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IRAQ: DEMOCRACY OR CIVIL WAR?

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 15, 2006

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY, EMERGING
THREATS, AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Christopher Shays
(chairman of the subcommittee) Presiding.

Present: Representatives Shays, Kucinich, and Van Hollen.

Staff present: J. Vincent Chase, chief investigator; R. Nicholas
Palarino, Ph.D., staff director; Kaleb Redden and Alex Manning,
professional staff members; Robert A. Briggs, analyst; Robert
Kelley, chief counsel; Michael Girbov, graduate assistant; Andrew
Su, minority professional staff member; and Jean Gosa, minority
assistant clerk.

Mr. SHAYS. A quorum being present, the Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security, Emerging Threats, and International Relations
hearing entitled, “Iraq: Democracy or Civil War? What are the Con-
sequences of Leaving Iraq,” is called back to order. This is an ex-
tremely important topic, as I think we all can agree, and thus we
want the record to be complete.

Today’s hearing is a continuation of both Monday and Wednes-
day’s hearing, but a continuation of Wednesday’s hearing. At the
end of today we will adjourn. At the start of each reconvening ses-
sion, Members have the opportunity to make opening statements
and I will begin with my statement.

Today we convene for the final day of our 3-day hearing, “Iraq:
Democracy or Civil War?” examining security force levels, prospects
for national reconciliation and the consequence of leaving Iraq im-
mediately, later but still prematurely, or when Iraqis are capable
of taking over for Coalition forces.

The conflict in Iraq finds United States and Coalition forces up
against increasing insurgent sectarian and terrorist violence.
Thomas Friedman of the New York Times, who has supported the
U.S.” objective to foster progressive democracy in the Middle East,
bluntly stated, “it is now obvious that we are not midwifing democ-
racy in Iraq, we are baby-sitting a civil war.”

While some may take issue with Mr. Friedman’s choice of words,
the broad contours of his point are clear: The violence in Iraq con-
tinues, if not increases; the new Iraqi leadership has not yet shown
the political will to confront it, and efforts to promote peace and de-
mocracy are stalled.
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Our witnesses this past Monday came to different conclusions
about security in Iraq, but one thing was clear from their testi-
mony. Our current baseline for overall security forces is inad-
equate. We do not have enough Coalition forces in Iragq.

In addition, it is clear to me, based on my 14 visits to Iraq and
all our hearings, the 325,500 projected Iraqi security force level to
be reached in December of this year will be inadequate and not
allow us to bring most of our troops home.

At our second session this past Wednesday, officials from the De-
partment of State and the U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment and a panel of distinguished Iraqis testified on the prospects,
timing, and conditions for achieving national reconciliation and a
permanent constitution. Ambassador David Satterfield, the senior
advisor on Iraq to the Secretary of State, told us that quashing
military violence is a priority—excuse me, told us that quashing
militia violence is a priority, but that all of the tough decisions cur-
rently facing Iraqis, standing down militias, sharing the oil wealth,
federalism and the rollback of debaathification are parts of the so-
lution. He concluded that a grand bargain incorporating all of the
parts would be required to achieve lasting reconciliation.

Our second panel on Wednesday comprised of Dr. Hajim Al-
Hasani, former Speaker of the Iraqi Parliament and currently a
Sunni member of Parliament; Mr. Karim Al-Musawi, Washington
representative of the Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution
in Iraq; and Mr. Qubad Talabany, Washington representative of
the Kurdish Region Government and son of Iraqi’s President Jalal
Talabany, identified what they saw as key mistakes that have led
to sectarian violence in Iraq.

While they didn’t agree on all of them, all of these were men-
tioned: permitting the looting that followed the U.S. invasion; al-
lowing Iraqis to divide and identify by distinct groups; inadequate
vetting of new volunteers for new security forces, especially in the
national police, leading to corruption within the ranks; dissolving
Iraqi security forces and not subsequently reconstituting them
more quickly; creating a political vacuum by not having a provi-
sional government prepared to take over when Hussein’s govern-
ment dissolved; and devoting insufficient attention to economic de-
velopment.

We begin today by continuing the national reconciliation discus-
sion with our second panel from Wednesday. Following the conclu-
sion of this panel, we will hear testimony from today’s panel dis-
cussing the consequence of leaving Iraq immediately, later but still
prematurely, or when Iraqis are capable of taking over for Coali-
tion forces.

For all the talk of U.S. withdrawal, serious consideration of the
consequences of leaving Iraq has received relatively little attention.
The administration has made clear its view that the consequences
of leaving Iraq prematurely would be disastrous. It believes remov-
ing U.S. forces before Iraqis can defend themselves would abandon
the Iraqi people to an environment of death and uncertainty, desta-
bilize the Middle East, embolden terrorists around the globe, and
leave the world a more dangerous place for generations to come.

I believe leaving Iraq prematurely would result in a full-scale
civil war, Islamic terrorists winning a huge victory, and Iran being
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the dominant power where two-thirds of the world’s energy resides.
That is my opinion. And this is why we are having our hearing
today: What will be the consequences of leaving Iraq whenever we
leave it?

I struggle with the fact that since we invaded Iraq and dissolved
their entire security force, I also believe it would be immoral to
leave Iraq before we replace these security forces. Again, I also
struggle with the fact that President Bush said: As the Iraqis stand
up, we will stand down.

But the fact is, this has not happened. As of August 30, 2006
there were 294,000 trained and equipped Iraqi security forces, and
yet no Coalition forces have stepped down.

Debate will become more pronounced in the coming weeks and
months over when the United States can withdraw forces in Iragq.
Engaging in serious debate is healthy, it is exactly the sort of dia-
log our country needs to be having about Iraq right now, but this
debate should be informed by serious consideration of the impact
of our leaving Iraq, not by partisan politics.

We will hear testimony on this topic today from Dr. Fouad
Ajami, Director of Middle East Studies at Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity’s School of Advanced International Studies; Dr. James Fearon,
Professor of Political Science at Stanford University, an expert on
ethic conflict and civil war; and Ambassador Peter Galbraith, Sen-
ior Diplomatic Fellow at the Center for Arms Control and Non-
proliferation.

We thank all our witnesses for sharing their perspectives with us
today and hope that this hearing will help illuminate the con-
sequences of the paths our Nation may choose in Iraq. Iraq’s future
and our own hangs in the balance. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Christopher Shays follows:]
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY, EMERGING THREATS,
AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
Christopher Shays, Connectiout
Chairman
Room B-372 Rayburn Buitding
Washington, D.C. 20515

Tel. 202 2252548
Fax. 202 2252382

Statement of Representative Christopher Shays
September 15, 2006

Today we convene for the final day of our three day hearing Irag: Democracy
or Civil War?, examining security force levels; prospects for national
reconciliation; and the consequences of leaving Iraq immediately, later but
still prematurely, or when Iragis are capable of taking over for Coalition
forces.

The conflict in Iraq finds US and Coalition forces up against increasing
insurgent, sectarian, and terrorist violence.

Thomas Friedman of The New York Times, a supporter of the United States
objective to foster progressive democracy in the Middie East, bluntly stated,
“It is now obvious that we are not midwifing democracy in Irag. We are
baby-sitting a civil war.”

While some may take issue with Mr. Friedman’s choice of words, the broad
contours of his point are clear—the violence in Iraq continues, if not
increases, the new Iraqi leadership has not yet shown the political will to
confront it, and efforts to promote peace and democracy are stalled.
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Statement of Rep. Christopher Shays
September 13, 2006

Our witnesses this past Monday came to different conclusions about security
in Iraq, but one thing was clear from their testimony: our current baseline for
overall security forces is inadequate. We do not have enough Coalition forces
in Iraq.

In addition it is clear to me, based on my fourteen visits to Iraq and all our
hearings, the 325,500 projected Iraqi Security Force level to be reached in
December of this year will be inadequate, and not allow us to bring most of
our troops home.

At our second session this past Wednesday, officials from the Department of
State and US Agency for International Development, and a panel of
distinguished Iraqis testified on the prospects, timing and conditions for
achieving national reconciliation and a permanent constitution.

Ambassador David Satterfield, Senior Advisor on Iraq to the Secretary of
State, told us that quashing militia violence is a priority, but that all of the
tough decisions currently facing Iraqis—standing down militias, sharing the
oil wealth, federalism, and the rollback of de-Baathification—are parts of the
solution. He concluded that a grand bargain incorporating all of the parts
would be required to achieve lasting reconciliation.

Our second panel on Wednesday, comprised of Dr. Hajim Al-Hasani, former
Speaker of the Iraqi Parliament and currently a Sunni Member of Parliament;
Mr. Karim Al-Musawi, Washington Representative of the Supreme Council
for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq; and Mr. Qubad Talibany, Washington
Representative of the Kurdish Regional Government and son of Iraq’s
President, Jalal Talabany, identified what they saw as key mistakes that have
led to the sectarian violence in Iraq:

e Permitting the looting that followed the US invasion;
» Allowing Iraqis to divide and identify by distinct groups;

» Inadequate vetting of new volunteers for the new Iraqi Security Forces,
especially the national police, leading to corruption within the ranks;

¢ Dissolving Iraqi Security Forces, and not subsequently reconstituting
them more quickly;
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Statement of Rep. Christopher Shays
September 13, 2006

¢ Creating a political vacuum by not having a provisional government
prepared to take over when Hussein’s government dissolved; and

¢ Devoting insufficient attention to economic development.

We begin today by continuing the national reconciliation discussion with our
second panel from Wednesday.

Following the conclusion of this panel, we will hear testimony from today’s
panel discussing the consequences of leaving Iraq immediately, later but still
prematurely, or when Iraqgis are capable of taking over for Coalition forces.

For all the talk of US withdrawal, serious consideration of the consequences
of leaving Iraq has received relatively little attention.

The Administration has made clear its view that the consequences of leaving
Iraq prematurely would be disastrous. It believes removing US forces before
Iraqgis can defend themselves would abandon the Iraqi people to an
environment of death and uncertainty, destabilize the Middle East, embolden
terrorists around the globe, and leave the world a more dangerous place for
generations to come.

I believe leaving Iraq prematurely would result in a full scale civil war,
Islamist terrorists winning a huge victory, and Iran being the dominant power
where two-thirds of the world’s energy resides. That is my opinion. And this
is why we are having our hearing today: What will be the consequences of
leaving Iraq, whenever we leave it?

I struggle with the fact that since we invaded Iraq, and dissolved their entire
security force, I believe it would be immoral to leave Iraq before we replace
those security forces.

[ also struggle with the fact that President Bush said, “As the Iraqis stand up,
we will stand down.” But the fact is this has not happened. As of August 30,
2006 there were 294,000 trained and equipped Iraqi Security Forces and yet
no Coalition Forces have stepped down,
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Statement of Rep. Christopher Shays
September 13, 2006

Debate will become more pronounced in the coming weeks and months over
when the United States can drawdown forces in Iraq. Engaging in serious
debate is healthy: it is exactly the sort of dialogue our country needs to be
having about Iraq right now.

But this debate should be informed by serious consideration of the impact of
our leaving Iraq, not by partisan politics.

We will hear testimony on this topic today from Dr. Fouad Ajami, Director of
Middle East Studies at Johns Hopkins University’s School of Advanced
International Studies; Dr. James Fearon, Professor of Political Science at
Stanford University and an expert on ethnic conflict and civil war; and
Ambassador Peter Galbraith, Senior Diplomatic Fellow at the Center for
Arms Control and Nonproliferation.

We thank all of our witness for sharing their perspectives with us today, and
hope that this hearing will help illuminate the consequences of the paths our

nation may choose in Iraq.

Iraq’s future—and our own—hangs in the balance.
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Mr. SHAYS. At this time I would recognize our distinguished
ranking member, thank him for staying along with our other two
colleagues, and Mr. Kucinich staying for this hearing.

Mr. Kucinich, you have the floor.

Mr. KuciNicH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, this committee and this House, I am hopeful, ap-
preciates the effort that you have made, Mr. Chairman, to create
a forum where we could have this discussion. And while the Chair
and I have come to different conclusions based on the facts that we
are discussing today, I want you to know that I have the utmost
confidence in your integrity and in your commitment to this coun-
try.

Today’s hearing seeks to explore the question, what are the con-
sequences of leaving Iraq? I think a better question to ask is, what
are the consequences of our staying in Iraq? Despite the rosy as-
sessments of the administration, the facts on the ground in Iraq
are dismal. Iraq is mired in an increasingly bloody civil war, with
U.S. troops and innocent Iraqis caught in the crossfire. The civilian
death toll continues to rise at a staggering and gruesome pace. At-
tacks on our troops have not subsided.

In 3% years, $380 billion later, most Iraqis still suffer daily,
without the most basic of needs such as electricity, clean water,
sewage or working hospitals. Every day as many as a 120, some-
times more, Iraqis die at the hands of execution-style death squads,
kidnappings, murders, IEDs and sectarian violence.

Al Qaeda, which prior to the U.S. invasion had no influence, has
now grown in influence and numbers of recruits in Iraq, and has
become a breeding and training ground for terrorists who want to
kill Americans.

Our own military intelligence officials have given up on Anbar
Province, and 3 years after the invasion, our occupation is not even
able to secure the capital of Baghdad. The civil war in Iraq cannot
and will not be won by the administration’s military occupation of
Iraq. Repeatedly, our own generals have told us that the war in
Iraq cannot be won by military force alone. There are currently just
over 130,000 U.S. troops in Iraq, yet within the government we in-
stalled—the Ministry of Interior, according to a published report,
is employing death-squad tactics. Hundreds of Iraqi bodies are
showing up with signs of torture and execution, with published re-
ports linking this to the Ministry of Interior.

How is it possible that our military presence is not sufficient to
deter Iraqi Government-sponsored terror? Shouldn’t this sub-
committee investigate that question?

As I said, Mr. Chairman, the question today should not be the
consequences of leaving Iraq, but the consequences of staying. The
consequences of staying, as the President has already stated, will
be the case at least until the end of his Presidency. This will mean
we will not only compound past failures but we will make our Na-
tion less safe.

Our continued occupation will ensure most of our bravest and
finest will come home in flag-draped coffins. Our continued occupa-
tion will ensure that more of our young soldiers will return injured
and maimed. Our continued occupation will ensure the bloody civil
war will continue. Our continued occupation will ensure the death
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squads continue. Our continued occupation will ensure taxpayer
dollars will be subject to waste, fraud and abuse at the hands of
Halliburton and other defense contractors. And our continued occu-
pation will ensure al Qaeda continues to grow.

Our Bible says, “That which is crooked cannot be made straight.”
I think that those words would characterize our occupation pres-
ence in Iraq, because the administration manipulated intelligence,
deliberately misled the public and Congress, and issued a false
campaign of fear to sell this phony policy.

The war in Iraq has been a grave and tragic mistake. It has cost
us blood and treasure. It has damaged our reputation in the world,
it has squandered the world’s goodwill after 9/11, and it has been
a tremendous distraction from our efforts to challenge terrorism
worldwide and to seek justice of those responsible for 9/11.

We have lost over 2,671 U.S. soldiers, tens of thousands more
have been injured, many of them severely maimed; 100,000 to
200,000 innocent Iraqis have died as a result of the U.S. invasion.
We have squandered over $380 billion of taxpayers’ money, all of
it in deficit spending. Over half of this deficit spending is derived
from foreign sources. Think about it: We have to borrow from Bei-
jing to occupy Baghdad.

The consequences of staying are that our troops remain bogged
down in an unwinnable war, with no exit strategy, a rising death
toll, and a country growing bloody and deadly as we create more
terrorists, while politicians in Washington continue to ignore the
advice of generals and pursue ideological and political agendas.

Stay the course? I believe our colleague and my friend Congress-
man Duncan said it best the other day, and I am paraphrasing. He
said, When you are headed down a highway in the wrong direction,
you take the exit ramp. We are headed in the wrong direction in
Iraq.

Over 3 years after the administration’s misguided war of choice,
failed occupation, and disastrous reconstruction effort, Iraq is our
quagmire. The consequences of staying are far more dangerous
than the consequence of taking the exit ramp from Iraq.

I believe it is time we end this grave misadventure in Iraq and
bring our troops home with the honor and dignity they deserve.

Mr. Chairman, I just handed you a letter requesting the commit-
tee examine the role of our intelligence apparatus in the current
march to armed conflict with Iran. History appears to be repeating
itself. The administration is using the same phony tactics to try to
launch the next war as it did 4 years ago to mislead us into the
current quagmire.

According to the Washington Post of September 14, 2006, article
entitled “U.N. Inspectors Dispute Iran Report by House Panel,” the
Director of National Intelligence, DNI, conducted a pre-publication
review of the House Intelligence Committee staff report on Iran
which has come under scrutiny for making false, misleading, and
unsubstantiated assertions about Iran’s nuclear program. In the ar-
ticle a spokesperson for the DNI confirmed the agency did review
the report prior to its publication, yet the final committee staff re-
port, “included at least a dozen claims that were either demon-
strably wrong or impossible to substantiate,” including the gross
exaggeration that the level of uranium enriched by nuclear plants
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has now reached, “weapons grade,” levels of 90 percent, when in re-
ality the correct enrichment level found by the International Atom-
ic Energy Agency was 3.6 percent.

This 1s a letter from the IAEA, Director of External Relations
and Policy Coordination, Mr. Vilmos Cserveny to Chairman Hoek-
stra, September 12, 2006.

The publication of false, misleading and unsubstantiated state-
ments by the House committee is regrettable, but the role of the
DNI raises important questions. Was the text of the report given
to DNI for review identical to the text later released to the public
by the committee? Did the DNI recognize those claims made in the
report that were wrong or impossible to substantiate at the time
the DNI conducted its pre-publication review? During its review
did DNI also note the same false, misleading, and unsubstantiated
statements as those deemed by the IAEA in its letter to the com-
mittee to be wrong or impossible to substantiate? In its response
to the committee did DNI state the inaccuracies it found and seek
correction or clarification of those parts of the prepublication re-
port? No. 5, did the DNI approve the report in spite of false and
exaggerated claims made in the report?

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, these are troubling signs which
this subcommittee has attempted to investigate, and the adminis-
tration is heading the United States toward a military conflict with
Iran.

In June our subcommittee held a classified Members’ briefing, at
my request, to investigate independent reports published in The
New Yorker magazine and The Guardian that U.S. military person-
nel have been or are already deployed inside and around Iran,
gathering intelligence and targeting information; and reports pub-
lished in Newsweek, ABC News, and GQ magazine that the United
States has been planning and is now recruiting members of MEK
to conduct lethal operations and destabilizing operations inside of
Iran. Unfortunately, despite your efforts, neither the Department
of State nor the Department of Defense chose to appear for the
classified briefing. Three months later this subcommittee has been
unable to question State or the Department of Defense directly on
these reports.

However, this subcommittee was briefed by the Office of the Di-
rector of National Intelligence, and I believe the subcommittee
should use its oversight authority to compare the statements and
information provided the Members about Iran’s nuclear program at
the briefing with information provided to the House Intelligence
Committee for their report.

These are precisely the sort of questions this subcommittee is de-
signed to pursue. The latest report indicating DNI passivity or
complicity in embellishing the danger of Iranian nuclear programs
should be aggressively investigated by our subcommittee imme-
diately. We cannot and must not permit this administration to
build a case for war against Iran on falsehoods and pretext, as they
did with Iraq.

We have seen similar patterns with the twisting of intelligence
to create a war against Iraq. We must not let this happen again.

I ask this subcommittee to invite the DNI to appear immediately
before the committee. It’s imperative our questions be answered in
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an expeditious manner. Once again, Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank you for holding these series of hearings and I look forward
to hearing from the witnesses.

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentlemen. Let me just comment on the
letter, and I thank him for showing us the letter. What I'm going
to suggest is that we first have a briefing with the Intelligence
Committee, and we'll do that next week, and then you and I can
decide where we go from there.

In reference to the meeting you described where the Defense De-
partment did not show up, the State Department did not show up,
but the DNI did, we had a classified briefing with the DNI. The
State Department provided us classified materials. The Defense
Department said they would give us a letter stating why they did
not come and so on, and why they do not come, and we have yet
to get that letter.

What we'll first do is, this week we’ll schedule a meeting to go
over that information, try to do it toward the beginning of the week
so we can decide how to followup.

Mr. KucCINICH. I appreciate your help on this, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Dennis J. Kucinich follows:]
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Ranking Minority Member
Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging Threats and
International Relations
Committee on Government Reform
U.S. House of Representatives

Hearing on Iraq: Democracy or Civil War?
What are the consequences of leaving Iraq?

September 15, 2006

Today’s hearing seeks to explore the question, what are the consequences of
leaving Iraq?

1 think the better question to ask is: what are the consequences of our
staying.

Despite the rosy assessments of this Administration, the facts on the ground
in Iraq are dismal.

Iraq is mired in an increasingly bloody civil war with US troops, and
innocent Iraqgis, caught in the crossfire. The civilian death toll continues to
rise at a staggering and gruesome pace. Attacks on our troops have not
subsided. And, three and one-half years, and $380 billion dollars later, most
Iraqis still suffer daily without the most basic of needs such as electricity,
clean water, sewage or working hospitals.

Everyday, 120 more Iragis die at the hands of execution-style death squads,
kidnappings, murders, IEDs, and sectarian violence.

Al Qaeda, which prior to the U.S. invasion had no influence, has now grown
in influence and number of recruits. And, Iraq has become a breeding and
training ground for terrorists who want to kill Americans.

Our own military intelligence officials have given up on Anbar Province,
and three years after the invasion, our occupation is not even able to secure
the capital of Baghdad.
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The civil war in Iraq cannot and will not be won by the Administration’s
military occupation of Iraq. Repeatedly, our own generals have told us that
the war in Iraq cannot be won by military force alone.

There are currently 130,000 U.S. troops in Iraq, yet within the government
we installed, the Ministry of Interior is employing death squad tactics.
Hundreds of Iragi bodies are showing up with signs of torture and execution
linked to the Ministry of Interior every month. How is it possible that our
military presence is not sufficient to deter Iraqi government sponsored
terror? Shouldn’t this subcommittee investigate that question?

As I said Mr. Chairman, the question today should not be consequences of
leaving Iraq, but the consequence of staying.

The consequences of staying, as the President has already stated will be the
case until at least the end of his Presidency, will mean we will only
compound past failures, and make our nation less safe.

Our continued occupation will ensure more of our bravest and finest will
come home in flag draped coffins.

Our continued occupation will ensure that more of our young soldiers will
returned injured and maimed.

Our continued occupation will ensure the bloody civil war will continue.
Our continued occupation will ensure the death squads continue.

Our continued occupation will ensure taxpayer dollars will be subject to
waste, fraud and abuse at the hands of Halliburton and other defense
contractors.

And, our continued occupation will ensure al-Qeada continues to grow.

That which is crooked, cannot be made straight.

This Administration manipulated intelligence, deliberately misled the public,
and Congress, and used a false campaign of fear to sell this phony policy.

The war in Iraq has been a grave and tragic mistake. It has cost us in blood
and treasure. It has damaged our reputation in the world. It has squandered
the world’s goodwill after 9/11. Who now says, “We are all Americans™?
And, it has been a tremendous distraction from our efforts to root out
terrorism worldwide and seek justice for those responsible for 9/11.



14

We have lost over 2,671 US soldiers. Tens of thousands more have been
injured, many of them maimed severely. 100,000 to 200,000 innocent Iraqis
have died as a result of the U.S. invasion.

We have squandered over $380 billion of the taxpayer’s money, all of it in
deficit spending. Over half of this deficit spending is derived from foreign
sources.

Think about it. We have had to borrow from Beijing to occupy Baghdad.

The consequences of staying are that our troops remained bogged down in
an unwinnable war, with no exit strategy, a rising death toll, in a country
growing increasingly bloody and deadly, as we create more terrorist while
politicians in Washington continue to ignore the advice of generals and
pursue and ideological and political agenda.

“Stay the course”? I believe our colleague, and my friend, Congressman
Duncan said it best the other day, and I am paraphrasing, he said when you
are headed down a highway in the wrong direction, you take the exit ramp.

We are headed in the wrong direction in Iraq. Over three years after the
Administration’s misguided war of choice, failed occupation and disastrous
reconstruction effort, Iraq is our quagmire. The consequences of staying are
far more dangerous, than the consequences of taking the exit ramp from
Iraq.

I believe it is time we end this grave misadventure in Iraq and bring our
troops home with the honor and dignity they deserve.

Mr. Chairman, I just handed you a letter requesting the committee examine
the role of our intelligence apparatus in the current march to armed conflict
with Iran. History appears to be repeating itself. The Administration is using
the same phony tactics to launch the next war as it did four years ago to
mislead us in the current quagmire.

According to the Washington Post ("U.N. Inspectors Dispute Iran Report by
House Panel," September 14, 2006), the Director of National Intelligence
(DNTI) conducted a prepublication review of a House Intelligence Committee
staff report on Iran which has come under scrutiny for making false,
misleading and unsubstantiated assertions about Iran's nuclear program.
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In the article, a spokesperson for the DNI confirmed that the agency did
review the report prior to its publication. Yet, the final committee staff
report "included at least a dozen claims that were either demonstrably wrong
or impossible to substantiate,” including the gross exaggeration that the level
of uranium enrichment by Iranian nuclear plants has now reached "weapons-
grade" levels of 90%, when in reality the correct enrichment level found by
the International Atomic Energy Agency was 3.6%. (Letter from IAEA
Director of External Relations and Policy Coordination Vilmos Cserveny to
Chairman Peter Hoekstra, September 12, 2006).

The publication of false, misleading and unsubstantiated statements by a
House Committee is regrettable, but the role of the DNI raises important
questions:

1) Was the text of the report given to DNI for review identical to the
text later released to the public by the Committee?

2) Did the DNI recognize those claims made in the report that were
wrong or impossible to substantiate at the time DNI conducted its
prepublication review?

3) During its review, did DNI also note the same false, misleading and
unsubstantiated statements as those deemed by the IAEA in its letter
to the Committee to be wrong or impossible to substantiate?

4) Inits response to the Committee, did DNI state the inaccuracies it
found, and seek correction or clarification of those parts of the
prepublication report?

5) Did the DNI approve the report, in spite of false and exaggerated
claims made in the report?

There are troubling signs, which this Subcommittee has attempted to
investigate, that the Administration is leading the U.S. toward a military
conflict with Iran.

In June, our Subcommittee held a classified members briefing, at my
request, to investigate independent reports published in the New Yorker
magazine and the Guardian that U.S. military personnel have been or are
already deployed inside and around Iran, gathering intelligence and targeting
information, and reports published in Newsweek, ABC News and GQ
magazine, that the U.S. has been planning and is now recruiting members of
MEK to conduct lethal operations and destabilizing operations inside Iran.
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Unfortunately, neither the Department of State nor the Department of
Defense chose to appear for the classified briefing. Nearly three months
later, the Subcommittee has been unable to question State or DOD directly
on those reports. However, this Subcommittee was briefed by the Office of
the Director of National Intelligence, and I believe that the Subcommittee
should use its oversight authority to compare the statements and information
provided to Members about Iran's nuclear program at the briefing, with
information provided to the House Intelligence Committee for their report.

These are precisely the sort of questions this Subcommittee is designed to
pursue. The latest report implicating DNI passivity or complicity in
embellishing the danger of the Iranian nuclear program should be
aggressively investigated by our Subcommittee immediately. We cannot
and must not permit this Administration to build a case for war against Iran
on falsehoods and pretext. We have seen similar patterns with the twisting
of intelligence to create a war against Iraq and we must not let this happen
again. I ask that the Subcommittee invite the DNI to appear immediately
before the committee. It is imperative that our questions be answered in an
expeditious manner.

I thank you for holding this series of hearings, and look forward to hearing
from the witnesses.
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Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Lynch, thank you for being here.

If T could interrupt and say to our witnesses, this is how we do
things in Congress. We make statements before the start of every
hearing. And we hope that it has some value to our witnesses as
well, so that they can in their questions respond to what concerns
us. And I do think there is value in all three of you knowing that
there is very real division in our own country about how we deal
with Iraq, and having your input is helpful.

I want to thank the gentlemen who are here to be able to inter-
act with the Iraqis, who can share their feelings, so I'm really
grateful you're here.

Mr. Lynch, sorry for interrupting you. You can have as much
time as you need.

Mr. LyncH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank you
for your willingness to hold these hearings and also thank Ranking
Member Kucinich for his work as well. I want to welcome back Mr.
Talabany, Dr. Al-Hasani and Mr. AlMusawi and thank them and
all the panelists here today to help the committee with its work.

Yesterday’s media reports detailing the Iraqi police’s discovery of
nearly 100 death squad victims in Baghdad over just a 2-day span
evidence the new nature of the conflict in Iraq. What began as a
direct military operation to oust Saddam Hussein from military
power in the interest of national and global security, and then later
became a war against a durable and underestimated terrorist in-
surgency, is now primarily defined by heightened sectarian violence
and the early evidence of a full-blown civil war.

According to the Department of Defense’s most recent quarterly
report to Congress on measuring stability and security in Iraq, I'll
quote from it here:

“rising sectarian strife defines the emerging nature of violence in
mid-2006 in Iraq as evidenced by an increasing number of execu-
tion-style killings, kidnappings and attacks on civilians, and a 51
perdcent increase in Iraqi casualties over the previous reporting pe-
riod.”

Now, as a result, our brave men and women in uniform who are
already shouldering a massive effort against the insurgency are
now being asked—and this has been the topic of our hearings here,
the issue of reconciliation between Sunni and Shia in Iraq. That
has become the defining conflict in Iraq, and yet we have commit-
ted our sons and daughters and enormous resources to that effort.

I don’t think that there would have been many people in this
body if, back in 2002, we were asked to commit our sons and
daughters and enormous resources of this country for the purpose
of reconciling the differences between Shia and Sunni. It would
have been overreaching on our part. I don’t think there was any
appetite for that purpose. But that is where we are right now in
Iraq.

Even now, U.S. force levels in Baghdad have had to be increased
dramatically because of sectarian violence, with an additional 7,000
troops recently sent to the Iraqi capital.

Mr. Chairman, simply put, given the dramatic change in the na-
ture of the conflict in Iraq, the administration’s longstanding “stay
the course” strategy is not working given that our course has sig-
nificantly diverged since March 2003. We have failed to empower
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the newly elected Iraqi Government and we have now overloaded
our own Armed Forces with primary responsibility over all govern-
ment services, from training Iraqi police officers to repairing public
utilities and to engendering national reconciliation between the
Shia and Sunni sects, the differences between which date back to
632 after the death of the Prophet Mohammed. That is not a realis-
tic goal in my mind for U.S. troops.

I have been to Iraq five times and I have had dozens of meetings
with your colleagues in the Iraqi Parliament, and also with Gen-
eral George Casey as well as President Talabany—your dad, Mr.
Talabany, a good man—and members of the Iraqi Council of Rep-
resentatives and other United States and Iraqi officials. I strongly
believe that our Iraq strategy could be best served by implementing
a transparent and fully accountable mechanism by which to transi-
tion the country’s government operations to the elected Iraqi civil-
ian government, thereby facilitating the safe and prompt return of
our military forces and decreasing the detrimental consequences
that our departure could have on Iragq.

To this end, I have actually filed and drafted legislation, the Iraq
Transition Act, to establish a national bipartisan commission to
guide and accomplish Iraq’s transition to civilian control and also
to report that progress when it happens to the Congress.

This legislation is rooted in a successful historical precedent;
namely, the 1944 Filipino Rehabilitation Act. At the end of World
War II, the latter part of World War II, this country found itself
in the possession of the Philippine Islands, and by default, because
we had just driven out the Japanese, we found that the military—
the U.S. military was in control of every aspect of the government
in the Philippines. And what we did then I think was instructive.

President Roosevelt established a national commission made up
of representatives of the White House, the House and the Senate
for the sole and singular purpose of transferring the military’s con-
trol of that country to its civilian population.

Now, there are obviously great differences between the Phil-
ippines in 1944 and Iraq today, but the job that needs to be done
is the same. The only way we can get our troops out of there in
a deliberate and orderly and safe fashion is to transfer significantly
and substantially the government operations from our military over
to your civilian government. That has to happen. That is a nec-
essary precondition to our withdrawal, and we seek it now.

There has been much talk about the Iraqis stepping up. You're
here now. I want you to take this message back: We need to see
you step up; we need to see you take responsibility.

I spoke with President Talabany back in April in the convention
center during the first session of the Iraqi—the new Iraqi Council.
He said—he admitted the overwhelming military presence of the
United States in our country is not good, it’s not good for our fu-
ture, not good for the independence of Iraq. He said we need you
to leave, but not just now.

The patience of the American people is growing thin and the na-
ture of the conflict is not something that we can solve. It’s a politi-
cal solution that needs to be accomplished by Sunni and Shia. Your
people will lose faith in the elected government that they’ve chosen.
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Mr. Chairman, I am thankful that we have these panelists, not
only this group but the ones to follow. Mr. Chairman, I welcome
our panelists’ thoughts on these suggestions and I look forward to
their perspectives on the current political and security environment
in Iraq. And I yield back the balance of my time. Thank you.

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentlemen. I just want to say to our pan-
elists, we are so grateful you'’re here and we have such respect for
all three of you. So this dialog is so that we have an honest ex-
change with each other. We know that your presence here is very
helpful, and I just want to say how grateful we are that you are
in fact here. You will have the opportunity to tell us what you
think in response to what you're hearing. Thank you.

The gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for
holding this hearing. This is the third hearing we’ve had this week.
The first hearing was on Monday, September 11th, and given the
fact this is the week where we are remembering the attacks that
took place in the United States September 11, 2001, I do think it
is important that we go back and remember that there was abso-
lutely no connection between the attacks that took place on the
United States September 11, 2001 and Iraq. There was no connec-
tion between Saddam Hussein and the attacks that took place on
the United States on September 11, 2001.

So as we passed that solemn occasion last Monday, we need to
take a look at how we’re doing with respect to our efforts against
those who perpetrated those attacks and, unfortunately, despite
the fact that the President of the United States in May 2003,
aboard the aircraft carrier U.S.S. Lincoln proclaimed behind a ban-
ner that read “Mission Accomplished,” that we had met our objec-
tives, we have not yet begun to meet our objectives with respect to
those who attacked this country on September 11, 2001.

The fact of the matter is Osama bin Laden remains alive and
well somewhere along the Afghan-Pakistan border. Al Qaeda is
still active and plotting attacks against the United States and oth-
ers. In fact, what we we’ve seen is a resurgence of Taliban activity
in Afghanistan, especially in southern Afghanistan, which is the
heartland of the Taliban. They have seen—we have seen increased
attacks. General Maples, the head of the DIA, testified earlier be-
fore the Senate with respect to the increased threat posed by the
Taliban. Despite the increase, the United States has actually re-
duced the number of American forces in southern Afghanistan.

We've also seen recently the Pakistani Government has essen-
tially entered into a nonaggression pact with those in the north-
west frontier area, in the Waziristan area, essentially saying the
Pakistani forces won’t come after the Taliban.

We've learned recently that we’ve seen a record high opium crop,
historical high opium crop in Afghanistan. Things are not going as
well as they should in Afghanistan and the United States has not
kept its eye on the ball and we have not completed the mission in
Afghanistan.

This country was united, absolutely united in taking forceful ac-
tion to get Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda. The international com-
munity was behind us. NATO, the United Nations, unanimously
passed a resolution condemning the attacks on the United States
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and joining us in the fight against terror. And yet today, just a lit-
tle more than 5 years after those attacks, we have not completed
that mission. Osama bin Laden is out there, al Qaeda is still plot-
ting, and we are now having a hearing dealing with Iraq, which
had nothing to do with September 11th. And what happened was
the United States took its eye off the ball and we decided to take
military action in Iraq. And we know what the consequences have
been.

There were no weapons of mass destruction. There was, as I said,
no connection between al Qaeda and Saddam Hussein. We knew
that before, but now we have a bipartisan report out of the Senate
Select Committee on Intelligence confirming that. And I would just
like to read, Mr. Chairman, Walter Pincus has a piece in the Wash-
ington Post today, the first paragraph which reads: “the CIA
learned in late September 2002 from a high member of Saddam
Hussein’s inner circle that Iraq had no past or present contact with
Osama bin Laden and that the Iraqi leader considered bin Laden
an enemy of the Baghdad regime.” That’s according to that report.

I think anyone who followed Iraq and Afghanistan understood
that. Saddam Hussein was the ideological opposite of Osama bin
Laden. The consequence of our going into Iraq has, in fact, been
to take the lid off the Pandora’s box and unleash many forces that
the United States has not been able to control and cannot control.
And yet we constantly hear from the administration, despite the
difficult situation in Iraq, trust us, stay the course.

These are the same people that told us last year that the insur-
gency was in, “its last throes.” In June of last year Vice President
Cheney said on the Larry King show that the insurgency was in
its last throes. And yet just last week, we had a Pentagon report
that came out—a report that was required, I might add, by the
Congress—that said that in fact the insurgency remains, “potent
and viable.” Not only that, but the insurgency is no longer the
worst of our problems. But the worst of our problems now is a civil
war, emerging civil war, current civil war, call it what you want,
thousands of people are being killed in Iraq in sectarian violence.

And yet I think back to last November. President Bush again,
this time at the Naval Academy, big speech, big placard—this ad-
ministration loves these placards—said, “Plan for Victory.” And de-
spite that, 6 months later we have a Pentagon report saying things
are even worse today than they were back then, and yet these
same people who say mission accomplished, plan for victory, that
say trust us, they say let’s stay the course. But stay the course is
a slogan, it’s not a strategy. More of the same. More of the same.
Let’s open up our newspapers and ask if we want more of the
same, the same killing that’s going on.

So we really need a national conversation. The President says he
wants a national conversation. He says that 1 day, and then he
goes out and the Vice President goes out and they finger-point at
anyone who raises questions about their approach, engage in name
calling. The President says he wants a national conversation, but
he comes up here to Congress this week, he only talks to the Re-
publican Caucus. So let’s have a serious dialog about how we’re
going to address these issues and move forward in Iraq.
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I'm very pleased, Mr. Chairman, you have these panelists here.
We'’re probably not going to have another chance to say another
word before the next panel is introduced, so I want to welcome
them and give a special welcome to my good friend and former col-
league, Peter Galbraith, Ambassador Galbraith who is here. And
during this past week’s hearing I have asked many of the panelists
to come before us to comment on the book that Ambassador Gal-
braith wrote, The End of Iraq.

And what I would say is whether people agree or disagree with
the particular prescription he puts forward, or they agree or dis-
agree with the proposal Senator Biden has put forward, or others,
at least these people are putting forward ideas on how to deal with
the terrible political situation and challenges in Iraq. Theyre
thinking about solutions, not just coming up with slogans like stay
the course, without anything behind them, when we know things
have not been getting better despite what we’ve heard.

I thank you again, Mr. Chairman, and I'm looking forward to the
testimony from the Representatives at the dais now. Thank you for
coming back.

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentleman very much. Again, I want to
thank the panelists for agreeing to come back. I think, frankly, it’s
very beneficial since you have more Members to address and have
an interaction with, so that is going to be very helpful.

I would just say to our panelists—first let me introduce them of-
ficially. Dr. Hajim Al-Hasani, member of Parliament and former
Speaker, Iraqi Parliament. Sometimes, Dr. Al-Hasani, I will refer
to you as Speaker, a habit we have in this country, once a Speaker,
always a Speaker. Mr. Karim AlMusawi, Washington representa-
tive, Supreme Council for Islamic Revolution in Iraq, and we ap-
preciate very much your being here. And Mr. Qubad Talabany, rep-
resentative of the Kurdish Regional Government of Iraq to the
United States. Again, we thank you.

I'm going to ask, given there are so many of my Democratic col-
leagues who are here, I'm going to have them start out. But I
would like to say it’s the hope of the committee that we will, during
the course of your opportunity here, have you speak to the issues
involved with reconciliation, like o0il revenue sharing,
debaathification reform, federalism; are we going to see autono-
mous regions, see a much more centralized government; militia
control and the value of militia and how you deal with militia; the
issue of amnesty.

Then, after we have done that, I hope that before you leave you
would then address what this panel is—today, I'll say it my way
and I will say it Mr. Kucinich’s way—the consequence of leaving,
the consequence of staying, however you want to. I think it will
bring out the same debate.

So I would like you to, if you would like to, just since you're back
on the panel, to maybe make like a 2-minute opening statement if
you choose to, just some reaction you want. And then we will have
Mr. Kucinich start the questioning, then go to Mr. Lynch and Mr.
Van Hollen, and I'll conclude. We’ll do 10-minute rounds and get
to our next panel.

Any opening statement that any you would like, preferably not
read, but just shared with us?
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Mr. Speaker.

Dr. AL-HASANI. Thank you. First of all, let me appreciate all the
concerns both Democrats and Republicans have about what’s going
on in Iraq, concerns about the people here in the United States and
the troops over there and the Iraqi people.

Let me again reiterate that I'm here as Iraqi nationalist and I
would prefer to be referred to as Iraqi nationalist rather than
Sunni. And I think the number of Iraqi nationalists are increasing
since the change happened in Iraq.

I want to touch on some points that some of the Members made.
Whether there was a relationship between Saddam Hussein and
September 11, I don’t know whether there was a relationship be-
tween Saddam Hussein and the September 11 incident specifically,
but I think there was a relationship between Saddam Hussein and
al Qaeda.

There is a road in Baghdad called Airport Road. It was packed
by close to 3,000 Arab fighters and foreign fighters when American
troops got into Baghdad, and hundreds of them, they died on that
road. So I am sure there was some kind of connection between Sad-
dam Hussein’s regime and al Qaeda.

I think it’s important for us to remember why we went to Iraq.
It wasn’t just to liberate Iraq. I think we went to Iraq to fight ter-
rorism. Have we accomplished that? I don’t think so. Terrorism is
still there, and I think if we do not stay the course fighting terror-
ism—I'm not talking about just what’s happening in Iraq fighting
terrorism—I think terrorism will be coming back at us again.

There are certain turnarounds in Iraq in the last 6-8 months. I
would like to mention some of these things because these are some
important events, positive events that’s happening in Iraq and peo-
ple are not paying attention to them.

There is right now, because so many people talked about the fail-
ure in Anbar Province, in Anbar Province there are a lot of things,
lot of positive things are happening. Today in Washington Post
there was an interview with an Arab Sheik from Al-Anbar whose
tribe is fighting along with American troops fighting al Qaeda and
Saddam in Anbar. There are certain insurgency groups right now
fighting with al Qaeda and Saddamist groups in Anbar.

I would like also here to mention, since Ambassador Khalilzad
came to Iraq, I think he played a very important critical role in get-
ting Iraqi closer, and I praise that role and I think he’s doing won-
derful job in that regard. He did a wonderful job when we were
working on the constitution. He is doing a good job right now in
Iraq.

Another positive thing that’s happening in Iraq: For the first
time most of the Iraqis, they agree on the personality of the Prime
Minister. Today Sunni Arabs, Shias and Kurds, they don’t have a
problem with the Prime Minister. That wasn’t the case with Allawi
or Jaffi. That’s a positive thing. We have a leader that we can talk
to and agree with him on his reconciliation initiative.

There is an Iraqi national government today. Sunnis, Shia,
Kurds, everybody is participating in that government, even the
Iraqi nationalists are part of that government. That’s a positive
thing that nobody is paying attention to it.
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People talked about we need to transfer here the power to the
Iraqi Government. Absolutely. We want that. But on what condi-
tion do we want that? With the current situation, no. We need to
have some kind of balance in the government which is not there
yet. I said we have a national unity government but a lot of the
institution is not balanced yet.

You are talking about some of these institutions like the army
and the police forces. You don’t have real representation of the
Iraqi societies in both these institutions. We need to fix that before
the troops leave Iraq and then, yes, we need the Iraqis to get the
power.

This fight that’s going on in Iraq, it’s not Iraq’s specific fight.
We've got to remember that. All these killings that’s happening, it’s
happening by the proxies of other countries in Iraq. And I don’t
mean any specific country. There are many countries involved in
Iraq, supporting this group or other group. This is a fight between
the United States and other countries in Iraq. So it isn’t just a
fight between Iraqis themselves. It’s not Shia and Sunni fights.

I think the fights that you are seeing, it’s between the political
parties that claim that they represent this side or the other side.
Iraqi people are normal people, and I say that honestly, and I
swear in this committee, they don’t have problems between them-
selves, Shia and Sunni. I have many friends who are Shia, I have
many friends who are Sunni. I defend the Kurds and Shia more
than I defend the Sunnis if they are oppressed.

Mr. SHAYS. Let me have you end on that nice note.

Mr. AlMusawi.

Mr. ALMusaAwlI. I would like to also comment about progress in—
the political progress in Iraq. We have right now Council of
Representatives

Mr. SHAYS. I'll ask you to speak a little louder.

Mr. ALMusawi. We have Council of Representatives today in
Iraq, we have a constitution, we have an elected government, we
have Prime Minister, and we have national unity government.

Regarding to the balance in the government, I believe there is a
balance in the government today. And we took two issues to work
on: the national unity and also the consequences of the last election
in Iraq.

I would agree with Dr. Al-Hasani about the links between al
Qaeda and Saddam Hussein. Besides that we have to talk about
the human rights in Iraq. I think there is an ethical commitment
for the United States to help Iraqis to get rid of this brutal regime.
Also, there is mutual mission today. We have to achieve, we have
to accomplish this mission together. We shouldn’t talk about the
past, which was right or wrong. We are right now in a very serious
condition in Iraq. We need some help from our partners, from the
international community, in particular from the United States, be-
cause we believe we have a mutual mission and we have to have
some partners to help us there.

Regarding the security situation, I would also comment that we
have a problem with our neighbors and, unfortunately, this is the
frankness—that transferring Iraq from centralization to decen-
tralization, this is a huge and very serious transfer. Some other
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countries, unfortunately, are fueling the violence and they don’t ac-
cept the serious participation of the Shia in the government.

This is my advice to all Iragis—and I think we are working on
this—that we have to get along with each other, we have to accept
each other, we have to accept the new reality in Iraq, we have to
understand that democracy is the only solution. We have to under-
stand that the diversity, diversity of the Iraqis will not be content
only by federalism.

These issues are the most crucial issues, debatable issues in Iraq
right now. We have to accept them and then we will for sure make
some good progress in Iraq.

The problem actually also about the death squads, we have to
understand there is some problems between Iraq and other coun-
tries with our neighbors, and from that we need as Iraqis the help
of the international community to talk or to see some commitments
through the United Nations or through other institutions that
could help Iraqis to protect borders.

I think there is serious interference from all our neighbors, there
is no exception. And actually the visit of the Prime Minister
Maliki—one of these signals that he’s talking to the Iranians and
other countries—they are also fueling the violence.

The death squads, we do not have any evidence so far about
those death squads. Some of our—some Iraqis whom accusing, un-
fortunately, without any evidence. I would be very frank with you,
that organization since 2003 dismantled from military brigade to a
civilian organization, civil organization, and right now it’s concern
about reconstruction and development.

We have to stop accusing each other as Iraqis, if we don’t give
up, from this kind of accusation and we have to get along with each
other and to accept each other, or we will not reach an agreement
in Iraq. I think we still need the help of our partners, Americans.
We believe they are doing a great job there and we believe together
we will achieve our mission in Iraq.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you very much.

Mr. Talabany.

Mr. TALABANY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for allow-
ing us to come back and continue this very important discussion.
I agree with most of what my esteemed colleagues said, so I won’t
repeat them. But I would like to repeat one thing that Speaker
Hasani said regarding the role of Ambassador Khalilzad: I think
your Ambassador in Iraq has played a remarkable role in most of
the discussions that have been going on and have served your
country and people very well and we would like to thank him for
his efforts and his role.

I think what’s happening in Iraq today is a mixed bag where we
cannot just continue to focus on the negative. We cannot belittle
the negative, we cannot belittle the challenges that we face. We
face serious and grave challenges in this country. But I think my
two colleagues have highlighted some of the successes and some of
the progresses that Iraq has had since liberation.

Iraq is a large country with a large population, and not the en-
tirety of this country is in turmoil. There are large portions of this
country that are stable and secure, where people can go about their
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daily lives. The Kurdistan region is an example. Many parts of the
south are calm and quiet. Even certain areas of Baghdad are even
today calm and quiet.

Unfortunately, there is violence and it is important to note the
violence and it’s important to address the violence, but this vio-
lence is happening in targeted areas of the country, and this is the
violence that is making the airwaves, this is the violence that is
making the news and is dominating the debate on Iraq.

Sectarian violence is hurting this country called Iraq, and the
hurt is painful. And we cannot ignore it and we cannot think that
it is not existing. It does exist and we must tackle it. But we
mustn’t take our eye off the real challenge and the real danger Iraq
faces and that is al Qaeda, that is the threat of extremism on all
sides, all forms of extremism. It is al Qaeda and the remnants of
Saddam’s former regime that are fueling what has now become the
sectarian violence in the country, and we are too quick to change
focus and focus our efforts on the sectarian violence while some-
times forgetting the real, real danger to the United States, to the
Middle East at large, and to Iraq in particular, and that is al
Qaeda and the former Ba’athists of Saddam Hussein.

I think in my opinion it may be more useful for me to end my
talk here and engage in a dialog.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. The Peace Corps volunteer in me is just
so grateful that the three of you are here and I am so grateful that
my colleagues are here as well.

Mr. Kucinich, you have 10 minutes. If you need a little more,
that’s fine too.

Mr. KuciNIicH. Thank you very much, again, Mr. Chairman, for
holding these hearings and providing this opportunity to hear from
representatives of the people of Iraq. I want to welcome the wit-
nesses and say that whatever our views are on the politics of the
United States, I think that all of us have a great deal of compas-
sion for the struggle of the people of Iraq, for the losses which the
people of Iraq have incurred, for the suffering and the pain of the
people of Iraq over many generations, for the difficulties you find
yourself in right now trying to figure out how you can achieve sta-
bility under extraordinarily difficult circumstances.

The people of Iraq did not choose this war. This war was chosen
by the Government of the United States. Therefore, I think that
there is a tremendous amount of compassion which flows to you
from people everywhere. We recognize the difficulty you find your-
self in and we join you in longing for a reconciliation.

This is a process we have to go through in our own country be-
cause of the divisions which this war has created in our own soci-
ety. In South Africa the process of reconciliation, which was so im-
portant to ending the tradition of apartheid, was preceded by an
insistence on truth, so that truth and reconciliation was presented
simultaneously as the imperative for rebuilding the society.

This is something that we’re faced with in the United States as
we try to once again unite our country. And I'm sure it’s the same
kind of difficulties that you will find. For example, we grapple with
the concerns that you expressed about the connection between Sad-
dam Hussein and al Qaeda. However, just recently a report of the
Select Committee on Intelligence, which I have a copy of here, was
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very detailed in discounting those connections, which, in this coun-
try, was given as one of the causes of war. We were told that Sad-
dam Hussein had weapons of mass destruction in the context of
them representing an eminent threat.

I have to tell you how my heart went out to the people of Iraq
when I saw the initial bombing campaign.

I don’t know if any of you were in Baghdad or in Iraq at the
time, but I can only imagine the terror that struck the hearts of
people who were undergoing a massive bombing campaign. I think
that it’s important for us to find ways in which we can be support-
ive.

I happen to be convinced that the long-term presence of our
troops there, despite the desire of you to see them stay for a while,
may not be productive, but I want to ask you these questions, and
maybe we could start with Dr. Al-Hasani.

What is the percentage of Iraqis now who have water throughout
the day? How many Iraqis have access to water 24 hours a day?

Dr. AL-HAsANI. I think water is not a big issue in Iraq. I think,
probably more than 70 percent of Iraqis, they have access to water.

Mr. KucINICH. And what about access to electricity——

Dr. AL-HAsaNI. That’s a problem.

Mr. KUCINICH [continuing]. 24 hours a day?

Dr. AL-HAsANI. That’s a problem. That’s a big problem.

Mr. KuciNicH. Can you explain to us how it’s a problem?

Dr. AL-HAsANI. Well, most of the Iraqis probably wouldn’t get 4
hours of electricity per day. We tried very hard from the beginning
to fix that problem, electricity problem in Iraq; and I think we
couldn’t do it for different reasons. One of them was terrorists at-
tacking, you know, the electricity lines or generators. The other
problem was corruption. Definitely, millions of dollars went, you
know, through corruption which was supposed to be spent on elec-
tricity.

Mr. KUCINICH. One of the hearings that this subcommittee had
was concerning the accountability for $10.8 billion in Iraq recon-
struction funds.

Have you seen evidence of substantial reconstruction in Iraq that
has helped to stabilize the society in Iraq?

Dr. AL-HAsANI. To stabilize regarding reconstruction?

Mr. KucINICH. Yes, reconstruction.

Dr. AL-HASANI. Yes.

Mr. KuciNicH. What have you seen?

Dr. AL-HASANI. I've seen it in places like Somalia and Fallujah.
I was heading the committee of reconstructing Fallujah. It defi-
nitely, you know, had a very positive effect on Fallujahns. There
were other efforts in other places, some of them failed; and, you
know, as I mentioned, it failed mainly because of the corruption of
the Iraqipeople who were responsible for the reconstruction and
those also were headed by Americans, American companies. There
was also corruption in that regard, too.

Mr. KuciNicH. We just had a report which has been alluded to
with respect to Anbar Province, how, according to a senior Marine
intelligence official, the situation in Anbar Province has deterio-
rated to the point of where it’s considered militarily not sustainable
at this point. My question to you is: If Falluyjah is in Anbar Prov-
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ince, how does the progress that you report on square with the in-
stability which we hear being reported?

Dr. AL-HASANI. Let me say, first, I disagree totally with that re-
port. I don’t think there is in this room someone who has experi-
ence with Anbar or even the Iraqi Government, in that regard, as
I do. I was leading the negotiation at the time in 2004 when the
Fallujah thing, you know, erupted. I've been involved in Anbar
Province since then. I think things in Anbar, although it is not to
my likingness, but it is getting much better than it was before.

I'm very surprised of reports saying that we are losing Anbar.
We are gaining Anbar. We had, you know, places that—you know,
tribes. As I said, even some of the insurgency groups who are na-
tional insurgents, you know, people call them “resistance”. These—
even these people are turning their guns against al Qaeda and
Saddam’s loyalists. I say that for a fact. I know these facts. I live
these facts every day in Anbar.

Mr. KuciNICH. Doctor, you started off in your brief testimony in-
dicating your feelings about the connection between Saddam and al
Qaeda; and I appreciate hearing your sentiments. We, however,
have a report by our Senate Select Committee on Intelligence that
indicates that there was no connection.

I appreciate your observation about Anbar. We have a report by
a senior Marine intelligence expert saying that the situation is out
of control. I appreciate what you say about the situation improving
in Anbar, but we’re getting reports that the level of violence and
the actual incidence of violence are increasing and, actually, that
it appears to be higher in Anbar than perhaps any other province,
especially in the last few months.

So I think that it’s important for us to hear from you; and, at
the same time, we’re presented with this challenge, Mr. Chairman,
of squaring information that we get from people who are on the
ground there with the testimony of the witnesses. And this is the
difficulty because, in order to arrive at the truth, we have to get
some symmetry; and we’re having difficulty getting that. The best
information we get, Mr. Chairman, is that there’s information that
is at a variance from what the esteemed Dr. Al-Hasani says. I
know that we have to go on to other Members, and I'm not—would
I be permitted to ask any of the others’ questions?

Mr. SHAYS. I think it would be good to invite the two other gen-
tlemen to respond to your questions, and I'm happy to have you
have more time.

Dr. AL-HAsaNI. Can I make just one point regarding Anbar?

Mr. KUCINICH. Sure.

Dr. AL-HasANI. I said in my testimony at the beginning, you
know, there were mistakes that has been done by the United
States when they went over there; and I explained those mistakes,
you know, what were these mistakes.

I think sometimes, you know, I'm getting the feeling there is
some kind of conspiracy against Anbar when people are reporting
reports like this. This is—I know for a fact this report is not true
because I'm involved in Anbar. I know what’s going on in Anbar;
and I'm very, very surprised to hear a report saying that, you
know, we are failing in Anbar; Anbar is uncontrollable. I know we
have problems in Anbar, but I think the improvement we are see-
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ing in Anbar—you know, it’s much bigger than what people are
thinking about it. That’s why I'm surprised someone from the Ma-
rine writes a report like this one; and I say that, you know, hon-
estly; and I'm ready to testify in other forms to tell you more infor-
mation about what’s going on in Anbar.

Mr. KUCINICH. Again, in response to Dr. Al-Hasani, I take what
you're saying in this light, that you have much courage and a pas-
sion that is informed by optimism; and I respect that. At the same
time, I'm confronted with a report that says that the influence of
al Qaeda is actually being increased in Anbar, that now we’re going
to—I know, Mr. Chairman, you have indicated an interest in kind
of going into that a little bit deeper, and I don’t in any way intend
to, you know, want to denigrate your assertions. I'm just saying
this is the information we'’re getting.

Now, I wanted to, if I may, Mr. Chairman, ask Mr. AlMusawi:
We've been getting some—actually, numerous reports, and there’s
published reports now of death squads that occupied Iraq. I'm par-
ticularly concerned about the role of the Ministry of Interior. Are
you familiar with a brigade called the “Wolf Brigade”? Have you
ever heard of that?

Mr. ALMUSAWI. Yes.

Mr. KuciNICH. And have concerns been expressed inside Iraq
about the activities of the Wolf Brigade with respect to whether or
not they truly represent the aspirations of the people of Iraq?

Mr. ALMUSAWI. There is no—as I mentioned before, there is no
certain evidences that—whom those death squads are, belong to
which party or to which sect. So, again, I would say that the death
squads is unknown people right now, but what I could assure you
that, after the explosion of Samawa, there is some Shia extremists
take that initiative and try to reaction against the Sunnis, and this
is—again, this is the law and again is the religious leaders’ state-
ments and degrees—degrees.

The death squads, again, this is unknown people, and we have
to focus on moving the interior and defense secure ministries to
take the initiative all over Iraq. There is some problem there and
some Governorates, and I think the government should be—should
have full power in all the Governorates, and this is belong to how
to equip the Iraqi troops, how to recruit them and then how to let
them control the city. We propose that maybe the people’s commu-
nity could help—communities—could help and decide to let the
Iraqis, themselves, help themselves to protect their cities and
towns.

One of the issue I would like to comment also about, how to
make progress in Iraq and security on other sites, also. I think it’s
very important in this case to work on setting—or set priorities in
Iraq. For example, some cities, we have to work on the security
side, but the security isn’t priority in some southern cities, but the
security is very crucial, important and, for example, in Anbar or in
Diyala or in Baghdad. Setting the priorities is very important to
help some progress here.

Mr. KucinicH. I thank you.

I just want to ask a followup question to Mr. Talabany; and that
is that we get various reports here of, on one hand, a number of
killings have been attributed to Shia militias. On the other hand,



29

we get reports saying the attribution to Shia militias is
unsustainable and that a major element in these killings would be
what could be called “state sponsored” coming from the apparatus
of the Iraqi state through the Interior Ministry. This is of great
concern to us because, when you see all of this carnage, these re-
ports of so many people dying, do you have any sense of where this
is coming from?

Mr. TALABANY. Sir, I disagree with the statement that the killing
is a state-sponsored killing. I think—excuse me—Prime Minister
Maliki has made it one of his top priorities to stamp out the actions
of the death squads, and the new Minister of Interior is trying very
hard to clean up his ministry.

I think in the past there were clearly elements within the Inte-
rior Ministry that were carrying out attacks against Iraqi civilians.

Mr. KucINICH. But you’re saying that’s not happening now.

Mr. TALABANY. I think it is a priority of the Maliki-led govern-
ment to end this activity, and the focus is on the international com-
munities watching. We know that this cannot go on; and this is an
issue, I think, that the Iraqi Government has to address and ad-
dress firmly.

Mr. KuciNicH. Thank you, Mr. Talabany; and thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentleman very, very much. Thank you.

Mr. Lynch has the floor.

Mr. LyncH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just on that note, Mr. Talabany, I do know from when I met
with your dad that your cousin was gunned down as well in 2004,
so we understand, you know, how this whole conflict has affected
your own families. That is not lost on us; and we do acknowledge
the courage that has been shown by the Iraqi people in trying to
fight for democracy, 8 million Iraqis coming out under the threat
of execution to come out and vote. Sometimes in this country we
can’t get them to come out when it rains, so we understand the
courage that is being exhibited there.

While TI'll acknowledge that—the establishment of the par-
liament, and I was in Fallujah not too long ago, back in April. I
got to meet with some of the members of the Fallujah city council,
newly established. There has been progress.

However, also, I got to spend a couple of days there because of
one of your sandstorms, and during my stay, the electricity went
out, and the U.S. Marines’ Civil Affairs Unit had to go out and get
the electricity back on. I was in Tikrit. In some of the cir-
cumstances, the army engineers had to go out and get the water
back on. It just seems to me that some of those basic services—and
I've heard it from Iraqis as well—that they would like more power
to provide basic services to the people who elected them.

I know what would happen in my district if I was elected and
yet every time the water went out and all the electricity went out
I was powerless and my constituents had to go to some other group
or government in order to get basic services restored. I would lose
credibility very quickly. And that’s sort of the anxiety that I heard
among the Iraqi-elected leadership, that they weren’t being given
enough opportunity to do the things that governments should be
doing.
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I was also up on the border with Syria in Alheim, and there’s a
checkpoint there, a port of entry between Syria and Iraq, and I was
surprised to find that most of the laborers there building that
checkpoint were actually Indian. They had been hired by the con-
tractors there, so there were Indian laborers. Here we are with 60-
percent unemployment in Iraq, and we have Indian laborers build-
ing the checkpoint on the border with Iraq, between Syria and
Iraq.

Just a point on democracy, and it’s sort of a sidelight. There is
nothing that makes my constituents happier or more content than
when I can put them to work. If you can give them jobs, that will
go a long way. So we need to figure out a way during this recon-
struction process.

If we’re spending money there, for God sakes, we should be put-
ting Iraqis to work and not—you know, not otherwise. I think that
would be a simple but constructive way to reduce some of the ten-
sion there. With such high unemployment, it just creates a ripe sit-
uation for insurgency and for unrest, I guess.

I just want to ask the three of you in no particular order, would
it not be helpful—let me just back up a little bit.

I've been to see General Casey—I think I've seen him five or six
times when I've been over there, and his job is—his No. 1 job—he
has many jobs, and he’s performing them all very well, and he’s
very courageous, but his No. 1 job is dealing with the military situ-
ation in Iraq. That’s his prime responsibility. He is also respon-
sible—he’s been given the responsibility of transitioning the power
from the military to the Iraqi civilian government.

However, every time we have a renewed insurgency—and most
recently in Baghdad but there have been other examples as well.
When I was there, it was Rhamadi. Fallujah was very quiet, but
Rhamadi was exhibiting very high unrest, a lot of violence.

Would it not be to your benefit to have a body, to have a commis-
sion established whose primary and specific responsibility would be
to move government operations, the responsibility for government
operations, from the U.S. military to the Iraqi civilian government
in areas like electricity production, transmission, generation, water
systems, schools, hospitals, those things that we’re doing right now
with tens of thousands of U.S. military personnel? Would it not
help you in terms of credibility and, I think, a maturing
government

I know the framework is there. The framework is there. We've
established the framework of government there through the elec-
tive process. But would it not be helpful—and I've sponsored legis-
lation to make this happen from our end, that we create a panel
to see this transition of power. Wouldn’t it help if, you know, the
Iraqi Council of Representatives and the local government there
had a corresponding body to accept the transfer of power?

I'll leave it to you to answer.

Dr. AL-HASANI. It would be very good, you know, to transfer this
thing to the Iraqi side provided there is an accountability system.

The problem we have in Irag—and I think you have the same
problem with the American projects over there. There is no ac-
countability system there. That’s why corruption continues. We
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need to have a system where we can hold people responsible if they
misuse the money.

The projects that you are talking about are not Iraqi projects be-
cause, Iraqi projects, we do it. The Iraqi Government carries the
Iraqi projects. You are talking about the money donated by the
United States or other countries; and, long ago, I thought it would
be better to give that money to the Iraqis provided you have ac-
countability system and let them do that job.

You also have to followup where the money’s going. It’s your
money. When I donate money, I want to know where that money
is spent. You don’t have that system. We don’t have that system.
We are trying to put a system that will make people accountable
for what they are doing with the money invested in electricity
projects or health projects or building road projects or other, you
know, economic projects in Iraq, but, until now, I don’t think we
have done a good job.

Three-and-a-half years of different governments, Iraq’s electricity
system is deteriorating. We have less electricity than we used to
have before. Water is a problem, but it’s not as big problem as elec-
tricity. Health system, we have problem with that. We don’t have
hospitals enough that can treat many illnesses, including cancer,
which is spreading like rain in Iraq because of different reasons.
We don’t have enough hospitals to treat, you know, cancer patients
and other illnesses that we never experienced before.

So, yes, I think it will be good for the Iraqis to take that respon-
sibility, provided that you and us, Iraqis, have an accountability
system that can followup on this one.

Thank you.

Mr. LyNcH. Mr. AlMusawi.

Mr. ALMUSAWI. I had a meeting yesterday with one of al Maliki’s
advisors—he’s here in the States—and he informed me that al
Maliki is willing to make some changes in his cabinet to get some
more competent ministers, and I think he is willing to do so, and
this is one of his projects to make some progress in his time as
prime minister.

I will give you an example about the corruption and about the
accountability that Dr. Al-Hasani mentioned.

The last—the former electricity minister imported big genera-
tions—generators—sorry—for electricity. Those generators working
with special oil should be imported also from Turkey. This kind of
corruption in Iraq could have—I don’t know how many oil in Iraq
we have, what this is, and so the corruption is—right now, we do
not have a qualified anti-corruption community. We do not have a
powerful authority, judicial authority, so I think all these should
go—should work together. Otherwise, I don’t think we can make
transfer just overnight.

Al Maliki is willing to do some changes. Al Maliki cabinet and
Maliki, himself, should find some support, and we should enable
him to work together with him. I mean, the United States should
give al Maliki chance to improve his government practicing.

Al Maliki also mentioned that one of his problem, actually, is
that some political parties that didn’t supported him or enabling
him to get rid of some obstacles, and one of these obstacles he
couldn’t do the changes in the government.
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So, from that, I would say just there is—we have, again, to acti-
vate the political community of the National Security Council.
Those are the leaders of Iraqgi—the leaders—the political leadership
of Iraq, and they have to enable Maliki to do some progress. It is
not only al Maliki’s duty. It is all Iraqis’ duty and also the Iraqi
political parties as well.

That’s it. Thank you.

Mr. LyNcH. OK. Thank you.

Mr. Talabany.

Mr. TALABANY. Congressman, there has been gross mismanage-
ment of Iraq’s reconstruction, since Operation Iraqi Freedom, on
both sides. I think we haven’t proven to be capable to administer
the kinds of funds that we have received, and I think there has
been too little oversight into the funds that U.S. contractors have
been implementing in the country. This has led to a worsening of
the security situation in the country.

The economic development goes hand in hand with political and
security development, and I think we have focused too much of our
efforts on building up the political process and building up our se-
curity forces without really looking into the impact of economic de-
velopment in Iraq. It’s important that we build solid, transparent
and accountable institutions in the country.

We have focused on finding the right ministers to run that min-
istry, but we haven’t looked into building up the institution of the
ministry. A good Minister of Interior alone cannot turn that min-
istry into a functioning, effective and professional military. It’s
going to require a cadre of offices, mid-level and low-level offices,
that aren’t there at the moment.

Whether we’re not looking hard enough, whether they’ve left the
country, whether there’s too much political interference from dif-
ferent political parties, there are a variety of reasons why the situ-
ation is as it is, but I think we need to—in order to effectively gov-
ern and effectively spend our resources—which there are plenty of
resources in the country. Iraq does not lack money, but it lacks an
ability to effectively spend that money, and that is, I think, some-
thing that we still need assistance from the United States on, we
still need a partnership on in training and building up our capacity
to be able to administer our resources.

Mr. LyncH. OK. In closing, I just want to say, as Mr. Kucinich
talked about earlier, we had—at the end of the Coalition Provi-
sional Authority before the Iraqi interim government came into ef-
fect and actually received power from the Coalitional Authority, we
had between $9 and $10 billion, most of that in cash. We're doing
additional hearings in this committee on the mismanagement on
the U.S. side, the largest single cash shipment in the history of the
Federal Reserve Bank out of New York. We've tracked it, because
we have very good records, when it left New York, planeloads of
cash, and we can track it when it arrives in Iraq. We have the tes-
timony of individuals on the ground who received the shipment,
and then we have stories of Humvees and vehicles with duffel bags
full of cash bouncing through the desert, and then we have about
$9 billion not accounted for. So, you know, those——
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We've also got stories of corruption, of Halliburton employees and
bribes being paid to Kuwaiti businessmen; and there’s a long, sor-
did story there that we’re going to have to get to the bottom of.

But, in the meantime, the American people are losing patience.
You know, the financial cost here, as significant as it is, is second-
ary to the loss of life that we’re experiencing among our sons and
daughters; and I think unless we see some accountability, if you
will, some examples of success and of an opportunity for us in the
near term to withdraw our troops and bring them home, unless we
see that

You know, we’re hearing from the President that, during his ad-
ministration, he does not intend to bring troops home, in other
words, stay the course; and that is—as my colleague from Mary-
land said, that “stay the course” is a slogan; it’s not a plan. And
there’s a significant body of opinion in this country that the plan
has to change.

So my recommendation to you would be you need to help us help
you in a hurry, in a hurry, and take that back to your government,
please. But we need the Iraqi Government with all its challenges—
and I appreciate the courage and the leadership you’ve shown
under very difficult circumstances—but the clock is ticking here,
and we need to see significant assumption of responsibility by the
elected Iraqi Government, and we need to see the very real possi-
bility of reducing our troop levels in Iraq in the near term.

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentleman very much and say to our next
panel, we do really deeply appreciate your patience. We have Mr.
Van Hollen and myself, and then we’ll be going to our next panel.

Mr. Van Hollen.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I do want to thank all the witnesses here, again, and just a com-
ment to start with to Dr. Al-Hasani with respect to the issue of col-
laboration between al Qaeda and Saddam Hussein.

I can tell you that I think that the Bush administration would
welcome any information you have. We've had some exhaustive
panels and hearings in this country. We had a bipartisan 9/11
Commission report looking into this question. Let me just read
from their report with respect to this issue.

They found bin Laden had, in fact, been tampering in Iraq. He
was tampering in Iraq by, “sponsoring anti-Saddam Islamists in
Iraqi Kurdistan and sought to attract them into his Islamic army.”

He goes on to point out that bin Laden continued to aid a group
of Islamist extremists operating in part of Iraq and Kurdistan out-
side of Baghdad’s control. In other words, Osama bin Laden was
tampering in Iraq, but he was tampering in Iraq in a way in oppo-
sition to the regime of Saddam Hussein, not in collaboration with
it.

We've just had another report out of the Senate Select Commit-
tee on Intelligence’s bipartisan group exhaustively looking at this
question for many, many years; and their conclusion is that there
was no collaboration between the two.

Now, you cited some, you know—I don’t know—Arab fighters on
the streets. I'm not trying to be—I think it’s important that we get
our facts straight, and I hope one of the lessons that this country
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learns is that we need to make our foreign policy and national se-
curity decisions based on facts and not on speculation.

All T can say is we’'ve now had two exhaustive bipartisan looks
at this very question, and both of them have concluded that there
was no collaboration between Saddam Hussein and al Qaeda; and,
in fact, to the extent that al Qaeda was active in Iraq, they were
doing so in opposition to Saddam Hussein.

Just a comment, Mr. AlMusawi. You mentioned the issue of
human rights, and I couldn’t agree with you more on the issue.

Mr. ALMUSAWI. Say again, sir.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. You mentioned the sort of moral imperative
with respect to the human rights situation in Iraq, and there’s ab-
solutely no doubt about it, that Saddam Hussein was a brutal dic-
tator. I would just recall—and I don’t want to go into this in great
detail—back in the 1980’s, when Saddam Hussein was using chem-
ical weapons against the Kurds at the end of the Iran-Iraq War,
my former colleague on the staff of the Senate Foreign Relations
here, Peter Galbraith and I, traveled to the Turkish-Iraq border
and interviewed thousands of the Kurdish refugees who were cross-
ing that border because they’d been gassed by Saddam Hussein.

We documented that. We came back to Washington. We urged
Members of the Senate to introduce legislation to impose economic
sanctions against the government of Saddam Hussein to punish
him for his use of chemical weapons—this is in 1988—and the Sen-
ate did that on a bipartisan basis, but the Reagan administration
that was in power at the time actually opposed that legislation.
They opposed legislation to impose economic sanctions against Sad-
dam Hussein for his use of chemical weapons against the Kurds.

So I've always found it quite hypocritical for Members of this ad-
ministration, some of whom were there during the Reagan adminis-
tration, to say today that the reason we went into Iraq with our
military forces this time was, in fact, for human rights reasons and
pointing to the use of chemical weapons against the Kurds when
they weren’t willing to impose even economic sanctions at the time.

And let me also say this. At the end of the Persian Gulf War in
1991, it was an absolute tragedy that the United States did not do
more to protect the Shia in the south at the end of that war. I
couldn’t agree with you more. We did create a no fly zone in the
north; and, in fact, the north was fairly stable, as you know, from
that time on.

So I couldn’t agree with you more that there have been human
rights tragedies in Iraq, and it’s a very important part of this con-
versation. But for this administration to claim that as a justifica-
tion for military action does not hold water given their past con-
duct and the conduct of others in the administration in that regard.

Now if I could just ask all of you. We're going to hear from a
later panel here. Two of them have recently written books with re-
gard to Iraq. We have Dr. Fouad Ajami, who is here, and Ambas-
sador Peter Galbraith; and I just want to read a little piece out of
a review that jointly reviewed those two books. In The New York
Times, it was a review written by Noah Feldman, and he titled it
“Out of One, Many,” and the first paragraph of that review reads
as follows:



35

“critics of American policy in Iraq since 2003 have sometimes
charged that the United States created the sectarian divisions in
the country by treating Iraqis as Shiites, Sunnis or Kurds rather
than simply as Iraqis, but the opposite has, in fact, been the case.
Under the influence of exiles like Ahmad Chalabi, administration
officials anachronistically insisted that Iraq was cosmopolitan and
post-ethnic. The most serious intellectual deficit that has plagued
the American presence in Iraq and a crucial reason for our re-
peated failure to predict Iraqis’ behavior has been insufficient
awareness of the conflicting perspectives of Iraqis from different
backgrounds and communities.”

Now, I understand that the testimony you’ve given today and
other days sort of contradicts that essential message, but I'll ask
you if you could each respond, and I'm going to—one to an issue
raised through Dr. Ajami’s book and then one Ambassador Gal-
braith’s; and it’s a little bit unfair to Dr. Ajami, because I'm essen-
tially putting forth the position of his book as expressed through
someone who reviewed the book.

But he says the core argument is that the trouble we're seeing
in Iraq results from a profound unwillingness of Sunni Arabs in
Iraq and elsewhere to accept the rise of power of Shiites in what
is, after all, their own country. Shia Arabs have long been second-
class citizens, repressed and kept from political power even where,
as in Iraq, they are the numerical majority. And he goes on to say
that is the fundamental issue here.

If you could please each respond to that, that the fundamental
issue is the unwillingness of a Sunni minority to accept the fact
that Iraq is a majority Shia and essentially will be governed by a
majority that is Shia. That whole theme has been interwoven in
the statements that all of you have made earlier, and I'm curious
as to what your response would be.

Dr. AL-HASANI. First, a comment on the relationship between al
Qaeda and Saddam.

I was in Baghdad on April 10th, 1 day after American troops cap-
tured Baghdad; and I don’t care whether Saddam Hussein had re-
lationship with al Qaeda or not. Right now, I don’t care about it,
because I know al Qaeda is very dangerous to Iraq. More than any-
body else in Iraq, al Qaeda are the most dangerous group in Iragq.
And I don’t think you will find many people from a certain group
in Iraq can come where the public can say something like this be-
cause we know the situation in Iraq and how dangerous it is, you
know, to talk about al Qaeda or other groups, but I know——

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Just on that point—and I want to make it
clear. I wasn’t saying that al Qaeda is not present and active in
Iraq today. I think they—I think, in fact, al Qaeda is present in
Iraq today, and I think they’ve taken advantage of the situation in
Iraq that resulted from the invasion. So you have no argument
with respect to that.

Dr. AL-HASANI. Anyway, my information is al Qaeda was there
on April 9th. They were fighting the Americans in Baghdad.

Regarding the issue of whether there was a Shia and Sunni divi-
sion in Iraq before American troops came, I think Iraq never expe-
rienced such a division between Shia and Sunni until 1991 when
Saddam Hussein attacked Shia provinces in brutal way. That’s
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when this thing started to appear, but I think America contributed
to that one. Ask me how. I will tell you how.

When Ambassador Bremer came to Iraq and formed the govern-
ing council, it was formed based on this division—Shia, Sunni,
Kurd—and you can go and look at 25 members of the governing
council. You will see how it was formed. So that was—and since
then, all the governments after that were formed based on that
one. I don’t want to talk about the majority issue.

As I said, I don’t care whether Shia are majority or Sunni are
majority in Iraq because, in my eyes, these are all citizens of Iragq.
I don’t look at them, you know, whether they are majority or mi-
nority.

But, again, when you talk in majority sense, there is political
consequences of that one as if you are trying to say this country,
at the end, has to be ruled by this sect or other sect. This is not
the right way to build the new state of Iraq. Citizenry is much
more important than pointing finger to someone, saying he’s a Shia
or he is a Sunni. That’s what I don’t want in Iraq.

Who is the majority? We don’t know. I don’t think anyone can
point and say that Shia are majority or the Sunni are majority be-
cause, when you exclude Kurds from the Sunni Arab, of course Shi-
ite becomes majority in Iraq, but Kurds are Sunni. We don’t have
census that says who is majority; and, again, I end up by saying
I really don’t care who is majority in Iraq as long as they are loyal
to Iraqi state, they are loyal to Iraqi people, and they care as much
about their sect, the other sects, you know, as much as they care
for their sect.

Thank you.

Mr. ALMusawl. I would say that, during the Saddam Hussein
time, there was sectarian elimination, but under Saddam Hussein
and his ownership to the Shia and the Kurds, that was unclear for
some people in Iraq. But the reality is there was sectarian and eth-
nic discrimination, and the Shia, at least, they were not first-class
people in there at that time, and this is the truth.

I could say that the saying of Dr. Ajami is the crucial part of the
reality. I would give you an example about this case and how the
Arab countries, some sectarian countries, who are fueling this kind
of sectarian, still is fueling, one of high-level official from our
neighbors telling one of senior official—senior, senior official from
my party—was not good for you guys, Saddam Hussein and some-
body like that, to fuel this kind of situation.

This is the mentality of these countries. They are really sectarian
mentalities. They would not like to see a Shia in the power.

I disagree 100 percent with my brother, Dr. Hajim Al-Hasani,
that he doesn’t care who is the majority in Iraq. We don’t need
who’s the majority, but the majority is the Shia. There is no ques-
tion about it. But this is a privilege for the Shia? I would say this
is not a privilege for the Shia to be majority or minority. We should
accept each other again. We should work together to rebuild our
country, and we should rebuild the democracy. The democracy is
the only option, the only answer for all our questions.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Thank you.
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Mr. TALABANY. Congressman, I'd like to take this opportunity to
thank you and Ambassador Galbraith for caring about the Kurds
back in the days when very few people cared about the Kurds and
few joined efforts to bring to the attention of the international com-
munity the crimes that were committed against my people. So, on
behalf of the people of Kurdistan, I thank you both for your efforts.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Thank you, Mr. Talabany.

Mr. TALABANY. We cannot ignore the Sunni-Shia divide, not in
Iraq, not in the Middle East. This is an historic divide that has ex-
isted, and tensions have existed and will continue to exist, and if
we continue to ignore that these things exist in Iraq, we’ll fail in
our mission.

It is not for me as a Kurd to tell you what my Shia brother
thinks or feels or what his—or his insecurities are. We each have
insecurities, and all of our insecurities are valid. The Sunnis, they
have insecurities. The Kurds have many insecurities.

We have to over-—the way we overcome these insecurities is by
building a political process that can begin to address the main con-
cerns of each community, and we haven’t done that yet. We do
have a national unity government where everybody is participating
in the political process, but were still coming to deal with the
major issues that will ultimately bring these people together or po-
larize them even more.

We couldn’t have formed the governing council under the CPA
days without addressing the quota system. Had we had a predomi-
nantly Sunni governing council, the Shia and the Kurds would
have felt out. Had it been the other way, the Sunnis would have
been left out and would have felt left out. And Saddam and succes-
sive Iraqi governments, not just Saddam’s government, alienated
Shia and Kurds from participating in the top level of government,
did not make Kurds and Shia feel like Iraqis.

The Iraqi army is a perfect example of this. Look at the officer
corps of the Iraqi army, and let’s find out what the percentages
were, and you cannot tell our Shia brothers that this is insignifi-
cant. This is significant, and this is the core of the problems that
we see today. It is that Iraq was founded on faulty logic 80 years
ago, on the logic that everybody was Iraqi without anyone asking
those people “do you want to be Iraqi?” we have an historic oppor-
tunity to address a mistake that was made 80 years ago today; and
we should not let this opportunity pass by, ignoring realities on the
ground.

Thank you.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Talabany. Thank
you for your remarks, and thank you for your assessment.

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time, I have another question,
but I think, in the interest of time, I can save it for the next panel.
I want to thank all of you gentlemen for your testimony. Thank
you.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you, gentlemen, very much.

I'm going to ask—and I'm going to do something that I'm not
comfortable doing. I'm going to be asking you to give some very
short answers so we don’t hold our next panel up, but I have a lot
to cover, and if we don’t have you respond to this, we will have
failed to achieve one of our objectives.
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I'll preface my point by saying I felt the United States made
huge mistakes in the first 12 months. We started to rectify those
mistakes. The mistakes were all the things we’ve talked about—the
disbanding of the army, the police, the border patrol, the looting,
the lack of cultural respect for Iraq in general—but we started to
turn it around, having now dug a deep hole when we transferred
power to you, the Iraqis, in June where the Allawi government,
even though it was—you know, it was formed not by an election,
but it was a huge start in the right direction.

We saw you in Iraq make huge, I think, huge progress, but there
were deadlines that got you to do it, a deadline to elect a transi-
tional government, a deadline to start the constitutional talks, a
deadline to finish the constitutional talks, and you did it remark-
ably, a deadline to have an election to ratify that constitution, and
met a deadline to elect that government.

But, candidly, since January of this year, I see no deadlines, and
I see no action, no action to set provisional elections, no action to
really begin, in earnest, reconciliation, no action to complete the
constitution. I know we'’re asking you to complete a constitution in
2 years when it took us 13, I know that, but the fact is I don’t
know if you have the time, and I fear you don’t. So this is what
I want to talk about, reconciliation.

I happen to believe that we need to set some deadlines of trans-
ferring power. We said when the Iraqi troops stood up we would
be able to take our troops out, and we haven’t done it, clearly, be-
cause we didn’t have enough security. But now we have 294,000
Iraqis who are trained and equipped, not all of them experienced,
so we won’t say that “everyone,” but there has been no step down.

I don’t believe we're going to see a step down until Sunnis and
Shias, in particular, work out their differences. I pray as hard as
I can pray that the Kurdish community is not going to see this as
an opportunity to claim and want more in a landlocked region, be-
cause I see all hell breaking lose if that happens. I think your lead-
ership knows that. I'm not sure your people do, and I fear that, and
I want to say parenthetically how grateful I am to have you explain
about not flying the Kurdish—the Iraqi flag because that was a
flag of domination.

My first question to all of you—I need a short answer—isn’t
there logic in changing the flag? I mean, hasn’t the flag been the
flag of Saddam, and wouldn’t it make sense to have a flag that all
of you could feel proud to fly under?

Let me start with you, Mr. Speaker.

Dr. AL-HASANI. I, personally, don’t have a problem changing the
flag, but I think the problem is how are you going to change the

ag.

Mr. SHAYS. OK.

Dr. AL-HasANI. Right now, the flag, the Iraqi flag, is the current
flag.

Mr. SHAYS. This is a minimal one of-

Dr. AL-HASANI. The parliament will have to work on that one.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. I have—there’ll be other questions where
you’ll need to go in greater depth.

Mr. ALMusawi. It’s part of the constitution, article 12, talking
about changing the flag. So that’s
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Mr. SHAYS. Fair enough. OK, and, you know, I don’t know——

Mr. ALMUusawI. So it is no big deal for us to change the flag.

Mr. SHAYS. OK, but we shouldn’t misinterpret what has hap-
pened in the Kurdish area of Iraq by not wanting to fly that flag
based on—it seems to me I understand a little better. Thank you.

Let me ask you to tell me what is the hardest area of reconcili-
ation. Is it the oil revenue sharing? Is it dealing with electricity?
Is it debaatification? Is it federalism? Is it—you know, maybe,
frankly, having more contractors be Iraqis as opposed to outsiders.
Is it the militia control? Is it amnesty? Is it corruption?

Tell me the hardest thing that you have to deal with internally
with each other and the easiest. I want the hardest and the easiest.
And I'm not looking for long answers again. And if you don’t
know—Mr. Speaker, just because I think we give Mr. Talabany a
good opportunity to perfect his answer while the rest of you speak,
I'm going to go in reverse order and start and end with our sitting
member of the parliament. Mr. Talabany.

Mr. TALABANY. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

It really is difficult to highlight one of these issues——

Mr. SHAYS. Give me two of them.

Mr. TALABANY. —as more important. I think they’re all impor-
tant. You cannot have reconciliation without having a viable oil
policy, without getting the citizens of the country to understand the
importance and the significance of federalism, without having a
reconstruction

Mr. SHAYS. Fair enough. Which will be the most difficult to re-
solve then? I'll take that one.

Mr. TALABANY. I think the militia issue will be one of the most
difficult to resolve because this is dealing with armed units, where
sometimes it’s not as easy to sit down at a table with and come up
with a diplomatic and peaceful solution to, and I think it is ad-
dressing the militia issue that is ultimately going to lead to more
bloodshed before we ultimately come up with a solution to this
problem.

Mr. SHAYS. OK. Mr. AlMusawi.

Mr. ALMusawi. Federalism could be——

Mr. SHAYS. Which is? I'm sorry.

Mr. ALMusawl. Federalism. Federalism. Federalism. Yeah. It’s
one of the crucial issues that maybe make some troubles, maybe,
in the coming days. Maybe next week we will see some also talks
in the Council of Representatives. About the 21st of this month
shoulld be the second reading of the proposal, of the federalism pro-
posal.

Mr. SHAYS. Let me just go quickly back to you, Mr. Talabany.
You didn’t tell me the easiest thing to resolve.

Mr. TALABANY. Unfortunately, sir, in Iraq, nothing is easy.

Mr. SHAYS. Tell me, Mr. AlMusawi.

Mr. ALMUsAWI. Maybe I could say that the oil revenues is the
easiest one because all the Iraqis agree to distribute the Iraqi
wealth fairly among them.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. Mr. Speaker.

Dr. AL-HasaNI. I think it’s a package deal. It’s very difficult to
say which one is more difficult and which one is much easier. Al-
though I probably think the federalism is going to be one of the top
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issues, the nature of federalism. Nobody has problem with
Kurdistan region, so my fellow Kurdish president, he has not to
worry about that. We have problem in our:

Mr. SHAYS. You just want a safe place to visit.

Dr. AL-HASANI. Yeah, but I think, you know, federalism is—and
then militia issue are the biggest problem, but it has to be a pack-
age deal on all these things.

We need to fast form the committee to revise the constitution. It
is like what happened in United States. The constitution you have
in the United States is not the original constitution. You differed
on that constitution, and then you had a committee, you know, re-
vise the constitution, and you have this constitution. The same
thing should happen in Iraq. We should reach a deal on the con-
stitution which has to do with how the future state of Iraq should
look like.

Mr. SHAYS. Yes, sir. Go ahead.

Mr. ALMUSAWI. Federalism—actually, we have in Irag—we have
to have one governing style in Iraq. We shouldn’t say Kurdistan
should have federalism and the rest of Iraq shouldn’t. We should
have one federalism. We should have one flag. We should have one
so Iraq should be one state. So, within Iraq, we should have one
governing style.

Mr. SHAYS. Bunker Hunt, obviously a very successful oilman and
comes from a pretty distinguished family in that area, came into
my office and spread out a huge map of Iraq. He showed us all the
areas where there was oil now, and then he showed me all the
areas where there was potential oil. He said that when he looks at
this map as an oilman, he says Iraq is awash with oil, and there
are areas that have not been yet developed or investigated. But he
says, on a scale of 1 to 10, the likelihood of finding oil is there. He
said—and I said, well, Iraq has 10 percent of the world’s oil and
Saudi Arabia, you know, 20 to 25 percent, and his opinion was that
Iraq has far more than 10 percent of the world’s oil.

But he said and it wasn’t just in a Shia area or the Kurdish area.
It was all around. Tell me what the ultimate agreement you all
think will be with oil, if that is the easiest to resolve. What do you
think will it ultimately be? If you were to estimate, and I'll start
with you this time, Mr. Al-Hasani.

Dr. AL-HAsANI. Mr. Chairman, take all the oil and give us peace.
Oil, it’s a problem in Iragq.

Mr. SHAYS. I just want to say when you say take, you don’t mean
foreigners take. In other words, among the area.

Dr. AL-HASANI. Whoever wants to take the oil, let them take it.
Peace is more important.

Mr. SHAYS. But don’t you agree that oil is one way to give peace?

Dr. AL-HASANI. Let me be realistic about it. I think oil should be
controlled by the Federal Government and distributed equally
among Iraqi population.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. AlMusawi.

Mr. ALMusawl. That is what the Constitution was saying, the oil
should be in the control of the Federal or the central government.
So there is no big deal. I don’t think we in the south, there is a
huge amount of oil in the south. This is not for the Shia, for exam-
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ple. This is for all Iraq. This is for Sunnis, for all Iraqgis. We
shouldn’t concern about oil. Oil for all Iraqis.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Talabany.

Mr. TALABANY. History is instructive and we need to have sys-
tems in place in the country that can ensure that each and every
Iraqi citizen—the way, Kurdish, Shia or Sunni benefits from the
Nation’s oil to this date it is—it has not been the state. Iraq has
failed as a state to deliver its natural wealth proportionally and eq-
uitably throughout the country and people are insecure. It comes
back to Iraq being a failed state, its inception. We need to address
these insecurities and constitutions alone cannot do. We need ac-
‘(ciions and executions and checks and balances to do it in order to

0 S0.

Mr. SHAYS. Let me say this. My 10 minutes have ended and I
know we have a panel that thought that it would be starting at 10
o’clock. We told them that there would be another panel that we
had continued. But I feel we need to move on. I would like you all
to just end with maybe, if any brief comment you want to make,
and then we will get on to our next panel. Is there anything we
should have asked you that we didn’t, and then we will get on with
our next panel. And Mr. Speaker, we allow the speaker to go first
but usually the speaker is the closer in our Chamber. So we are
going to let you be the closer to Mr. Talabany. We are going to
have you go first.

Mr. TALaBANY. Mr. Chairman and distinguished Members of
Congress, again we would like to thank you for putting this panel
together. I think the one thing that if we can ask or request of you
is that while we understand that this debate that is going on in
this country is a valid debate and that clearly there are divisions
in how you all see what is going on in Iraq, it is important and
critical for us that this debate in this division not be translated as
a wavering of your commitment to seeing the project through in
Iraq and ensuring a viable state emerges from the ashes of tyranny
in Iraq, and that is all I have to say.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you very much.

Mr. ALMUSAWI. I think this is a very healthy debate about the
Iraqi issues and I would insist on the cooperation between Ameri-
cans and Iraqis to achieve the mutual goal of democratizing Iraq
and stabilizing Iraq. We appreciate the help of Americans to liber-
ate Iraqis there. There is no question about it. Most Iraqis have ad-
mitted that Americans did a great job for Iraq. Thank you.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you. Mr. Speaker.

Dr. AL-HasanNi. Well, let me thank you, Mr. Chairman, and
thank all of the members of the committee for inviting us here to
exchange information, ideas about, you know, how we can fix the
problem of Iraq. I wish just to say that please don’t make Iraq’s
issue an election issue. Don’t hurt us, you know. I think we are in
this thing together. It is a nation building in Iraq. It is—we are
building new states. It is, you know, we are in transitional period.
It is very—this transitional period is difficult period. We've got to
understand that. And we need to work together as partners to
bring Iraq back to the international community and to bring peace
to Iraq and its origin and spread democracy in Iraq. I wouldn’t say
any place else. I want to have democracy in Iraq because I think
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that is the future of Iraq. And that is the future of the United
States in the region. Thank you very much.

Mr. SHAYS. Thank you very much. I am going to just conclude
by saying that in my visits to Iraq I leave in awe of what the Iraqi
people are trying to do. Sunni, Shia, Kurds and others. And I feel
that I'm in the presence of great men and women and I'll just end
with a gentleman that I have come to know and love, Mr. Al-
Alousi, who decided to go to Israel and when he came back, all of
his security was taken from him. And after the first election, there
was a second attempt to kill him. They didn’t kill him. They killed
his two sons. And he was visiting with me 2 or 3 months later and
I said to him you can’t go back. You need to stay in this country.
And I will do everything I can to have you stay and be safe because
he is a marked man. And he looked at me in horror that I would
suggest such a thing. And he said my country needs me. And he’s
now part of your national assembly. He’s now part of, I believe, of
your council of representatives.

When I met with him in my last visit, I was in his home. He had
no pictures of his family on the walls and I said could I see a pic-
ture of your two sons. And he brought out this picture that wasn’t
in a frame and two beautiful young men taller than him and he
had his shoulder, his head on the shoulder of one of his children
and then he said to me my wife can’t—doesn’t allow me to keep
this picture open because she can’t bear to look at it. And I recog-
nize that every one of you in a sense is a marked person because
you want a country under democracy and I know you do want to
find common ground. My prayers are with you each and every day,
and I can’t tell you how grateful I am that you have come here
today. I am so grateful.

We are going to have a 2-minute recess and then we will start
with our next panel.

Thank you.

Mr. SHAYS. I want to announce our second panel and tell each
of them directly that I'm very grateful for your patience and am ex-
tremely grateful for your participation. I have been looking forward
so much to this panel. I think I am going to learn a lot.

We have Dr. Fouad Ajami, Director of Middle East Studies,
School of Advanced International Studies, John Hopkins; Dr. Jim
Fearon, Gabelle professor in the School of Humanities and Social
Sciences and Professor of Political Science, Stanford University. We
have Ambassador Peter Galbraith, Senior Diplomatic Fellow, Cen-
ter for Arms Control and Nuclear Non-Proliferation, former U.S.
Ambassador to Croatia.

I'll just note, Ambassador, that you as well have a famous father
who 1 appreciated getting to interact on occasion and you happen
to be sitting in the same seat where Mr. Talabany sat with his fa-
mous father. So I thank you all three of you for being here. I think
you know we do swear in our witnesses and the only one in my 10
years of chairing a committee, this committee, we didn’t swear in
was the senior Senator from West Virginia. I chickened out, but I
am not chickening out with you gentlemen.

If you’ll stand. I'll swear you in.

[Witnesses sworn.]
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Mr. SHAYS. I'll note for the record all three of you have re-
sponded in the affirmative. What we are going to do is we are going
to do 5 minutes and roll over for 5 minutes if we need to. We would
like you to not be more than 10. But we really need to hear from
you, and Dr. Ajami, I just want to say that I didn’t know you a
number of years ago, and I heard you speak before the Aspen
Group for breakfast and it was one of the most impressive meet-
ings that I have had. I called up my wife afterwards and said I was
there for an hour and I learned every minute this gentleman spoke.
I consider you a tremendous gift. And I don’t know our two other
witnesses all that well, but I'll never forget that day when I had
the opportunity to hear from you. Thank you so much for being
here, all three of you.

Ambassador GALBRAITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENTS OF DR. FOUAD AJAMI, DIRECTOR OF MIDDLE
EAST STUDIES, SCHOOL OF ADVANCED INTERNATIONAL
STUDIES, JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY; DR. JIM FEARON,
GABELLE PROFESSOR IN THE SCHOOL OF HUMANITIES AND
SOCIAL SCIENCE, AND PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL SCIENCE,
STANFORD UNIVERSITY; AMBASSADOR PETER GALBRAITH,
SENIOR DIPLOMATIC FELLOW, CENTER FOR ARMS CON-
TROL AND NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION, FORMER U.S.
AMBASSADOR TO CROATIA

STATEMENT OF DR. FOUAD AJAMI

Dr. Asami. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a great honor to be
here and I think in the exchange that preceded our panel I learned
a lot from all four of you and any time you have some free time
on your hands, you are definitely welcome to go down the hill to
Johns Hopkins and meet with my students. Since those of you, you
can’t get paid, we will have free lecturing from you.

It is really a great privilege to be here. And I think Congressman
Shays, I think it is hard to bring something new to you about Iraq.
You have been in and out of that country for so many times. You
have invested so much of your energy and your effort in that, in
the great project in Iraq, driven in my belief by the most decent
of motives, which is success for our country in Iraq and deliverance
for the Iraqis and the same is true of all of your colleagues. I am—
even the fact that you are on the ballot in Connecticut and Senator
Lieberman is on the ballot, I regret being a voter in New York. I
would have loved to cast my ballot for both of you.

Per your guidelines my assignment is really going to be in fact
to just say something about the meaning of Iraq to the region
around Iraq. The regional setting, if you will, of Iraq warrants the
regional consequences of the decisions we will make in Iraq in the
term to come.

For me, one way of highlighting the meaning and implications of
thi