It' satwo-way relationship and wehave so much[in] common
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interests, which sometimesis overlooked.

But also, there was a feeling that whatever happened, we
were shocked that those terrorists came from the Arab world.
Wewerealready thevictimsof terrorism beforethose events,
and we do not accept the notion of collectiveguilt. Weshould
work together with the United States, and with therest of the
world, to track down theterrorists, to get rid of those who kill
innocent people. We should not be blamed for their doings,
because they don’ t represent the Arab world. They don't rep-
resent the mainstream of 1slam. Islam callsfor the sanctity of
the human life.

Two Tracksin Arab-American Relations

Wherearewenow? Inmy view, the present state of Arab-
American rel ationships can besummarized as. . . proceeding
on two tracks, two different tracks. One isthe official track,
the responsible one, the rational one, that takes into account
the enormous common interests we have, and that realizes
... sometimes there is wrongdoing on both sides, that we
need some self-criticism. We need to change our discourse,
maybe, and we need reform, especially in the Arab world.
But we admit it. . . . We recognize what is wrong, but we're
a so proud of our achievements.

The second trend, | think, this is the irresponsible trend
of some people who are either ignorant, or, have their own
agenda. And those do a lot of damage to a long-standing
relationship between the Arab world and the United States.

And | think we should stand and speak up against them
because they can derail our relationship and they can influ-
ence public opinion. They can engender more hatred. They
can radicalize public opinion, and there are dangers

At the sametime, | think, looking into the future, we have
to work together. One of the things which will be happening
isthat next yearin May, aconferenceonthe Arab relationship
will take placein Detroit. It will be acomprehensive confer-
ence dealing with not only the political aspects, the culture,
but will mainly focus on the economic aspectsof our relation-
ship, which aredeep. . . . Weneed to understand that we have
common goals and that iswhy we al so should work together.
... Peace cannot be achieved by one country alone. It is a
common endeavor. We al have to join hands. And if we do
50, | think we will win. Thank you very much.

Ambassador Freeman

... I’'vebeenaskedto provideafew refl ectionson awar—
and another war, for me—with Iraqg. | will say that | was a
very strong supporter of military action to counterattack Iraq
and to liberate Kuwait in 1991.

I remain unconvinced and full of many more questions
than answers as| look at the situation today. . . .

OnThursday [ Sept. 12], the President promisesto explain
our stand on these issues, and | hope that his address to the
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United Nations will help us, and me in particular (because
I’'mvery selfish on thissubject), to understand how we should
respond to the view of friendsin the region. But it is nothing
short of obscene to be planning to add a U.S. war in the
northern Gulf to existing U.S. backing for steadily escalating
war in the Holy Land. And I'd like to know, also, how we
should respond to thejudgment of alliesand friendsin Europe
and Asia, that the notion of pre-emptive attack at will by the
United States amounts, both to a return to the pre-modern
notion that “might makes right,” and, to an abandonment of
a century of largely successful American effort to create a
rules-based international society. . . .

‘Put the Dog on a L eash’

There are, | think, afew specific and not inconsequential
questions we might usefully ponder before launching an un-
provoked but pre-emptive attack on Irag. And in my brief
time with you today, I’'m going to try to do just that: state a
few questions. . . .

Why does Irag want chemical, biological, and nuclear
weaponsin thefirst place? Isthisastrategy that springsfrom
the evil mind of Saddam Hussein, or isit a strategy based on
an Iragi national interest in deterring a resumption of past
assaultsby Iran, Israel, Turkey, and the United States? What,
infact, islraq's defense against Israeli and Iranian weapons
of mass destruction, other than its own weapons of mass de-
struction?1sit the UN Charter?|sthe United Nations Charter
now an effective constraint on American, Isragli, or Iranian
actions against Irag? Would regime change, by itsdlf, alter
the geo-strategic challenges facing Baghdad or in any way
define Iragi national interests?
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Let me be more specific. Might not a democratically
elected government be just asinterested in weapons of mass
destruction asadeterrent, asademocratically elected govern-
ment of Israel has proven to be interested in and, in fact,
devel oped such weapons?

If regime changeis the answer, what was the question?

But mightn’t Saddam attack the United States? Of course,
if the international community were to accept the proposed
doctrine of pre-emptive attack, then he probably would be
justified in pre-emptively attacking the United States, given
al the threats that we have been uttering against him for the
last several years. So, why hasn’t he? |s there any reason to
doubt that Saddam doesn’t understand the strength of the
United Statesand themagnitude of our retaliation against him
if he does attack us?Isthere any evidencethat Saddam or his
regime are suicidal? Stupid as Saddam is, why, given all our
bluster, would he not by now have prepared and possibly pre-
positioned retaliation against the U.S. homeland?

Think about it. Isn’t the most likely, indeed, almost the
only conceivable circumstance leading to an Iragi attack on
the United States, aU.S. attack on Iraq that would |eave Sad-
dam with nothing to lose by retaliating against us?

Now given hisbehavior, why should we accept the asser-
tion that Saddam cannot be deterred? He didn’t use weapons
of massdestructionin 1991, despite thefact that he possessed
such weapons. . . . In other words, looking at the pattern of
U.S--Iragi interaction over the past decade, the use of force
has invariably been instigated by the stronger party—that’s
us—rather than by Irag, which clearly understands its own
relative weakness.

Some people might argue that thisis atextbook example
of deterrenceinaction. Saddam’ sneighbors, withthepossible
apparent exception of Kuwait, | would say, don't consider
him to bean active or unmanageablemilitary threat any more.
Surely they know him better and surely they have morereason
tofear himthanwedo. . . .

But why wouldn’t it be possible? Why couldn’t Saddam
just transfer weapons of mass destruction to other enemies of
theUnited States, including al-Qaeda?It’ struethat the United
States has the capacity to unite our enemies against us, rather
than doing what cautious strategic doctrine would suggest is
wise, namely, to divide them.

Butisthereevidencethat thisisactually happening?If the
worry is about nuclear weapons, how likely isit that Saddam
would celebrate his acquisition of them by immediately turn-
ing over control of them to someone other than his own
forces? Such acts of generosity are seldom seen in statecraft.
Why is this not an instance in which deterrence is possible,
and in which making it clear where U.S. red lines are, would
be the best policy?

Would War Against Iraq Be‘a Cakewalk’?
But isn't it better to be safe than sorry? What do we have
to lose? Iraq is weak and it's much more vulnerable than
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North Koreaand Iran. Wouldn't invasion be, in the words of
afriend of mine, “acakewalk”?

Well, Irag, | think, is clearly far weaker now than it was
at the end of eight years of warfare with Iran, from which it
emerged triumphant ... [and] in 1991, the Iraqgi troops,
mainly conscripts, were seeking to hold onto what Iraq had
seized in Kuwait. They were not defending Irag. They had
been bombed at the rate of one bomb per minute for 37 days.
They were politically and emotionally isolated from the Arab
world. Istheir behavior—wastheir behavior on Feb. 23, 1991
when General Franks crossed the border, crossed the Iraqi
line of defense—is their behavior then under those circum-
stances a good predictor of the behavior of a much smaller
and more professional army defending its motherland against
aforeign invasion, and backed, rather than opposed, by Arab
opinion? 1’ m not convinced.

But wouldn't Iragis, like Afghans, welcome liberation by
the United States? By all accounts, ten years of sanctionsand
intermittent bombing have not endeared the United Statesto
the Iragi people. We don’t seem to have many admirers |eft
inside the country, while there are quite afew in the barsand
hotel restaurants of London, Paris, and New York. . . . Why
do we accept the speculative statements of people outside
Irag—Iragis in exile—about Saddam’s illegitimacy, as op-
posed to the much more persuasive and undeniablefact of his
undisturbed control of Irag?. . .

Finally, of course, thereisn’t, astherewasin Afghanistan,
acivil war in progress. We do not have the option of tipping
the balance in an ongoing struggle and, thus, gaining arela
tively easy, quick victory by helping one faction over an-
other. ...

How much support, if any, can we expect from NATO
allies and Japan? How much acquiescence will they give?
Canwetakethe use of basesin Europe and Japan for granted,
when these bases are established and exist for purposes of
common defense unrelated to U.S. unilateral actions out of
areain Irag? But doesn’t the Afghan operation show that we
don’t need alliesand partnersto project enough power to take
down the regime in Baghdad?

| think we havetheworld’ sgreatest expert onthispresent,
that our ability to project power to Afghanistan hasrested on
the use of bases, and friendly countries in the Persian Gulf
... aswell as overflight rights in Afghanistan’s immediate
neighbors—~Pakistan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan—
inparticular . . . agreementswith at least 85 different nations.
It has required usto refuel our aircraft en route to the region
many times, in someinstances, andit’ sheen crucial tobeable
to refuel them within the region to reach targets in Afghan-
istan.

In the Gulf War, we based 550,000 in theater and we
stuffed 23 air basesto the breaking point. If Irag’s neighbors
now deny us use of their airspace, ports, and bases, how can
weevengettherefrom here, still lesssustain full-scal ecombat
operationsin lrag?
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And why do we assume that an attack on Iraqg, that is
opposed by most of the nations currently supporting our
Afghan campaign, would not lead to their withdrawal of
support for our increasingly unpopular operations in
Afghanistan?. . .

Who Will Pay?

A few remaining questions. How much might war with
Irag cost? Who will pay for it? In the Gulf War, | note, U.S.
expenditures came to $60 billion, every cent of which was
paidfor by someone else—Saudis, $17 billion; Emirates, $14
billion; Kuwaitis, Japanese, $13hillion; Germans, $11 billion
... and so, ahillion here and a billion there, and before you
know it it adds up.

Saudi Arabia, as| said, alone paid $17 billion to the U.S.
and spent an additional $50 billion on fuel, food, equipment,
facility modification, and a host of other expenses. In addi-
tion to cash transfers to the United States, much support in
kind was provided by other nationsin the region and farther
afield, and our alies paid their own way or were paid for
by others.

Kuwait paid for its own reconstruction and oversaw it.
... Thetotal cost of the [planned] war remains uncal culated,
but it's something over $200 billion, not the silly figures
you've seen in the press recently. Is the U.S. ready, on our
own, tofund awar with Irag and the subsequent nation-build-
ing effort there? Not a bad question. And I'd add, do we
have commitments in place with Saudi Arabia and other ail
producersto do what they did in 1990 to 1991, which wasto
forgo the opportunity for windfall profits from a spikein ail
prices that could have devastated the United States and the
global economies? Arethey going to do that again, to support
an adventure they don’t agree with?

Why are we so confident, | repeat, that we can transform
athugdom into a democracy? What evidence isthere of Iraqi
traditions of democracy similar to those of the Weimar Re-
public or Japan in the 1920s, that underlay our successful
transformations of Germany and Japan? Who is the equiva-
lent of the Japanese Emperor, in terms of assuring Iragi mili-
tary and civilian cooperation with a U.S. occupation, rather
than resistanceto it along the lines of what we now seein the
Occupied Territories?

If by democracy, we mean aregimein Irag that endorses
U.S. policies and supports U.S. interest in the Middle East,
including those based on our solidarity with Israel, why do
we assume that such aregime would have any legitimacy in
Iraq or more broadly in the region?

Andfinally, if an Iragi democracy decided to build weap-
onsof massdestruction for validly deterrent purposes, would
werespect that democratic decision and support it aswe have
elsewhere in the region? | could raise additional questions,
but it's late in the day and these should probably be about
enough to get a discussion started. So | will leave it at that
and thank you.
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Lock-Out Shuts 29 U.S.
Ports, Hits Economy

by Patricia Salisbury

With theworld economy hanging by badly frayed threads, all
29 U.S West Coast ports were shut down as of Oct. 1, when
the Pacific Maritime Association (PMA), representing West
Coast shippers, imposed an indefinite “lock-out,” sending
workers off the docks and suspending all shipments except
for military, or emergency goodsto locations such as Alaska.
The San Francisco Federal Reserve says the strike will cost
the U.S. economy $2 billion per day. Asone-third of the huge
import bill of the United States passes through West Coast
ports, a shut-down of any length can only further ravage the
world economy.

Asof thiswriting, both sides—the Maritime Association
and the International Longshore and Warehouse Union
(ILWU)—seem to be settling in for a prolonged battle. On
Oct. 2, the lock-out’s second day, union representatives
walked out of a scheduled session with Federal mediators
when the Maritime Association brought armed security
guardstothemeeting. Amongidled workersat Southern Cali-
fornia ports, there are rumors that the shippers’ association
intends to run the ports with scab labor.

Each side has pointed to the other as the cause of the
lock-out. According to the shippers, the lock-out came as a
defensive action after the union ran a work “slow-down.”
Union spokesmen claim that work |evel s at the portsweretoo
high because of increased cargo shipments due to hoarding
by manufacturers and others, in anticipation of a shut-down,
and that they were simply applying appropriate safety mea
sures. However, some statements attributed to local ILWU
officialshave hinted that the union wasfed up with theintran-
sigent stance of the shippers, and came back from atwo-day
“cooling-off” during which the ports were temporarily shut
over the Sept. 28-29 weekend, prepared to do battle.

ShippersWant No-Union Precedent

The confrontation between the union and the Maritime
Association was already actively simmering before July,
when the contract between labor and management expired.
For aperiod, the contract was renewed on aday-to-day basis,
but this arrangement broke down over the Labor Day week-
end, as critical issues remained unresolved. Management
spokesmen say the sticking point is the introduction of new
technologies, such as optical scanners to speed the entry of
trucks carrying cargo, and global positioning satellitesto fol-
low the path of cargo. The employers claim that these new
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