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Foreword

This study was prepared for the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, OSD(P),
under task order AJ-8-2826, the Conflict Records Research Center. It addresses the task objec-
tive of drawing lessons from captured Iragi records and making information in the captured ma-
terials available to the scholarly community. This study, and the larger body of captured record-
ings on which it rests, will provide governmental and academic researchers with important
insights into the inner-workings of a recent US adversary and, it is hoped, the nature of authori-
tarian regimes more generally. Analysts will benefit for years to come from reviewing copies of
the captured records at the Conflict Records Research Center, which recently opened its doors
at the National Defense University’s Institute for National Strategic Studies.
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Introduction

Having a whole generation of Iragi and Americans grow up without understanding
each other [can have] negative implications and could lead to mix-ups.!

—Saddam Hussein, 1983

Why do you think we trusted the Prophets? It is because they recorded every incident.

—Saddam Hussein, circa 1991

Overview

Sir Michael Howard, the great British military historian, once warned that “the past is a for-
eign country; there is very little we can say about it until we have learned the language and
understood its assumptions....”* A recurring insight when reviewing transcripts of discussions
between Saddam and members of his inner circle is the extent to which the West’s failure to
understand this opaque regime were as much a failure of Westerners to understand their own
assumptions as they were a deficit of fact.* Extrapolating from Howard’s quote, one could say
that to Western policy makers, totalitarian regimes may be the most exotic of all foreign coun-
tries. The inglorious demise of Saddam Hussein’s totalitarian regime might provide insights to
the kind of thinking that emerges from the innermost regions of totalitarianism, and a guide-
book to improving assumptions of the “other.” Saddam recorded many important meetings
with his generals, Iraq’s political leaders, and foreign dignitaries. These tapes, on which the
present volume rests, promise to become a resource that academic and governmental re-
searchers will draw on for decades.

1 This quote is from a 21 December 1983 cable from US Embassy London to the Secretary of State. Interestingly,

Saddam borrows this language from a statement delivered by Donald Rumsfeld during his discussion with the
Iragi Foreign Minister in Baghdad the previous day. See “Rumsfeld Mission: December 20 Meeting with Iraqi
President Saddam Hussein,” London 27572, www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB82/iraq31.pdf
(accessed 6 June 2009).

Audio recording of Saddam and his senior advisors discussing UN Security Council efforts to create a
ceasefire in the Iran-lraq war, 1987.

®  Michael Howard, “The Lessons of History,” The History Teacher, 15 August 1982, 494. Howard is
paraphrasing Leslie Hartley, who wrote, “The past is a foreign country: they do things differently there.”
Leslie Hartley, The Go-Between (New York: New York Review Book, 1953), 1.

The Senate Select Committee on Intelligence noted that many faulty estimates of Iraq’s WMD programs
stemmed more from analysts’ assumptions than specific evidence or reports. See Robert Jervis, “Bridges,
Barriers, and Gaps: Research and Policy,” Political Psychology 29:4 (2008): 585.



The rapid collapse of the Ba’ath regime in 2003 resulted in the US Government’s cap-
ture of an extensive collection of “state records” comprising media files and documents.® A
tiny percentage of these have already been made public in whole or in part.® A handful of stu-
dies, based on captured documents, are also available.” New reports, drawing on captured
documents and, in one case, interviews with former Iraqi officials, are also underway. These
new studies will provide additional context for several of the chapters in this book.®

Collecting, analyzing, and publicly releasing documents from previously closed regimes
occurred at the end of World War 1l and more recently the collapse of communist regimes at
the end of the Cold War.® While this is not unusual at the end of wars or revolutions, unedited re-
cordings of people at the heart of power remain rare. Only 11 minutes of audio recording exist
of Hitler in private meetings.”® A handful of brief, clandestinely taped conversations with Kim
Jong Il and Kim 1l Song of North Korea have also entered the public sphere.* By contrast, several
thousand hours of audio and video recordings of Saddam meeting with members of his inner cir-
cle have emerged from Irag. These recordings uniquely illuminate the regime’s decisions, de-
cision-making processes, perspectives, and personalities.

See Trudy Peterson, “Archives in Service to the State: The Law of War and Records Seizure,” in Margaret
Procter, et al, eds., Political Pressure and the Archival Record, Society of American Archivists, 2006;
published 2004 in Lligall, the journal of the Catalan Society of Archivists),
www.trudypeterson.com/publications.html (accessed 12 June 2009).

The Director of National Intelligence released a collection of approximately 11,000 records to the Internet in
2006. In November 2006, the US Government removed the collection from the Internet following concerns
that some of the documents contained scientific data relating to nuclear research. In 2008, the Department of
Defense released a five-volume collection of terrorism-related documents. For the terrorism documents, see
Kevin M. Woods with James Lacey, Iraqi Perspectives Project—Primary Source Materials for Saddam and
Terrorism: Emerging Insights from Captured Iragi Documents, vol. 1-5,
www.jfcom.mil/newslink/storyarchive/2008/pa032008.html (accessed 9 February 2009).

Kevin M. Woods and Mark E. Stout, “Saddam’s Perceptions and Misperceptions: The Case of Desert
Storm,” Journal of Strategic Studies 33:1 (February 2010): 5-41; Kevin M. Woods, The Mother of All
Battles: Saddam Hussein’s Strategic Plan for the Persian Gulf War (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 2008);
Kevin M. Woods, et al, Iraqi Perspectives Project: A View of Operation Iraqi Freedom from Saddam’s
Senior Leadership (Washington: Joint Center for Operational Analyses, 2006), www.jfcom.mil/-
newslink/storyarchive/2006/ipp.pdf (accessed 2 February 2009); Central Intelligence Agency,
Comprehensive Report of the Special Advisor to the DCI on Iraq’s WMD, 30 September 2004, vol. 1-3,
referred to hereafter as the Duelfer Report.

Studies are underway at IDA on Iraq’s non-use of chemical and biological weapons during the Gulf War,
Iraq’s tribes under Saddam, the Iran-lrag War, Saddam’s perceptions of Irangate, and how Saddam’s image
of the United States affected his decision to invade Kuwait.

Robert Wolfe, ed., Captured German and Related Records: A National Archives Conference (Athens: Ohio
Universitiy Press, 1974) and the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, Cold War International
History Project.

Matti Huuhtanen, “Historic, Secret Recording of Hitler’s 1942 Visit to Finland Aired on Radio,” Associated
Press, 18 October 2004. Unlike Saddam’s recordings, Hitler was unaware this conversation was being taped.
Kongdan Oh and Ralph C. Hassig, North Korea through the Looking Glass (Washington: Brookings
Institution, 2000), 77, 92.
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The present volume provides a brief introduction to the vast collection of audio (and a
few video) recordings of Saddam Hussein from formal and informal meetings.** The US mili-
tary captured the original tapes, along with other Iraqi state records, from government build-
ings and associated facilities in and around Baghdad during the early phases of Operation
IRAQI FREEDOM. To create this volume, the editors screened written summaries and digital
copies of the original recordings for material that provides a sense of the wider collection. The
focus of this screen was to identify broad national security topics.

The collection has implications for a range of historical questions. How did Saddam
react to the pressures of his wars? How did he manage the Machiavellian world he created?
How did he react to the signals and actions of the international community on matters of war
and peace? Was there a difference between the public and the private Saddam on critical mat-
ters of state? A close examination of this material in the context of events and other available
evidence will go a long way to address these and other questions.

Beyond their utility for the historian and policy maker, these recordings provide a wealth
of material for other disciplines. Fields such as international relations, political psychology,
and Middle Eastern studies seem particularly likely to benefit. The editors hope that such his-
torical evidence, previously unavailable, will fuel new studies and reassessments of existing
theories and historical understandings. Before reviewing the content of this volume, however,

it is worth considering the collection’s inherent strengths and limitations.

Background: Recording the “Table Talk” of Senior Leaders

For most historians, the opportunity to listen in on the unguarded speech of senior political
leaders on policy or in reaction to unfolding events is the equivalent of a unicorn sighting.
Compared with materials on which historians normally depend—official documents, contem-
porary news accounts, letters, diaries, and memoirs—tapes provide an unparalleled window
into the past. As Ernest R. May and Philip D. Zelikow, editors of The Kennedy Tapes, have
noted, such recordings have the virtue of “being almost totally unfiltered” and “give eave-
sdroppers the experience of high-level decision making probably not obtainable by other

2" This study was derived from a summary review of more than 2,300 hours of conversations where Saddam was a
participant. Selections from 87 recordings are included in the text, and another 40 recordings are cited as
additional references in the footnotes. The closest parallel to the material here is probably available only in the
most sensitive communications intercepts by intelligence agencies (rarely made available to the public). In
terms of capturing unguarded comments from a totalitarian leader, the musings of Adolph Hitler, recorded by
two stenographers during World War 11, are also noteworthy. First published in German just after the war,
several English editions date to the early 1950s—most recently H.R. Trevor-Roper’s Hitler’s Table Talk 1941-
1944: Secret Conversations (New York: Enigma Books, 2007).



means.” In the American experience this unicorn has made an occasional appearance. In ad-
dition to the small collections from the Roosevelt, Eisenhower, and Kennedy Administrations,
there are substantial holdings of President Lyndon Johnson’s secret tapes, and perhaps most
famously, President Richard Nixon’s—the so-called “Watergate Tapes.”** The Nixon tapes
not only helped to end a presidency, but in all likelihood also ended the practice of American
presidential recordings.

The very existence of such tapes has always been a point of fascination and dread. Arthur
Schlesinger, Jr., upon learning that President Johnson was routinely taping his Oval Office
phone conversations, recorded in his diary that such tapes would be “a treasure trove for the his-
torian!” but then went on to add that such recordings would also become ““a threat to the rational
and uninhibited conduct of government!”™ That is, the very access the recordings would give
future historians to Oval Office discussions would one day discourage officials from engaging
in the private deliberations necessary for good policymaking. Of course, Schlesinger was speak-
ing of the reactions of men and women in an open society who at some level must have sus-
pected that their actions would eventually be made known. How might secret or even routine
recording of government deliberations affect a totalitarian leader and his inner circle?

It is unclear whether the participants in Saddam’s meetings knew he was recording them,
though given the nature of the regime they almost certainly would have been surprised if he
were not.'® Interviews with senior members of the Ba’ath regime make clear that eavesdrop-
ping was the norm. There may have been many reasons for his advisors to withhold their “ra-
tional and uninhibited” advice, fear of arbitrary execution no doubt among them, but secret
recordings were probably not high on that list. At the least, the sensitive and candid nature of

3 Ernest R. May and Philip D. Zelikow, “White House Tapes: Extraordinary Treasures for Historical

Research,” Chronicle of Higher Education, 28 November 1997.

Major works in this area include the following: Ernest R. May and Philip D. Zelikow, The Kennedy Tapes:
Inside the White House during the Cuban Missile Crisis (New York: Harvard University Press, 1997); Michael
R. Beschloss, ed., Taking Charge: The Johnson White House Tapes, 1963-1964 (New York: Touchstone, 1997);
and Stanley 1. Kutler, Abuse of Power: The Nixon Tapes (New York: Free Press, 1997). Transcripts of some of
the more than 5,000 hours of released presidential tapes can be reviewed at the University of Virginia, Miller
Center of Public Affairs, Presidential Recordings Program, http://tapes.millercenter.virginia.edu/.

Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., Diary entry for 25 March 1964, cited on the Miller Center’s Presidential
Recordings Program website, http://tapes.millercenter.virginia.edu/.

For evidence that Saddam’s subordinates and even foreign diplomats were aware that he recorded his
meetings with them, see Charles Cullimore interview of Sir Terence Clark, 8 November 2002, British
Diplomatic Oral History Programme, p 30, www.chu.cam.ac.uk/archives/collections/BDOHP/Clark.pdf
(accessed 6 June 2009); “Reaction to King Husayn’s Speech: Husayn Kamil says atmosphere in Saddam
Husayn’s family is ‘troubled,”” Radio Monte Carlo — Middle East, Paris, in Arabic, 25 August 1995, in BBC
Summary of World Broadcasts, 28 August 1995; Said K. Aburish, Saddam Hussein: The Politics of Revenge
(London: Bloomsbury, 2000), 327.
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many of the conversations contained in this study suggests that the participants, including
Saddam, did not expect the raw tapes or unedited transcripts to become part of a non-Ba’ath
controlled historical record.

All of this leaves unresolved the question of why Saddam made these tapes. A simple or
single answer does not emerge from this volume, but there are at least three plausible explana-
tions. The reality is likely a combination of all of them to varying degrees. On the one hand,
Saddam governed an authoritarian state in which, to protect themselves against charges of dis-
loyalty, officials meticulously documented every piece of bureaucratic minutia. Fear of mak-
ing mistakes, well justified in a culture of suspicion, provided a strong incentive to record (the
ultimate documentation) as much as possible. Recording events also provided a measure of
insurance, and a weapon, against one’s peers."’

Routine recordings may have also been the surest way for the presidential staff to track
decisions and manage requests for further information. Saddam and his personal staff oversaw
a stunning array of issues ranging from grand strategy to the collar style on new uniforms for
the Republican Guard. Accurate records and recordings would clearly enhance the tracking of
such an idiosyncratic decision-making process. Saddam used the recordings to track the vast
amount of information he needed to master. Toward the end of a long and often confusing se-
ries of telephone calls with commanders and intervening discussions with his general staff on
7 January 1981, Saddam instructed his staff, “from now on let us record all telephone conver-
sations.”™ While this guidance clearly does not account for all of the Iragi recordings, the vo-
lume of tapes, especially on military topics, does take off from this point forward. It is possi-
ble that once Saddam issued this directive, recording phone calls and meetings became a
standard operating procedure.

Finally, Saddam may have wanted these recordings to help document his greatness and
thereby secure his legacy well into the future. While not as permanent as Saddam’s order to
have his initials inscribed into the bricks used to rebuild the ruins of Babylon, a detailed do-
cumentary record was the intellectual equivalent. For Saddam, history was nothing if not in-
strumental—his purpose was to “affirm the facts of the past and the linear trajectory of the fu-

7 In several instances, Iraqi leaders apparently used recordings to undermine domestic rivals. According to

Barzan al-Tikriti, Hussein Kamil taped a 1988 phone call in which Uday Hussein, a key rival and Saddam’s
son, told the American embassy in Switzerland that he wished to defect. Hussein Kamil shared this tape with
Saddam, which led to Uday’s arrest. Years later, in an attempt to discredit Hussein Kamil after he had
defected, Saddam released a recording in which Hussein Kamil appears to call on Iraq to invade Kuwait. See
Diary of Barzan al-Tikriti, circa 2000; “Reaction to King Husayn’s Speech,” 25 August 1995.

18 See Transcript of a meeting of the Armed Forces General Command, 7 January 1981.



ture.” Using the royal “we,” Saddam addressed army officers on the eve of the Iran-lraq War
and reminded them that “...it is essential that we wrest the historical opportunity [to play] the

historical role performed by our grandfathers in the service of the nation and humanity.”?

Of course, just playing the role was no guarantee of good reviews. The only way Sad-
dam could guarantee his historical role was to become one of Iraq’s greatest historians. In
1979, while Vice President of Iraq (but de facto ruler), Saddam led a Ba’ath Party effort
called the Project for the Rewriting of History where he argued that any Iraqi analysis of his-
torical events must “apply our specifically Ba’athist perspective in building the Arab na-
tion.”* Much like Churchill’s famous quip about assuring himself a favorable judgment of
history by writing it, Saddam understood that some legacies are earned, some are myth, but
truly great legacies are a mix of both.

On the eve of his 2006 execution, Saddam declared that he was prepared to be judged
“...after our current situation becomes a glorious history” and that his role provided “the
foundation upon which the success of the future phases of history can be built.”* These tapes
may in fact leave an important historical legacy for Saddam, although not necessarily the one
he envisioned.

The Past is Prologue

The transcripts in this volume come from a large collection of state records captured in Iraq dur-
ing the early phases of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. The original tapes, primarily audio cassettes,
were subsequently copied as digital media files as a part of a US Department of Defense post-
war documentation project. This project and related efforts are similar to the post-World War 11

efforts to understand events from the enemy’s perspective.”

9" Eric Davis, Memories of State: Politics, History, and Collective Identity in Modern Iraq (Berkeley:

University of California Press, 2005), 148, 172. The project resulted in a book credited to Saddam titled On

the Rewriting of History.

Quoted in Jerry M. Long, Saddam’s War of Words: Politics, Religion, and the Iraqi Invasion of Kuwait

(Austin: University of Texas Press, 2004), 74.

Quoted in Davis, Memories of State, 148. For an overview of government efforts to remove perceived

colonial influences by rewriting history in six Arab states (Iraq, Algeria, Libya, Egypt, Syria, and Kuwait),

see Ulrike Freitag, “Writing Arab History: The Search for the Nation,” British Journal of Middle Eastern

Studies, vol. 21 no. 1 (1994), 19-37.

Translation of a letter released by Saddam’s legal team printed in The Daily Telegraph, 30 December, 2006.

% See Robert Wolfe, ed., Captured German and Related Records; Donald M. Goldstein and Katherine V.
Dillon, The Pacific War Papers: Japanese Documents of World War Il (Washington: Potomac Books, 2006);
and Kevin M. Woods, “Captured Records — Lessons from the Civil War Through World War II,” presented
at the International Studies Association Annual Convention, San Francisco, 29 March 2008.
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In 1945, captured document exploitation operations in both the European and Pacific
theaters transitioned from focusing primarily on intelligence to a broad range of research and
public documentation activities. The most notable efforts included the US Army’s use of the
German perspective in its official histories (“Green Books™) of the war, the chilling documents
revealed in the Nuremberg War Crimes Tribunals, and publication of the Department of
State’s “Nazi-Soviet Relations, 1939-1941” collection of documents, an early salvo in the bat-
tle of ideas during the Cold War.

After a few years of extensive government research, private scholars began exploring a
deeper set of political, military, and cultural questions. Notable efforts include Columbia Uni-
versity’s War Documentation Project, the American Historical Association’s American Com-
mittee for the Study of War Documents, and Harvard University’s Russian Research Center,
where Merle Fainsod’s produced his seminal work, Smolensk under Soviet Rule. While it re-
mains to be seen if this latest generation of captured records contains the potential to expand
our knowledge as much as those from the Second World War, it is hard to argue that the need
to better understand the closed regimes of the Middle East is any less acute than that which
drove these earlier efforts.

Challenges

The majority of transcripts included in this report appear to have been recorded during meet-
ings of the Revolutionary Command Council (officially Iraq’s senior decision making body),
the Council of Ministers (Iraq’s Cabinet), or one of several national security-related working
groups. Still others appear to have been made in relatively informal gatherings of Saddam’s
inner circle or, on occasion, in meetings with less senior members of the regime, including
various military officers.

Some of the conversations begin and end within the confines of a single recording. Of-
ten, however, the recordings are incomplete. Reasons for this vary. Some recordings capture
only part of what were clearly longer conversations on the same topic, or capture single parts
of wider ranging conversations. For this reason, analysts should be wary of drawing definitive
conclusions about any topic based on this material.

Much about the recording procedures remains unclear. However, based on a review of
related presidential material, a few characteristics of the program can be inferred. The Iraqi
Intelligence Services provided at least some of the recording equipment for cabinet meetings
and meetings involving foreign officials, after testing it for explosives, bugs, and chemical,
biological, and radiological contaminants. We know that the Iragis prepared transcripts based



on some of the recordings, thus revealing at least a minimal level of staff knowledge of, and
involvement in, the recording process. Saddam’s press secretary was responsible for the tran-
scripts of Iraq’s cabinet meetings and Saddam’s meetings with foreign dignitaries. The presi-
dential secretary appears to have overseen the press secretary’s transcriptions. While Sad-
dam’s phone clearly included a recording device, it is unclear where else the recording
machinery was located. Whether the recorders were voice-activated or manual remains un-
known, though nowhere in the recordings reviewed to date does anyone give instructions to
“stop the tape.”?*

A second challenge—how to account for the totality of recordings made compared to the
number now on hand—is more difficult to overcome. There will probably never be a clear ac-
counting; the editors have not found an Iragi government index or catalog of presidential re-
cordings, desk calendars, or a schedule of meetings that provide a sense of what was and was
not recorded. Coalition troops acquired these recordings during or immediately following com-
bat operations. Collecting and processing captured documents is a standard, but inexact, battle-
field activity. The procedures used do not necessarily preserve the kind of archival details that
researchers might want and expect for such a collection. Regime records were found in condi-
tions ranging from pristine (in their original place) to trashed (rooms piled with material await-
ing destruction) to hidden (bags of documents buried in a garden). While documentation is ab-
undant on many issues, the regime’s efforts to destroy records dealing with sensitive topics,
such as weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and ethnic cleansing in the Kurdish north, have in
all likelihood left major gaps.” Fortunately, most of the records do come with some information
about the date and general location of their capture. Based on this data, the editors conclude that
most of the materials quoted in this volume were captured in and around facilities associated

with the office of the presidency or the presidential secretary’s office.?

Third, it is reasonable to assume that not all surviving records are equally reliable. On
occasion, Saddam’s regime appears to have distributed heavily edited transcripts, even record-
ings, of private conversations. According to Richard Butler, a former head of the United Na-
tions Special Commission (UNSCOM) inspectors in Iraq, Baghdad provided international

% United Kingdom, House of Commons, Committee on Standards and Privileges, Annex of the Sixth Report,

“Combined Media Processing Centre-Qatar/UK CI Report: Authenticity of Harmony File ISGP-2003-
00014623,” 17 July 2007, accessed 19 January 2010 at www.parliament.the-stationery-office.co.uk.

A few weeks before the US invasion, Saddam’s government reportedly ordered the destruction of all documents
related to its ethnic-cleansing program. Outside the municipal building in Kirkuk, an enormous bonfire of these
documents burned for nearly 24 hours. See George Packer, “The Next Iraqi War: What Kirkuk’s Struggle to
Reverse Saddam’s Ethnic Cleansing Signals for the Future of Iraq,” New Yorker (4 October 2004).

For a detailed description of the Presidential Diwan and supporting offices, see Comprehensive Report of the
Special Advisor to the DCI on Iraq’s WMD, vol. 1, December 2004.
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media outlets with heavily edited video recordings of meetings with him and other inspectors
in an attempt to cast them in a poor light.”” Hussein Kamil, after defecting to Jordan, accused
Iraqi television of doctoring a recording to give a false impression that he wanted Iraq to in-
vade Kuwait and Saudi Arabia.?® Documents and recordings that the regime publicly released,
or intended for public release, are certainly among the least trustworthy. Only a miniscule
portion of the recordings in the collection appear to fit this category.

Despite the occasionally spotty provenance of the original recordings, one can gain a
sense of the authenticity of the recordings from the voices and conversations themselves.
With minor exceptions, the Ba’ath leadership maintained a degree of formality in their con-
versations. Deference to Saddam by use of an honorific title is a consistent attribute. Saddam
often responded in kind before reverting to a more informal style. Except on rare, formal oc-
casions, he spoke in the colloquial. His tone changed when he was angry, yet Saddam seldom
raised his voice. Almost invariably, his voice and word choice evinced determination. Iraqi
textual records as well as other reporting and analyses developed over the course of Operation
IRAQI FREEDOM also helped the editors authenticate recordings, some of which are footnoted
at relevant points throughout the present volume.*

Fourth, determining the veracity of information in a given tape is a far greater challenge
than confirming the tape’s authenticity, i.e. that it is not a fabrication. As one student of the
Arab world predicted many years ago, if certain Arab states opened their archives the informa-
tion therein “would consist of a hodgepodge of account, conjecture, rumour, suspicion and vili-
fication.”® When reading the transcripts in this study, it is important to keep in mind that just
because Saddam or his advisors make a claim does not necessarily mean that it is true, or even
that they believe it to be correct. At times, advisors apparently misled Saddam because they
feared he would punish messengers of unwanted news, to conceal information from bureaucrat-
ic rivals, or because they themselves were confused or misinformed.

While some of the information in the tapes is clearly false, inadequate data prevented the
editors from refuting every suspected inaccuracy. Whether Saddam and his advisors’ statements
were accurate, and whether they believed them to be so, are of necessity sometimes left to fu-

" Richard Butler and James Charles Roy, The Greatest Threat: Irag, Weapons of Mass Destruction, and the

Crisis of Global Security (Cambridge: Public Affairs, 2000), 113; Cameron Stewart, “Butler Smeared in Iraqi
Talks Video,” The Weekend Australian, 15 August 1998.

“Reaction to King Husayn’s Speech,” 25 August 1995.

For an insightful authentication of a captured Iragi document, see United Kingdom, House of Commons,
Committee on Standards and Privileges, Sixth Report, Annex.

Eliezer Be’eri, Army Officers in Arab Politics and Society (Jerusalem: Israel Universities Press, 1969), viii.
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ture researchers. Readers should not assume that the lack of a rebuttal to information in the tran-
scripts implies acceptance of Iraqi claims. It goes without saying that the editors do not believe
that the United States was behind the Iranian Revolution or that the Protocols of the Elders of
Zion provides useful insights regarding Jews or Israel, both of which Saddam and his advisors
asserted and apparently believed.* It is easy to discount these claims, yet at times the veracity
of information in the transcripts is more difficult to ascertain. For instance, whether UN Secre-
tary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali encouraged Tarig Aziz to bribe UN inspectors, as Tariq
told Saddam, remains unclear.* It is possible that the Secretary-General mentioned attempts to
influence UN Security Council members through foreign aid, which Tariq then interpreted for
Saddam as bribery.* Alternatively, Tariq might have lied to tell his boss what he thought he
wanted to hear. On this issue, as with others in this study, the editors raise questions about an
Iragi claim without taking a stance on the veracity of the information.

The fifth challenge was deciding what to include. The Saddam tapes cover the period from
late 1976 to 2003. The chronological distribution is uneven, with very few tapes from 197677
or 2002-03.* The highest volume of tapes occurred between 1983 and 1996.% For the purposes
of this volume, the irregular nature of the collection is not a serious problem. However, for
some specific topics there are obvious gaps. Often these gaps are manifest in the conversations
themselves. In some cases Saddam and his advisors refer to a prior meeting on the same subject.

1 See section “Saddam, meeting with senior advisors, says that the United States orchestrated the overthrow of

the Shah of Iran,” in Chapter 1 — The United States; section “Saddam discusses the importance of The
Protocols of the Elders of Zion,” in Chapter 2 — The Zionist Entity.

See section “Tariq Aziz informs Saddam that UN Secretary-General...,” in Chapter 7 — The Embargo and the
Special Commission. The Iraqis’ comments about Boutros Boutros-Ghali are quite interesting. On the one
hand, they complained that he picked on Irag. On the other hand, they also described him as highly critical of
US officials. An unidentified Iragi official told Saddam that whenever he and Tariq Aziz met with Boutros
Boutros-Ghali, the Secretary-General would “curse” about the Americans. See, Audio recording of Saddam
and his senior advisors discussing UN sanctions against Iraq, 15 April 1995.

One study finds that US aid for a country increases by 59 percent, and UN aid by 8 percent, when it becomes
a rotating member of the UN Security Council. See Ilyana Kuziemko and Eric Werker, “How Much Is a Seat
on the Security Council Worth? Foreign Aid and Bribery at the United Nations,” Journal of Political
Economy 114:5 (2006): 905-30.

While the editors reviewed recordings from 19762003, Saddam played too little a role in the tapes from
197677 and 2002-03 to merit inclusion in this study.

The decreasing volume of recordings is likely attributable to Saddam’s growing concern about his personal
security. According to Saddam’s presidential secretary, Saddam thought UN weapon inspectors had placed
listening devices in his presidential palaces. Therefore, he increasingly met with his advisors outside and in
private (rather than in the meeting rooms that might have been bugged). According to Lt. Gen. Raad
Hamdani, whereas Saddam spent 90 percent of his time before the August 1995 defection of Hussein Kamil
in Baghdad, afterward he spent only 20 percent of his time in the capital. It is possible that many of
Saddam’s residences outside of the capital were unequiped with recording devices. See Charles Duelfer,
Hide and Seek: The Search for Truth in Irag (New York: Public Affairs, 2009), 375; Woods interview of
General Raad Hamdani, Agaba, Jordan, 15-17 May 2007.
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Finding that specific tape in the captured collection or even determining if that particular con-
versation has survived or was ever recorded was, for this volume, an unreachable goal. We fully
expect that many more years of work will be necessary before the entire collection—of which
this volume is, after all, but a small sample—can be fully understood.

The editors used two simple screening methods in selecting transcripts. The first was to
review summaries of more than 7,000 audio files to narrow them down to those where Sad-
dam was a primary or significant participant in the conversation. This general search reduced
the field to approximately 2,300 tapes. The editors then reviewed these for topics related to
Iragi national security. What constitutes national security is, of course, subjective and the edi-
tors’ determinations may not align with Saddam’s or the reader’s. This second criterion re-
sulted in approximately 900 candidate tapes. The topics addressed in these tapes sorted them-
selves roughly into the subject outline of this volume. The transcripts presented here capture
portions of conversations among senior members of the Ba’ath regime across the following
topics: 1) the United States; 2) the Arab World; 3) Israel or the “Zionist Entity;” 4) the Iran-
Iraq War or Saddam’s Qadisiyyah; 5) the 1991 Gulf War or The Mother of all Battles; 6)
weapons of mass destruction or Special Munitions; 7) the UN Embargo and the Special
Commission; and, 8) the defection of Hussein Kamil. A more detailed review of a transla-
tion’s status, clarity of discussion, and relevance to other tapes rounded out the selection
process. Another editorial board using the same criteria would certainly have chosen diffe-
rently.* Readers are cautioned that any selection criteria used against a collection such as this
may result in an unintended narrative. This leads to a final issue.

As with the fifth, the sixth challenge is related to the selection criteria for the material
covered in the recordings. Saddam recorded thousands of conversations covering a variety of
topics over several decades. Researchers can best use recordings to understand how leaders
interact with their subordinates or manage a particular issue by following a complete series of
conversations on a single topic across a short period of time, such as that found in The Kenne-

% A chapter on Saddam’s views and behavior regarding Iraq’s Kurds is notably absent from this study, though
numerous recordings and documents exist on the subject. The editors decided against including a chapter on
the Kurds since many relevant documents and transcripts of recordings have already entered the public
sphere. For instance, the University of Colorado at Boulder houses a digital collection of 5.5 million docu-
ments that Kurdish forces captured in northern Iraq during the uprisings of 1991. Much information also
became publicly available during Saddam’s trials. See “International Projects: Iraqi Secret Police Files
Seized by the Kurds during the 1991 Gulf War,” accessed 5 February 2010 at
http://ucblibraries.colorado.edu/archives/collections/international .htm; Case Western Reserve University
School of Law, Grotian Moment: the International War Crimes Trial Blog, “Iraqi High Tribunal Trials,”
accessed 4 February 2010 at http://law.case.edu/saddamtrial/index.asp?t=1.
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dy Tapes.*” Readers of this volume will undoubtedly find themselves frustrated by the lack of
such continuity and focus. The nature of the original collection means that many topics are in-
complete or not covered at all. In some cases, recordings probably once existed, but have not
been located or identified. In other cases, such as the discussions that led up to the violent
death of Hussein Kamil, they may never have existed. It appears that a few of the most sensi-
tive discussions about Iraq’s WMD programs took place as one-0n-one conversations between
Saddam and advisors such as Hussein Kamil rather than in more formal, recorded, meetings.*®
Saddam almost certainly would have also highly compartmentalized any discussion that might
have taken place about the alleged Iragi assassination attempt on former President George
H.W. Bush in 1993 or other such sensitive topics. One must therefore be cautious when draw-
ing conclusions from such gaps in the recordings; the absence of evidence does not necessari-
ly equate to evidence of absence. Researchers should use the full range of other sources from
the regime, such as captured written materials and interviews with principals for the former
Iragi regime, before drawing conclusions on a given issue.

Toward an Understanding of Authoritarian Regimes

For many members of the regime’s inner circle, understanding Saddam was not a parlor game
or an academic exercise but rather a matter of personal survival. Proximity to Saddam did not
necessarily bring with it understanding or safety. One need only recall the occasional myste-
rious deaths of senior ministers, or incidents like the bizarre defection-forgiveness-murder of
Hussein Kamil, to appreciate that proximity often failed to assure either. However, as these
tapes underline, for a small group of trusted advisors—men like Tariq Aziz, Ali Hasan Majid,
Taha Ramadan, and Izzat al Duri—surviving and even thriving was possible in this environ-
ment. What these tapes cannot tell us, of course, is the effect that being so close to Saddam for
so many years had on the psyche of these advisors.

It is said that insight into an enemy’s intent is the rarest of all strategic intelligence.
Modern collection methods have substantially reduced, although not eliminated, the potential
for being surprised by an enemy’s capabilities. However, enemy intent remains every bit as
opaque as it was before technology allowed us to “read the other side’s mail.” Often the best

" The Kennedy Tapes covers a series of 21 meetings between the period 16 October and 29 October 1961. But
even in this case, relevant conversations were not all recorded.

In a 2 May 1995 meeting of Saddam and his most trusted advisors, Hussein Kamil commented that he “did
not want to talk and be this open” in the meeting about the status of Iraq’s prohibited weapon programs, but
would speak frankly since Saddam initiated the discussion and people in the room were confused on the
topic. See section “Three Months before Hussein Kamil defected...,” in Chapter 7 — The Embargo and the
Special Commission.

38
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analysts can hope for are historical examples and case studies to help craft critical questions
that will guide their analysis of present-day mysteries. More often than not the best leadership
studies, owing to access to primary materials, are likely to be on leaders within one’s own po-
litical or cultural context.

Totalitarian regimes provide few opportunities to develop understanding of their leaders.
As a result, intelligence agencies have attempted to create profiles through which some pre-
dictive analysis might flow. Jerrold Post, the founding director of the Central Intelligence
Agency’s Center for the Analysis of Personality and Political Behavior, did pioneering work
in this regard. Such analysis, however useful, did not always engender confidence among pol-
icy makers.* Secretary of Defense Robert Gates once lamented that, “trying to diagnose
somebody from 5,000 miles away who you’ve never seen does not fill me with confidence.”*
The Saddam tapes will not solve the lack of access to the decision-making process of some
future tyrant, but can improve analysts’ ability to appreciate unfamiliar decision-making

processes and, as well, the limits of their own judgments about the other side’s intent.

Notwithstanding all the caveats, cautions, and limitations mentioned in this introduction,
these tapes offer a glimpse into a world where regime insiders once trod carefully and where
outsiders were clearly never meant to go. The thousands of hours of recorded conversations
have the potential to strip from Saddam Hussein’s legacy his “monopoly of knowledge.” Iron-
ically, one of the most opaque regimes of the late twentieth century may, because of these
tapes, become one of the most transparent.

% In one report, Post found that Saddam was “psychologically in touch with reality” but “often politically out
of touch with reality.” An earlier Defense Intelligence Agency profile concluded, however, that Saddam was
“irrational.” It is unclear why the analyses differed, but one can appreciate the limited confidence such
variations might engender among policy makers. See Jerrold M. Post, “Explaining Saddam Hussein: a
Psychological Profile,” presented to the House Armed Services Committee, December 1990; Tom Mathews,
“The Road to War,” Newsweek (28 January 1991); Eric D. Shaw, “Saddam Hussein: Political Psychological
Profiling Results Relevant to His Possession, Use, and Possible Transfer of Weapons of Mass Destruction
(WMD) to Terrorist Groups,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, 26 (2003): 347—64; Thomas Omestad,
“Psychology and the CIA: Leaders on the Couch,” Foreign Policy, 95 (Summer 1994): 114.

0" Omestad, “Psychology and the CIA,” 114.
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Note to Readers

In preparing this volume, the editors worked through a vast amount of material, most of it fasci-
nating. Unfortunately, space constraints required painful tradeoffs and the material here repre-
sents only a small portion of the available Saddam tapes. Furthermore, none of the transcripts
here are complete. In theory, the less excised from a transcript, the better the reader can under-
stand the context of the conversation. In practice, many of the translations contain rambling,
tangential discussions or otherwise distracting and relatively unimportant material. Therefore, in
many places, the editors deleted material they considered to be less important to cover more
ground, fully aware that these represented decisions with which others might disagree. In an ef-
fort to provide researchers the opportunity to explore the material to decide for themselves, the
editors and their colleagues at the Institute for Defense Analyses have worked under sponsor-
ship from the US Department of Defense to open the actual audio and video records to the gen-
eral scholarly community at the National Defense University’s Conflict Records Research Cen-
ter (CRRC). The full transcripts of conversations presented here, as well as digital copies of
tens of thousands of pages of other Iragi state records and al-Qaeda related documents are, or
will shortly become, available to scholars at the CRRC.

The editors of this study are aware of concerns about the appropriate use of captured ma-
terials and potential for harm to innocent individuals that could occur through careless disclo-
sure of sensitive material. In regards to the first concern, we find that analyzing captured state
records for historical purposes is consistent with international law and has a lengthy history of
precedents in state behavior.” Perhaps the best example is the research involving records of
the former Axis Powers at the close of the Second World War. Ownership of these captured
records was never the issue and, in fact, the records were returned to the post-war states.
However, the occupying powers retained copies of certain state records and subsequently
made them available to scholars. In response to the second concern, that releasing material
might cause harm to innocent persons, in one transcript the editors redacted the names of Iraqi
citizens who were not senior government officials acting in their official capacities.*

"1 Woods, “Captured Records — Lessons from the Civil War Through World War II;” Peterson, “Archives in

Service to the State.”
2 Hassan Mneimneh, the former director of the Iraq Memory Foundation (IMF), noted that the IMF originally
aimed to make all documents in its collection (which is completely separate from the collection drawn on for
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Several devices occur throughout to indicate where sections have been deleted from the
transcripts, or to clarify meaning. Ellipses and centered section dividers indicate deleted text.
When the words of only one speaker have been deleted, ellipses are found within the text. When
words from multiple speakers have been deleted, centered section dividers ( ) replace the
excised passages. A long dash indicates when a speaker has trailed off or been interrupted; “[in-

terrupting]” will often appear to distinguish between the two. When one word or words was in-
comprehensible to the translator, this has been marked as “[inaudible].” Laughter, discontinui-
ties in the recording, and other such disruptions are similarly indicated with an italicized
comment inside square brackets. In a few places, the editors added unitalicized words in square
brackets to the dialogue to summarize excised text or to otherwise enhance clarity.

Insofar as possible, the editors have tried to present these transcripts from an Iraqgi pers-
pective. Because individuals in Arabic generally go by their first names, speakers are identi-
fied by their first rather than last names. Where Iragi names for events differ from their Eng-
lish counterparts, these terms have been translated directly. For instance, Iraq’s war with the
international coalition in 1991 was the “Mother of all Battles,” Iraq’s primary enemy to its
west was the “Zionist Entity,” and so forth.

Identifying the speakers in each recording has been difficult, as they did not always ad-
dress each other by name. Most of the recordings are audio files without an index to contents,
and the translators had to identify individuals by recognizing voices and other cues. This was
particularly challenging because the recordings are often of poor sound quality and frequently
contain extraneous noises such as clinking dishes or even, in a few cases, street sounds. A few
conversations were videotaped, and these, of course, provide additional clues. Despite our ef-
forts, many speakers remain unidentified. Electronic enhancement of the recordings might, in
the future, improve the audio quality, thus enabling better speaker identification and improved
translations. Unidentified speakers are enumerated as “Male 1,” “Male 2,” etc., (as it happens,
all the voices in the transcripts here are male); however, “Male 1” in one conversation is not
necessarily the same “Male 1” in another. When different parts of the same recording are used
in different places, though, the numbering of unidentified males remains constant. In the few

this study) available on the Internet. One day, however, he noticed a document the IMF had put online about
the rape of a Palestinian woman in Kuwait by Iraqi troops. When she was examined in the hospital after the
rape, her doctors reportedly raped her yet again. As publicly releasing this information could cause the
woman and her family additional suffering, the IMF pulled the document. The editors of this study have
discovered similar documents, and likewise concluded that releasing information from captured Iragi records
must be handled with care. See Hassan Mneimneh, untitled oral presentation at “Working With and on
Memory in Iraq” (sponsored by George Washington University’s Institute for European, Russian, and
Eurasian Studies, Washington, DC, 15 January 2009).
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cases where their other names are unknown, speakers are identified only by their “Abu

names,” an informal naming convention in the Arab world. “Abu X” means “Father of X.”

Beyond identifying the speakers, identifying those present in meetings was, for this
study, generally infeasible. Most of the tapes lack lists of meeting participants. While it is of-
ten possible to confirm the presence of speakers by their voices, voice recognition cannot
identify individuals who might have remained silent. Even when we know the type of meeting
(cabinet, RCC, etc), this is no guarantee that all members were present. Nor does knowledge
of the meeting type necessarily tell us who else might have been invited to temporarily take a
seat at the table. Perhaps ongoing translation efforts will reveal master lists of meetings and
meeting participants. Alternatively, interviews with identified participants could help establish
who was in the room during given meetings. In the meantime, interested readers might benefit
from reviewing lists of Iragi officials already in the public sphere.”

This project was fortunate to have the services of Ms. Laila Sabara, a native Arabic
speaker with substantial experience translating Iragi documents. In addition to her work as the
project’s lead translator, she reviewed translations repurposed from US Government military
operations, intelligence efforts (notably the Iraq Survey Group), and legal investigations.

** For instance, see Edmund A. Ghareeb with Beth Dougherty, Historical Dictionary of Iraq: Historical
Dictionaries of Asia, Oceania, and the Middle East, No. 44 (Lanham, MD: Scarecrow Press, Inc., 2004).
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Dramatis Personae

Name Biographical Details

Abd al-Ghani al-Ghafur Iragi Regional Command member (1982-2001), cabinet minister
without portfolio (1982-91)

Abdul Halim Khaddam Syrian foreign minister (1970-84) and vice president (1984-2000)

Abid Hamid Mahmud al-Tikriti Iraqi military officer, later Hussein's personal secretary (1990s)

Ahmed Hassan al-Bakr President of Iraq (1968-79)

Ahmed Yassin al-Samarrai Iraq’s Head of the Presidential Cabinet during the Gulf War (1991)

Ahmed Hussein Khudayr al- Iraq’s Minister of Foreign Affairs (1991-93), Prime Minister

Samarrai (1993-94), and acting Finance Minister (1994-2001)

Alain Juppe French Foreign Minister (1993-95) and Prime Minister (1995-97)

Alexey Kosygin Premier of USSR (1964-80)

Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani President of Iran (1989-97)

Ali Hassan al-Majid, aka Chemi- Iraq’s Military Governor of Kuwait (1990), Defense Minister

cal Ali (1991-95), Interior Minister (1991), and member of the Revolu-
tionary Command Council (1991-2003)

Amir Hamudi Hassan al-Sa'di Iraqi Presidential Science Advisor

Amir Muhammad Rashid al- Irag’s Minister Of Qil (1996-2003), Head of the Organization Of

Ubaydi Military Industrialization (early 1990s)

Andrei Kozyrev Russian Foreign Minister (1990-96)

Anthony (Tony) Lake US National Security Advisor (1993-97)

Anwar Sadat President of Egypt (1970-81)

Boutros Boutros-Ghali UN Secretary-General (1992-97)

Colin Powell Chairman of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff during the Gulf War (1991)

Elias Farah Syrian Ba'athist Intellectual

Fahd Ahmad Al-Fahd Kuwaiti Director of State Security during the Gulf War (1991)

Fahd bin Abdul Aziz Al Saud Ruler of Saudi Arabia (1982-95)

Gamal abd Nasser President of Egypt (1956-70)

George Herbert Walker Bush US President (1989-93)

George Habash, aka al-Hakim Founder of the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine

George Schultz US Secretary of State (1982-89)
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Haitham Rashid Wihaib

Irag's Minister of Protocol (1980-93)

Hasan Ali

Revolutionary Command Council member (1977-91) and Iraq’s
Minister of Trade (1979-87)

Hamid Hammadi

Saddam's Secretary and President's Office Director (1982-7?), Iraq’s
Information Minister (1991-2001), and Culture Minister (1992-
2003)

Hazim Ali

Senior official in Irag's biological weapons program

Hazim Ayubi

Lieutenant General who commanded Iraqi Scud forces during the
Gulf War (1991)

Hikmat Mizban Ibrahim al-Azzawi

Irag’s Minister of Finance (1995-2003)

Hosni Mubarak

President of Egypt (1981 -present)

Houari Boumedienne

Ruler of Algeria (1965-78)

Husam Muhammad al-Yasin ,
aka Husam Muhammad Amin

Iraqi Head of National Monitoring Directorate (liaison between UN
inspectors and Iraqi officials)

Hussein Kamil al Majid

Saddam's son-in-law, head of Special Security Organization
(1983-89), head of Military Industrial Commission (1987 -95)

Hussein Rashid Muhammad
al-Tikriti

Commander of the Republican Guard (1980-87), Iraqi Army Chief
of Staff (11990-91)

Igor Ivanov Russian First Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs (1994-98) and
Foreign Minister (1998-2004)
lyad Khali Zakil Iragi Major General, Commander, IV Corps during Gulf War (1991)

Izzat Ibrahim al-Duri

Iraqgi Vice Chairman of the Revolutionary Command Council
(1982-2001)

Jaber al-Ahmed al-Jaber al-Sabah

Emir of Kuwait (1977-2006)

Jalal al-Talabani

Kurdish separatist leader and founder of the Patriotic Union of
Kurdistan

James Baker

US Secretary of State (1989-92)

Jimmy Carter

US President (1977-81)

John Major

British Prime Minister (1990-97)

Khidir Hamza, aka Hazem

Iragi nuclear physicist who defected in 1994.

King Hussein bin Talal

King of Jordan (1952-99)

Latif Jasim

Irag’s Minister of Culture and Information (1979-91), member of
Regional Command (1982-91), Minister of Labor and Social Af-
fairs (1993-96), member of Revolutionary Command Council
(1994-2001)

Leonid Brezhnev

Head of State, USSR (1964-82)

Madeleine Albright

US Secretary of State (1997-2001)
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Mahdi Obeidi

Nuclear scientist who headed Iraq's centrifuge enrichment pro-
gram (1987-91), director of Ministry of Industry and Military Indu-
strialization (2000-03)

Mahmud Fayzi Muhammad al-
Hazza

Head of Jihad Operations Command during the Gulf War (1991)

Margaret Thatcher

British Prime Minister (1979-90)

Mazban Khader Hadi

Iragi member of Revolutionary Command Council and Republican
Guard commander

Menachim Begin

Israeli Prime Minister (1977-83)

Mikhael Gorbachev

Head of State, USSR (1985-91)

Mizban Khadr al-Hadi

Iragi member of Revolutionary Command Council (1991-2001)

Muammar al-Gaddafi

Leader of Libya (1969-present)

Muhammad Hamzah al-Zubaydi

Iraq’s Deputy Prime Minister (1991, 1994-2001), Prime Minister
(1991-93), member of Revolutionary Command Council (1991 -
2001), Regional Command member (1982-91)

Muhammad Nuri al-Shammari

Iraq’s Director of Civil Defense Department (1990s-2003)

Muhammad Reza Pahlavi

Shah of Iran (1941-79)

Muhammad Saeed al-Sahhaf,
aka Baghdad Bob

Iraqi Foreign Minister (1992-2001) and Information Minister
(2001-03)

Na'im Haddad

Speaker of Iraqgi National Assembly (1980-84), member of Revolu-
tionary Command Council (1977 -86)

Nizar al-Khazraji

Head of the Iraqgi army’s First Corps (1984-88), Iraq’s Army Chief
of Staff (1988-90), fled Iraq in 1996

Nizar Hamdun

Iraq's Ambassador to the United States (1984-87), Deputy For-
eign Minister (1988-92), Ambassador to the United Nations
(1992-98), and Secretary of the Foreign Ministry (1999-2001)

Norman Schwarzkopf

Commander of Coalition Forces during the Gulf War (1991)

Omid Medhat Mubarak,
aka Ahmeed Medhat

Iraqgi Health Minister (1993-2003), Iraqgi Labor/Social Affairs Mi-
nister (1989-93)

Oscar Wyatt

American businessman implicated in the UN Oil-for-Food scandal

Peter de la Billiere

Commander of British forces during the Gulf War (1991)

Qaboos Bin Sa'id Bin Taimour
al-Sa-id

Ruler of Oman (1970-present)

Qays (possibly Qais Abd al-
Mu'nim al-Zawawi)

Omani Foreign Minister

Qusay Hussein

Saddam’s son, head of Special Security Organization (1995-2003)

Ra’ad al-Hamdani

Republican Guard commander (1980s-2003)

Richard (Dick) Cheney

US Secretary of Defense (1989-93) and Vice President (2001-09)
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Richard Holbrooke

US Ambassador to Germany (1993-94), Envoy to Bosnia (1995-
96) and Ambassador to the United Nations (1999-2001)

Robert (Bob) Dole

US Senator (R-KS) (1969-96)

Rolf Ekeus

Swedish diplomat and head of the United Nations Special Com-
mission (1991-97)

Ronald Reagan

US President (1981-89)

Ruhollah Khomeini

Supreme Leader of Iran (1979-89)

Saddam Hussein Abd al-Majid
al-Tikriti

President of Irag 1979-2003

Sa'dun Hammadi

Iraqi Foreign Minister (1974-83), member of the Revolutionary
Command Council (1986-91), and Prime Minister (Mar-Sept
1991), Oil Minister (1969-74), Speaker of the National Assembly
(1984-2003)

Saman Abdul Majid

Saddam's Interpreter (1987-2003)

Samir Vincent

Iragi-American businessman convicted in 2008 on fraud charges
related to the UN Oil-for-Food program.

Samuel Berger

US National Security Advisor (1997-2001)

Suleyman Demirel

Turkish Prime Minister (1975-80, 1991-93) and President
(1993-2000)

Taha Muhyi al-Din Ma'ruf

Revolutionary Command Council member (1982-94) and Vice
President of Iraq (1975-2003)

Taha Yasin Ramadan, aka Taha
al-Jazrawi

Vice President of Iraq (1991-2003) and member of the Revolutio-
nary Command Council (1969-2001)

Tariq Aziz, aka Abu-Ziyad

Irag’s Foreign Minister (1983-91) and Deputy Prime Minister
(1979-2003)

Uday Hussein

Saddam's son

Viktor Posuvalyuk

Russian Deputy Foreign Minister, Envoy to the Middle East (1992-
99)

William (Bill) Clinton

US President (1993-2001)

William (Bill) Cohen

US Secretary of Defense (1997-2001)

William (Bill) Richardson

US Congressman (D-NM) (1983-97), US Secretary of Energy
(1998-2001), Ambassador to the United Nations (1997-98), and
Governor of New Mexico (2003-present)

Yasir Arafat, aka Abu-‘Ammar

Chairman of the Palestinian Liberation Organization and head of
Fatah (1959-2004)

Zaid bin Sultan al-Nahayan

President of United Arab Emirates (1971-2004)
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Map of Iraq

Source: Central Intelligence Agency
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Revolutionary Command Council meeting discussing military industrialization. Persons with
their backs to the camera on the left of the image are unknown, with the exception of Saddam’s
son Qusay, seated immediately to Saddam’s right. To Saddam’s left sit Deputy Prime Minister
and Minister of Military Industrial Commission Abd Al-Tawab Mullah Huwaysh, Saddam’s son
Uday, and an unidentified individual. This picture is dated sometime during or after 1991.
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1 The United States

Your Excellency ... knows that we were raised hating the Americans.
—Letter from Hussein Kamil, 19 February 1996*

Saddam did not consider the United States a natural adversary ...

—CIA’s Duelfer Report?

Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the world looked radically different to decision makers in
Baghdad than to their counterparts in Washington. Saddam Hussein, trying to understand the
baffling aspects of US domestic politics, spent countless hours discussing America with his
advisors. As he told visiting US senators in April 1990, politicians in America and Iraq “need
to know the history of the two countries as to the basic factors related to social, cultural, and
political life, because this knowledge is indispensable if one wants to draw the proper conclu-
sions.” For Saddam, America was a “complicated country” with confusing political pro-
cesses.* Despite his efforts to learn, Saddam’s beliefs about the United States were frequently
grossly inaccurate.

Saddam clearly never understood the role that American domestic politics played in US
policies and actions against Irag. During the 1990 mid-term elections, Saddam and his advi-
sors discussed how constrained President George H.W. Bush would be given the Democratic
control of Congress and Bush’s desire to help his own party by taking military action against
Iraq.” Saddam later expressed satisfaction that Bush lost the 1992 election and pleasure with

Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing a letter from Hussein Kamil, 19 February 1996.
Duelfer Report, “Regime Strategic Intent,” vol. 1, 31. Here the Duelfer Report is citing Tariq Aziz and Abed
Hamid Mahmud.

Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS), “Saddam Husayn Addresses Visiting U.S. Senators,” Bagh-
dad Domestic Service in Arabic, 17 April 1990.

Audio recording of Saddam and his senior advisors discussing Iraq’s foreign relations and the policies of var-
ious countries, 11 October 1990.

Audio recording of Saddam and his senior advisors discussing Iraq’s foreign relations and the policies of var-
ious countries, 11 October 1990.
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the role Iraq played in “Bush’s fall.”® On the other hand, Saddam felt that a war, or any hostile
action against Irag, would benefit the party in power in Washington and that the accompany-
ing rhetoric would fuel American patriotism. Saddam again wondered “whether the American
president needs a war before the elections” in November 1995."

In the decades before Iraq invaded Kuwait, American support for Baghdad’s primary
enemies, the “Zionist Entity” (Israel), Iran, and domestic opposition groups had already vexed
Saddam. In 1967, Irag cut off diplomatic relations with the United States, as did other Arab
states, after Israeli strikes on Iraqgi airfields and US support for Israel during the Six Day War.
In May 1972, the United States solidified its friendship with Iran when President Richard
Nixon and Secretary of State Henry Kissinger visited Shah Muhammad Reza Pahlavi in Te-
hran.® Also in 1972, then-Vice President Saddam Hussein signed a 15-year Treaty of Friend-
ship and Cooperation with the Soviet Union, America’s arch rival. Iraq’s relations with the
Soviets suffered during Saddam’s persecution of Iragi communists, yet Saddam’s correct be-
lief that America, Israel, and Iran were arming and financing Kurdish rebels in northern Iraq
prevented US-Iraq relations from faring better than those between Baghdad and Moscow.® In
the late 1970s, Iraq reportedly conducted limited internal discussions about improving rela-
tions with the United States, but the war with Iran put such thoughts on hold."® Saddam’s be-
lief that the United States had supported the Iranian Revolution, including the removal of the
Shah, might also have limited his willingness to pursue improved relations."

In Saddam’s view, the United States tried to use not only Israel but also Iran as strategic
weapons against Irag. The United States, he thought, wanted to perpetuate the mutually de-
structive Iran-lraq War as long as possible in order to weaken Iraq vis-a-vis Israel.”* As Tariq
Aziz explained, the Iraqi leadership considered former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger’s

®  Audio recording of Saddam and senior Ba’ath party members discussing the transition from Bush to Clinton,

circa 4 November 1992.

Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing UN inspections, elections in the United States and
Russia, and other issues, 22 November 1995.

Gary Sick, “The United States in the Persian Gulf,” in The Middle East and the United States: a Historical
and Political Reassessment, David W. Lesch, ed. (Boulder: Westview Press, 2003), 292.

Efraim Karsh and Inari Rautsi, Saddam Hussein: a Political Biography (New York: Grove Press, 1991), 75,
96-98; FBIS, “Text of President’s Speech to National Assembly,” Baghdad Domestic Service in Arabic, 18
September 1980; “Memorandum From the President’s Assistant for National Security Affairs (Kissinger) to
President Nixon,” 5 October 1972, accessed 5 December 2009 at
www.state.gov/r/pa/ho/frus/nixon/e4/c17628.htm.

PBS Frontline interview with Tariq Aziz, original broadcast 25 January 2000, accessed 25 May 2006 at
www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/saddam/interviews/aziz.html.

See section “Saddam, meeting with senior advisers, says that the United States orchestrated the overthrow of
the Shah of Iran,” in this chapter.

FBIS, “Turkish Paper Hurriyet Interviews Saddam: Third Installment,” Hurriyet in Turkish, 13 February 1992.
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statement that the United States wanted both parties to lose to be “a frank and clear descrip-
tion of the real American position.”** America and Iraq restored diplomatic relations in 1984,
and the United States provided Baghdad with dual-use materials and equipment, agricultural
credits, and intelligence on the Iranians, but Saddam’s view of the United States as treacher-
ous and conspiratorial persisted.

Saddam and his advisors suspected that America was helping Iran in many of the same
ways as it was Irag. Indeed, throughout the early 1980s, they believed the United States was
arming the Persians. Israeli arms shipments to Iran, widely reported in the media, created a
general impression throughout the Middle East that the United States was indirectly support-
ing Iran.** Saddam also claimed that America’s NATO allies, “prompted by the United
States,” were supplying Iran with arms.”® US officials’ repeated denials further undermined
American credibility, while solidifying Saddam’s distrust of the United States and faith in his
conspiratorial Weltanschauung, when Iran-Contra revelations eventually came to light. US as-

sistance to Iran, Saddam complained to his advisors, was a “stab in the back.”"

As Saddam suspected, the United States also shared intelligence with the Iranians, in-
cluding an instance in 1986, which might have helped the latter capture the Al-Fao Peninsu-
la.'” Surprised by the offensive, Saddam’s advisors publicly blamed the United States for de-
ceiving Irag with faulty intelligence to prolong the Iran-lrag War.*® The reliability of US
intelligence varied considerably, Saddam privately noted, and “was sometimes accurate, and
sometimes vague, and sometimes partial, and sometimes expanded....”** Saddam explained to
his subordinates that as Iraq’s power grew in relation to Iran’s, American conspiracies against

13
14

PBS Frontline interview with Tariq Aziz, original broadcast 25 January 2000.

Briefing Memorandum, From: Howe, Jonathan T. Veliotes, Nicholas A., To: Haig, Alexander M., Jr., “Your
Meeting With Israeli Defense Minister Ariel Sharon, 4:00-5:00 p.m., Tuesday, May 25 [Pages 1-2, 8, 11
Only], Declassified (formerly Secret), 21 May 1982, 4 pp., Digital National Security Archive 1G00071. Ori-
gin: United States. Department of State. Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs; United States. De-
partment of State. Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs.

“25 Aug Solarz Interview with Saddam Husayn,” JN021914 Baghdad INA in Arabic, 25 August 1982, Digi-
tal National Security Archive 1G00075.

Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing the Iran-Contra Affair, circa early 1987.

Kenneth Pollack writes that US intelligence facilitated this Iranian battlefield victory, though Robert Gates,
Oliver North, and George Cave claim that the information the United States shared was not particularly useful.
See Kenneth M. Pollack, The Persian Puzzle: the Conflict Between Iran and America (New York: Random
House, 2004), 213, 219; Conference transcript of “Towards an International History of the Iran-lraq War, 1980-
1988,” A Critical Oral History Workshop, The Woodrow Wilson Center, 25-26 July 2005, 67—70; Senate Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence, “Nomination of Robert M. Gates to be Director of Central Intelligence,” Report
together with Additional Reviews, 102nd Congress, 1st sess., 1992, Exec. Rept. 102-19, 49-51.

Karsh and Rautsi, Saddam Hussein, 161.

See Transcript of a meeting between Saddam, Vice President of the RCC lzzat Ibrahim al-Tikriti, Minister of
Defense Adnan Khairallah, and Army Chief of Staff Abd al-Jawad Zinun, 31 July 1986.
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Baghdad would increase. His conclusion—not “subject to error”—was that the United States
and Britain had helped Iran achieve military victories over Iraq. He emphasized after Iraq’s
recapture of the Al-Fao Peninsula in April 1988 that enhanced deception, secrecy, and other
measures were necessary to stymie growing US intelligence collection efforts against Iraq. He
told his commanders, “We have to be aware of America more than the Iranians” because
“they are now the police for Iran, they will turn anything they find over to Iran.”* While Sad-
dam recognized and appreciated the US escort of Kuwaiti oil tankers and skirmishes with Ira-
nian vessels in the Persian Gulf, he believed that America’s decision to leave part of its fleet
in the Gulf manifested hostile intentions toward Irag.”

US policy from October 1989 through the invasion of Kuwait was to engage Iraq with the
hope of improving its behavior, while simultaneously defending America’s friends in the Gulf
and deterring against external threats.”* US deterrent efforts led Iragi officials to complain that,
on numerous occasions in 1989 and 1990, the United States sought to establish an anti-Iraq coa-
lition in the Gulf.® In the months before and after the invasion, Saddam and his senior advisors
discussed how American domestic politics, culture, and other factors might affect the likelihood
of US military action against Irag. Unfortunately, the editors found no mention in the tapes of
Saddam’s famous pre-war meeting with April Glaspie, the US ambassador. After the war had
ended, Saddam boasted to his advisors that Iraq achieved a great “victory” over the United
States in the “Mother of all Battles” because it had forced the United States to request a unila-

2 gee Transcript of an Armed Forces General Command meeting, 26 May 1988. The document states that a

committee of ten retired and active duty military officials prepared the transcript, basing it on three audio re-
cordings, and presented it for approval to an unidentified audience on 7 September 1994; Audio recording of
Saddam and senior military officials discussing efforts to retake the Majnun area, circa summer 1988; Audio
recording of Saddam and senior military officials discussing various military operations, including re-
capturing the al-Fao Peninsula, date unknown.

“Iraqi President Addresses ACC Summit Issue of Soviet Jews and US Presence in Gulf,” BBC Summary of
World Broadcasts, 26 February 1990; Duelfer Report, vol. 1, “Regime Strategic Intent,” 31.

The US engagement policy was laid out in National Security Directive-26 (NSD-26). See NSD-26, “US Policy
Toward the Persian Gulf,” 2 October 1989, http://bushlibrary.tamu.edu/research/nsd.php (accessed 30 March
2009). US policy to deter and defend against threats in the Gulf, originally aimed at the Soviet Union, was
first articulated by President Jimmy Carter in his 23 January 1980 State of the Union address. US officials af-
firmed this policy, and gave Iraq deterrent warnings on multiple occasions in the months before it invaded
Kuwait. Sick, “The United States in the Persian Gulf,” 294; Patrick E. Tyler, “US Finds Persian Gulf Threat
Ebbs; a ‘Strategic Shift’ over Iran’s Oil,” Washington Post, 7 February 1990; State 046070, “Reaffirmation
of Persian Gulf Policy,” 02/11/90, Bush Presidential Records, National Security Council, Richard N. Haass
Files, Iraq Pre 8/2/90 [1]; Donald Oberdorfer, “Missed Signals in the Middle East,” Washington Post, 17
March 1991; “Iraqi Letter to Arab League Threatening Kuwait,” declassified cable (formerly confidential),
State 235637, 19 July 1990, Digital National Security Archive 1G01465.

See “Secretary’s October 6 Meeting with Iraqi Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz,” State 327801, 13 October 1989,
accessed 3 April 2008 at http://foia.state.gov; “Wall Street Journal Interviews Saddam,” FBIS-NES-90-128,
3 July 1990, JN0107095890, Baghdad INA in Arabic, 1 July 1990, 25.
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teral cease fire. Furthermore, he explained, the American people voted Bush out of power be-

cause he failed to fulfill his promise to replace the Ba’athist regime.

American-backed sanctions and weapons inspections, calls for regime change, threats of
military strikes and those carried out led to countless discussions between Saddam and his ad-
visors about the United States. On occasion, circumstances arose that led the Iraqgis to consid-
er improving relations with America. President Bill Clinton’s election and a Jordanian media-
tion effort in 1995 are two examples.” Between 1994 and 1998, senior Iragis repeatedly told
Charles Duelfer and Rolf Ekeus, the most senior UN weapon inspectors, they wanted to enter
into a dialogue with the United States and were prepared to be America’s “best friend in the
region bar none.” Saddam’s secretary informed Duelfer that Irag was prepared to help resolve
the Israel-Palestine conflict and to sign oil deals and enter into security arrangements with the
United States. The United States, however, was reportedly uninterested.”

Mutual misunderstandings continued until the end. The United States invaded Iraq in
2003 in part because US policymakers thought Baghdad possessed prohibited weapons and
weapon programs and aided and abetted terrorists (including members of Al Qaeda).® While
Irag was guilty on some counts, several key US assessments were later found to be inaccu-
rate.”” When it was clear to everyone outside of Iraq that the United States was poised to in-
vade and that Saddam’s days were numbered, Saddam was “very confident” that it would not
attack. If it did, he reasoned, Iraq would not lose.?® Despite efforts on the part of both coun-
tries to understand each other, US-Iraq relations were fatally marred by misperceptions.”

# For Saddam’s reaction to the Jordanian mediation effort, see section “Saddam and the National Command spe-

culate that King Hussein is using Kamil to provoke a confrontation with Irag,” in Chapter 8 — Hussein Kamil.
Duelfer Report, vol. 1, “Regime Strategic Intent,” 31-32; Charles Duelfer, Hide and Seek: The Search for
Truth in Iraq (New York: Public Affairs, 2009), 150-51.

“Bush’s State of the Union Speech,” 29 January 2003, accessed 1 March 2010 at www.cnn.com; “Bush State
of the Union Address,” 29 January 2002, accessed 1 March 2010 at www.cnn.com.

Iraq appears to have possessed neither WMD nor active WMD programs, and it seems that no close ties or
operational relationship existed between Iraq and Al Qaeda. On the other hand, Iraq did possess prohibited
rockets and rocket programs, obstructed UN inspections, and supported a variety of terrorists and terrorist or-
ganizations.

Woods, et. al., Iraqi Perspectives Project: A View of (2006), 28-32.

While Saddam recognized the importance of understanding the United States, he found America’s difficulties
in making sense of his own thinking to be comical. As he told his advisors, “Saddam Hussein’s mind is like
any person’s mind,” and that he and his leadership thought exactly “like any Iraqi citizen who cares about his
country.” Audio recording of Saddam and his cabinet discussing sanctions, the United States, Egypt, Turkey,
and other issues, 6 October 1996; Audio recording of Saddam and senior Ba’ath Party members discussing
Iraqgi laws, pardons, and various other issues, 22 July 1995.
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American Conspiracies with the Persian Enemy

Saddam’s private discussions reveal his deep distrust of the United States and his conspira-
torial worldview. While some analysts have discounted the more conspiratorial and anti-
American elements of his public rhetoric as merely intended to garner domestic or regional
support, and deemed them unreflective of his true thinking,® the Iraqi leader’s private com-
ments on the topic suggest otherwise. The following recordings, on the Iranian Revolution
and the Iran-Contra Affair, provide excellent examples.

Saddam, meeting with senior advisors, says that the United States orchestrated the
overthrow of the Shah of Iran. (Between 4 and 20 November 1979)*
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Saddam: They [the Americans] are involved in the events of Iran, including the removal
of the shah [Muhammad Reza Pahlavi], which is completely an American decision.*
The will of the Iranian people is true. Nations cannot be [inaudible]; it is impossible. But
there are some existing technical circles that, when a connection exists between
achieving the technical will and the people’s rising, will play their role in accelerating
things. They will raise the Hormuz issue so that the American fleet will come and do, |
do not know what, to Irag. They will come to an agreement with the Iranians in order to
scare the Gulf people so that they can have a presence and arrange the situation in the
region, and then turn to Iraq and say that the Gulf people fear us and that we do not help
them [the Gulf people]. That is why they [the Gulf people] were forced to bring the
Americans for protection.

They became very nervous. They wanted to arrange the Iranian situation according to
their plan, and they also want to arrange the Gulf situation according to their plan that
depicts the role of Iranian events. Fine, but every time they do something we go and get
involved in it. They said these were international forces. Well, as long as they do this
and they have international forces, you, Arabs of the Gulf, need to be afraid of them and
take them into account in a way that you don’t [inaudible] for them or international

For instance, see Bruce W. Jentleson, With Friends Like These: Reagan, Bush, and Saddam, 1982-1990
(New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1994), 203-06.

Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing relations with various Arab states, Russia, China,
and the United States, between 4 and 20 November 1979.

Saddam was not alone in accusing the United States of backing the revolution. Shahpur Bakhtiar, who served
as prime minister during the final few weeks of the shah’s regime, the shah himself, and many others charged
the United States with undermining the shah’s regime and supporting the revolution. Jahangir Amuzegar, The
Dynamics of the Iranian Revolution: The Pahlavis' Triumph and Tragedy (Albany: SUNY Press, 1991), 79—
81; Shahpur Bakhtiar and Fred Halliday, “Shahpur Bakhtiar: ‘The Americans Played a Disgusting Role,””
Middle East Research and Information Project Report, No. 104, (Mar—Apr, 1982), 13.
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forces [Saddam laughs]. So, they came up with this new [inaudible], the Iranians hold
American hostages. The Americans are citizens of a major power. And Iran warned
America, “If you do not extradite the shah, we will continue to hold your American citi-
zens.”® Two days ago, they [the Americans] sent doctors to treat the shah. They are
really caring and after two days they [the Iranians] captured the hostages.** All of this is
a soap opera. We know all of this, but what bothers us more and within the same plan is
that if the Arabs in Ahwaz [inaudible] or if they need weapons, money, media propa-
ganda, films, they are willing to help.** But whether to revolt or not it is up to them [the
Arabs in Ahwaz]. Even to disseminate these slogans, it is up to them, but as long as they
come to us and they are looking for our support, we can tell them what we can offer. If
they provoke the Kurds, we will still be in the middle. What a disaster, and at the end,
they will still want to bargain about this situation. Well, we are one of the involved
parties and we do not bargain. We do not belong to a major power and we do not object
if someone wants to revolt. But they did not experience this. They have organized tech-
nical circles that can reach a certain extent so that they can adjust the political situation
in Tehran afterward according to their plans, as well as their influence on the region
according to their plans.

It is very likely that an American airdrop would happen in order to restore dignity to
clerics whose influence has diminished. We are talking about the American occupation
here. The Americans came, the Americans go, [inaudible], they want to embarrass the
Iraqi position...

Saddam and the Revolutionary Command Council analyze American involvement in
the Iran-Contra Affair. (13 November 1986)*°
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Tariq: Sir, we said that the president [Reagan] ignored in his speech on November 13 the
role of Israel in the deal that took place with the renowned leaders of Tehran, and that
the American administration has full knowledge that Israel’s goals regarding the war
Iran is carrying out against Iraq contradict the goals President Reagan announced in his

The Shah entered the United States on 22 October for medical treatment. On 24 October, doctors in New
York removed his gall bladder and gallstones and performed exploratory cancer surgery. See Victor Cohn
and Susan Okie, “Doctors Say Shah Could Leave U.S. in 4 Weeks,” Washington Post, 15 November 1979;
“When the Shah Needed the Best in Care,” U.S. News & World Report, 5 November 1979.

Iranian students stormed the US embassy and seized the hostages on 4 November 1979.

Saddam is referring to the Arab population of the southwestern Iranian province of Khuzestan (often referred
to as Ahwaz or Arabistan). Some of these Arabs pushed for separation from the Persian-dominated nation,
often with Saddam’s help. The struggle for this diverse and oil-rich region was one of Saddam’s motivations
for the Iran-lraq War.

Audio recording of Saddam and his Revolutionary Command Council discussing Reagan’s speech to the na-
tion on Iran-Contra Revelations (part 2), 15 November 1986.
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speech.*” The Zionist role in this operation is one of the reasons that not only allows, but
strengthens doubt about the authenticity of the announced goals of the secret meetings
with Tehran, unless there are clear steps for these types and [inaudible]. This is just a
light expression that the Zionist role—

Saddam: [Interrupting] Yes, but we need to confirm our doubts regarding the over-
lapping of activities.

Tariq: Yes.

Saddam: Between Zionism, known for its hostility to Iraq and its personal goals, and the
American behavior in this manner.

Tariq: Israel’s goals regarding the war Iran is conducting against Iraq contradict what has
been announced, because what he stated was to reach a quick conclusion.®

Saddam: Look into what the answer could be. Yes, Comrade Taha?

Taha Yasin Ramadan: Yes, actually, my evaluation of this issue has to do with the
intentions and what is behind the actions. When we see them in detail, they don’t seem
to be of great significance, yet they are indicators of dangerous intentions. Before
Reagan’s statement and during the last meeting on Wednesday, | considered the issue a
conspiracy and still do, and after listening to Reagan’s statement I did not expect him to
talk this way. Where some paragraphs were—in my opinion, in looking at the way the
issue was disclosed, and even in the way of dealing with the issue until now—it serves
us. | mean, it is more to our benefit than against us.* In my evaluation of the American
behavior that comes immediately after restoring relations between us and them—I mean
| distinguish it and would call it a conspiracy and a dirty one if this had taken place
before relations were restored. But practically the first contact was after restoring
relations.” So, this gives an intended goal to this conspiracy. There was a purpose where
even restoring relations did not calm people down and become something normal.

Ronald Reagan, “Address to the Nation on the Iran Arms and Contra Aid Controversy,” 13 November 1986,
accessed 8 August 2008 at www.reagan.utexas.edu/archives/speeches/1986/111386¢.htm.

Whereas Reagan reiterated in his speech a US desire to foster a cease-fire between Iran and Iraq, the Iragis
believed Israel sought to perpetuate the war as long as possible in order to weaken Iraq and to keep Iraq’s at-
tention focused eastward.

Saddam, on the other hand, claimed to view US interference differently. Shortly after Iraq invaded Kuwait,
an advisor reminded Saddam, “Entering the Iranian war, America and the rest of the world interfered, which
had an impact on us and affected us tremendously.” Saddam responded, “You are right. Such a battle injured
us.” Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing the United States, leaders of Gulf states, the
1991 Gulf War, and other issues, 1991.

The United States and Iraq reestablished formal diplomatic relations in November 1984.
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Saddam: The significance of American action, Comrade Taha, is that for the last 12, 18
or 14 months—they just started at the president’s level designing a plan on how to
deliver weapons to America.

Taha: To lran.

Saddam: To Iran. Therefore, how much time do they need to come close to achieving
their goals, which Reagan announced, and achieve the desired influence?

Male 1: Yes, it continues.

Saddam: Therefore, according to US desires, as long as weapons are the approach to the
war—I forgot to mention the new relations we need to record and that Comrade Tariq
needs to mention in his letter.* As long as the key to this new relationship is weapons,
then it is our right to remain suspicious that the US will always consider the weapons
issue primarily to wield influence and get close to the regime that Reagan set forth in his
speech. And since the need for weapons increases during wartime, we have the right to
be suspicious of the US call to stop the war.

Tariq: The speech you mean?

Saddam: No, | want it detailed. | want the letter to be this detailed—that we, now and in
the future, will be suspicious of US invitations and we will doubt them in a practical way.
Reagan said, “We get closer to Iran through weapons.” Iran needs weapons the most
during the war; therefore, how many more years does Reagan need the war to continue so
he can get closer to achieving the goals he has set, and for the influence he wants to get out
of Iran? This is the dangerous point in the conspiracy. And if you are going to answer and
say you don’t need this during a state of war, then it is our right to be suspicious of the
manner by which you aim to stop the war. This is connected to my old suspicion and |
agree and discussed with Comrade Tariq how to be careful and pay attention even to the
difference in expression between stopping the war and ending the war.

So you see, we are sensitive about this issue to that extent. The Americans are being
watched. That is why | am telling you that | was not surprised. Though this level of bad
and immoral behavior is a new thing, I, and | swear, | am not surprised, because | have
noticed that even in the nations of the region, there is a Zionist desire that if the war

This is probably a reference to Saddam’s 18 November letter to Reagan. As Richard Murphy, the State De-
partment’s Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern Affairs, summarized, the letter provided “a measure of the
intense anger and sense of betrayal felt by the Iraqis...it is difficult to refute the Iraqis’ underlying accusa-
tion—that the U.S. has armed Iran to kill Iragis, and that the action may well have spurred others to sell to
Tehran.” See State Department Memorandum, Richard W. Murphy to Under Secretary Armacost, “U.S.-Iraqi
Relations: Picking up the Pieces,” declassified (formerly Secret), 5 December 1986, available in “The Ori-
gins, Conduct, and Impact of the Iran-Iraq War, 1980-1988,” a Cold War International History Project—
National Security Archive documentary reader, accessed 30 March 2009 at www.wilsoncenter.org.
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stops outside of its wish, that the war will stop but will not end. And this is also con-
nected to the desire of some people or nations in the region.

Taha: Yes.

Saddam: Because they want you to keep asking for their friendship as long as the war
continues, and to continue dealing with them with some measure of flexibility. And they
want Iraqg to keep dealing with a measure of flexibility at the cost of principles, be it with
the Western world or with neighboring countries. And they want some of the govern-
ments they want to create illegitimately in the area to remain standing and have influ-
ence and be effective, as long as Iran fears that Iraq would return to war and Iraq fears
that Iran would return to war. And that is what the conspiracy is, to cease fire and nego-
tiate in this conspiracy. Now our land is in the hand of Iran and we keep negotiating, and
our lands remain with Iran while the US keeps creating fear in the Iranians. And after
that, the weapons would be the main ingredient that would give Reagan the desired
influence and bring him closer to the decided-upon degree [of influence], as long as the
war stops without ending. But the situation of the war either continuing or stopping
without ending is the only state in which Reagan thinks he can reach, according to his
speech, the desired influence in Iran. And in all cases, this cannot happen, except at
Iraq’s expense and as a form of conspiracy against Iraq, because a conspiracy is nothing
but a continuation of the war and the high death toll. That is a conspiracy, while stopping
the war while maintaining a state of war is also a conspiracy.

Saddam: | mean, the president’s speech talks about two militarily warring parties. As far
as scandal, it is true that the issue is not related to both of them, but as far as circum-
stances, they both engaged in a war against each other. So, when it [the United States]
considers one party [more] important, this means it is possible to act at the cost of the
other party. It is obvious because this is—

Male 2: Because they are not friends of Iran. They were not friends, originally.

Saddam: Because when he talks about an ongoing war and two disputing parties, the issue
becomes one of weapons reaching the other party. He also gave it a strategic analysis to
highlight the importance of the other party to American interests. So, this is clear and he
did not discuss the importance of the other party — not in the region, not regarding security
and balance or any other thing. It means it would not have been so bad had he not talked
about the war at all, but about this aspect only. But he came and said, “We will stop the
war, this and that and so forth.” Well, when he leaves out the other party and its
significance when talking about the war between two parties, this means he might accept a
sacrifice from the other party in order to please the party he is talking about.
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Adnan: This is understood. | did cover the money issue that Your Excellency mentioned
and | am not going to talk about it since it is clear, because it created an effect and had
an impact, and therefore, [inaudible] they are going to learn some secrets and interfere
with them, which means that the armament process for the next step, Mr. President, is
going to be [inaudible].

Saddam: Of course.

Adnan: And he is trying to cover up. Irag, Mr. President, has been present on the
national territories for four years, and Iran also has a presence on the Iragi national
territories. Iran spent the last four and-a-half years attacking while Iraq was on the
defensive. Iraq responded to all peace calls while Iran remained stubborn.

Izzat: He says [inaudible] the defense as if—

Adnan: When are they going to be on the defensive side in order to get defensive
weapons?

Saddam: We are more deserving of these defensive weapons.
Izzat: We are.
Adnan: [Inaudible] the statements of the American president.

Saddam: True. [Tarig Aziz laughs in the background.] He who talks this way should
give to his brothers, 1 mean he needs to give to his defending brothers instead of his
attacking brothers! [Saddam laughs.]

Taha: Because Iran says it is going to be attacking instead of defending!

Saddam: But, brothers, Iran is the original one.

Tariq: He said the one who [inaudible] is one of their folks. He asked that person, “Do
you give weapons?”

Adnan: So, as far as the political relations, Mr. President, first, they are related to the
embassy and hostages issue, and they are still hostages. We have had a good relationship
with them [the Americans] for about two years now.

Saddam: Zionism, Abu Ali, Zionism; Zionism, all of the propaganda talk that you know.
You know where it reaches and where it pours and you know who represents the real
danger to you.

Male 2: True.

Abd al-Ghani: The issue of Al-Fao during this period concerning [inaudible], Your
Excellency pointed out precisely in a previous analysis the participation of Americans in
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concealment and the intent of deception that took place [inaudible]—the Al-Fao matter
[inaudible], Sir.** There is an indication when talking about the source of the American
decision—in my opinion, it was not a big mistake to determine the source of the American
decision to be the president and some ministers. The American intelligence is a primary
source for an American decision since the decision source was [inaudible]. And this is
why | am quoting what Comrade Tariq said after he left the United Nations and following
his meeting with some American officials—I say, Sir, that all American officials who are
related to the source of the decision contributed to this matter [inaudible] Iraq and standing
by Iran, without taking [into account] American intelligence and the Secretary of State as
the source of one decision, where the influence of Zionism on it is obvious and certain in
this direction.

Abd al-Ghani: What | wanted to say, Sir, is that the source of the American decision is
one—one source with a Zionist influence. As for the Arab situation, | believe that the
Arab Gulf countries are going to react to Reagan’s speech. Therefore, they need our
support, as Your Excellency has mentioned. At the European level, | believe the speech
indicates that Reagan acquitted Iran from being involved in terrorist operations.

Saddam: [Inaudible.] The news agencies say that an official statement on Iraq regarding
the American stance toward the new relations will be issued today in the afternoon, |
mean so that the news agencies will be psychologically prepared.

Abd al-Ghani: At the European level, Sir, Reagan acquitted Iran of being involved—

Saddam: [Interrupting, talking to another unidentified male.] You can leave the meeting,
go and let them know and then come back.

Male 3: Yes, Sir.
Saddam: [Inaudible.] The news agencies. Yes, Comrade Abd al-Ghani.

Abd al-Ghani: The American president absolves Iran of its involvement in terrorist oper-
ations while all European countries issued successive statements saying that Iran is an
obvious source of terror in the world. | believe this is an important issue we need to

Iran attacked and overran the Al-Fao Peninsula in February 1986. While Iragi commanders on the ground re-
portedly observed Iran’s preparations to attack the peninsula, Baghdad insisted that the attack would come fur-
ther north. The attack at Al-Fao took the command by complete surprise, and Iraq was unable to repulse the Ira-
nians or retake the peninsula until two years later. Saddam appears to have believed that the United States
shared intentionally misleading intelligence with Iraq to help Iran achieve the battlefield victory. Later, he and
his advisors attributed their April 1988 retaking of the peninsula to their care in deceiving the United States
about Iraq’s military plans. See Audio recording of Saddam and senior military officials discussing efforts to re-
take the Majnun area, circa summer 1988; Karsh and Rautsi, Saddam Hussein, 161; Kevin M. Woods, et al,
Saddam’s War: An Iraqi Military Perspective of the Iran-Iraq War, McNair Paper 70 (Washington: National
Defense University Press, 2009), 70.
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mention. [Inaudible.] As for the internal situation, I think, Sir, it is important for us not
to magnify the matter internally in the direction that the-American-weapons-this and the-
American-weapons-that.”* We should focus on building our nation and reinforcing the
infrastructure and mobilizing and continuing this mobilization in this [inaudible].

Saddam: When the US weapons were at their strongest in Iran, we damaged them and
turned them to scrap. Even now, thank God, with our aerial power a third or quarter of
its previous size, and thank God we turned them all to scrap metal.** So what is going to
happen to the American weapons now?

Hasan: Sir, I pointed out in the last meeting that America’s stance is conspiratorial and
that the conspiracy is continuous whether it is from the Iranian attack or supplying Iran
with weapons from different sources or America’s latest stance, which is the last part of
conspiracy before the war ends. | also mentioned that the fact that countries supply Iran
with weapons means the war will continue, and this is part of the conspiracy. Therefore,
if we want the war to stop, the countries should stop providing Iran with weapons. Sir,
through reading Reagan’s letter, there is a quite complete and obvious bias toward Iran.
Also, it appears that Reagan’s announcement of this letter, in addition to his being under
American pressure and public opinion, | think the letter shows his desire to continue this
dialogue. When he says, “Our goals were and still are to restore our relationship with
Iran,” and what they offered in terms of weapons is the start of a political bribe to Iran in
order to get inside Iran. Therefore, Sir, | also think this letter is a form of terrorism
toward the region—especially the Gulf countries. Maybe once these countries become
familiar with America’s stance, their [own] stance might look concerned, reluctant or
passive toward Irag. Therefore, | believe we need to rush to activate the—we need quick
diplomatic action so that we can stop this situation at a certain point, make Iraq’s stance
clear to these Gulf countries, and continue to expose America’s stance.

Saddam: As for me, | was not convinced, not for a single day, that America does not
provide Iran with weapons. Not for one day, meaning never, because here in front of us
are the Iranian weapons and they are working, which means | am not convinced with what
Rafsanjani said, that he is manufacturing missiles and I don’t know what. [Inaudible], we
have been dealing with each other for the last seven years and these things are known, the
same way it is impossible for Iran to be convinced that the Soviets do not provide Iraq
with weapons.

Abd might be referring to the TOW and Hawk missiles that the United States delivered to Iran. These wea-
pons helped Iran’s light infantry resist Iraq’s attempts to retake the Al-Fao Peninsula. Pollack, The Persian
Puzzle, 219.

Throughout this volume, we translated “Allah” as “God” rather than leaving it in the original Arabic.
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Tariq: And you were never convinced of the information we received.
Saddam: Never!

Tariq: You used to doubt it.

Saddam: | mean always—

Tariq: You were the person who most doubted it, and many times | used to say, “You are
a bit skeptical” and would ask why [inaudible].

Saddam: Why do you think | used to doubt the American side? | mean in the last three
or four years—meaning when the war, of course, just started. | mean my doubt was not
that great at the beginning of the war, but grew more and more six months after the war
had started, and that is because there were some clear statements and what we did not
see from them, we used to see in the general situation of the area before us. Therefore,
comrades, the Americans used to supply Iran with weapons in the past.

... He [Reagan], as the head of the White House, interfered in the transaction for the
following general reasons: first, Iran was in a weak position and not a strong position, as
Comrade Taha mentioned; second, because Khomeini will soon pass away. | mean
Khomeini will not live for one thousand years. He is 87 years old now plus three, this
means it is getting close to the end.” Close to dying, he is 90—which means that
Khomeini is practically not a factor in the decision. Meaning he is really outside the
decision—meaning who makes the decision today from Khomeini’s vital side now and
daily practical implementation is his son Ahmad and not Khomeini.

Saddam: Therefore, the “after Khomeini” period is coming upon us. We have taken that
period into account. The Soviets focus on it and so do the Americans; as a superpower
they have to focus on it and take it into account. What happened was no surprise then,
while the way it took place was, meaning the manner was surprising. The fear is that
Americans in particular and their supporters conspire at a cost to Irag, meaning giving in
to the Iranian stubbornness at a price to Irag’s sovereignty is something, you know, that
has never been out of my mind for one day since the war started to this very day. Never,
and we have been very careful in this regard, even the details, even the Islamic
committee.*® Maybe Comrade Tariq noticed how extra sensitive | was toward it and | told
him at that point, and | told him, “Cease the committee’s activities, because it was a
conspiratorial committee and in the end it will conspire against us. And in order to stop the
war it will give something to Iran at our expense. Kill it, because the Americans are in it.”

Khomeini was born in 1902; thus at the time of this conversation, he was 84.

This may be a reference to the Islamic Peace Committee, a component of the Organization of the Islamic
Conference.
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Male 2: They are in it and with significance.
Saddam: It had been a while, not today, for over a year, a year-and-a-half ago—
Tariq: | have done it before—

Saddam: He [Tariq] killed it at the Fez meeting, but once again we were taken by
surprise with these absurd decisions that we know are conspiratorial.*’

Tariq: This is the last meeting, Sir, a meeting before—

Saddam: Meaning, there is nothing new and let us not be stubborn. It is true that the
Gulf countries are friends with America as far as sharing the same ideas, a mutual space
of modern perspectives exists between them and America, but do not think that the Gulf
countries are not cautious of America and don’t get this impression. Don’t get the
impression that the Gulf countries can’t make independent decisions, to a certain extent,
without fearing that America will hurt them. To the contrary, they have the ability to
think and analyze [independently]. In any case, the Gulf countries are not willing to
ignore the fact that Iraq is equal [in weight] to Iran and Syria, Syria is equal to Iraq, just
as Iran is equal to Irag. They are not willing to ignore these facts, from Dubai to Saudi
Arabia, they all face this matter. So, they will always have this equation before their
eyes. | mean no American behavior can erase this equation, but it can partly affect this
equation to the degree we mentioned, where Iranian stubbornness receives compensation
at the expense of our sovereignty, or our interests, or both, | mean to some degree.

Besides, this is the Americans’ policy: they will enter and their president said the way
they entered was through the position of [providing] weapons, while we are at war with
Iran. Okay? But do you think the collapse of Iraq would bring the Americans closer to
the location where a strike might take place and leave an impact? As analysts, as people
on the outside, do you think a weak Iraq would make Americans stronger and their
weapons more valuable in their relationship with Iran, or would it be if Irag were strong?
| say that Iraq somewhat strong is better than a weak Irag, and | say this from a
perspective as if | were in the Americans’ place, when using the weapons card as a foray
into restructuring the lranian government, with an eye on the future in the relationship
between Iran and the US. That is how I see things as an analyst.

So, the sure thing is that we must ask ourselves how much the Soviets believe that
extending the war would give them influence inside Iran or inside Irag. How much do

In November 1981, the Arab League held its twelfth summit meeting in Fez, Morocco. At the meeting,
Crown Prince Fahd of Saudi Arabia presented an eight-point peace proposal (the “Fahd Plan”), which recog-
nized Israel’s de facto right to exist, as an alternative to the Camp David process. Saddam refused to attend
the conference, as did leaders of seven other Arab states. The summit ended in acrimonious disagreement,
suspended until the following year. See Johanna McGeary, George Russell, and William Stewart, “Failure in
Fez,” Time, 7 December 1981.
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the Americans believe that extending the war will give them influence inside Iraq or in-
side Iran? This question has been on my mind and it is not new to us.

Saddam: | told him [the Kuwaiti Minister of Finance] that | was confused as to why the
US refuses to give the Kuwaitis weapons.

Tariq: But they can—

Saddam: At that time, | gave him the name of the weapon. | told him, “I didn’t like the
American behavior. Did that mean the Americans intend for Kuwait to be weak before
the Iranian threats and Iranian danger? Did they want to put Kuwait in the corner facing
the danger from Iran so that it would give more facilities to the US?” So, as you see, |
am not just sitting there; my mind is mulling over even the little things and taking them
into account ...

So, yes, they want more facilities than what we have given them in the Gulf, and they
believe that putting pressure on Kuwait is required in this regard, but not to the extent
that | went to in my suspicions, but less than that, and yet the man said—No, his
analysis, I mean the man had some logic, but he said, “T am going to talk to your brother,
Sheik Jaber [Al-Ahmed al-Jaber al-Sabah] about this issue”—

Male 4: I am sure he didn’t say anything—

Saddam: But | am going to express my personal opinion. So, we have been watching the
Americans for a long time. They want to scare the Gulf countries so that they can get
privileges, and since the Al-Fao issue happened, | was convinced there was something
going on. And 1 told [Kuwaiti Finance Minister] al-Atiqi, | told him, “The Al-Fao issue
and the deceptive role played by the Americans was striking.” So, what was the purpose?
The purpose was that the danger would come closer to the Gulf countries so they could
push them more, in addition to the issue of Iraq and the marginal issue we discussed,
where they believe and not only they, but the Japanese also believe, and so do the Soviets
and Arabs, meaning putting pressure on this stubborn party must be [end of recording].

Saddam and his inner circle discuss why America has supported Iran. (15 November
1986)*

48

Saddam: [Tape begins mid-sentence.] That is what | wanted to say, because this is not
unusual; [however,] it is new as far as the lack of ethics and the low level of morals of
Americans and their president, in particular. And what is new is that it allowed us—
outside the conclusions—to confirm a few of our conclusions, but they are clearer as far

Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing Iran-Contra revelations, 15 November 1986.
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as the balance they [the Americans] want to set for Iran and as a result, they might agree
to take sides at Iraq’s expense once they give this significance to Iran. We are aware of
this in our conclusions, but they admit it now—I mean through their president and not
through a journalist or some low-rank individual. This is no surprise to us and therefore,
don’t elaborate much on it. This is truly what it is. But if you want to be more enthusi-
astic and so forth, that is what the results are going to be at the end and nothing more.

The Americans have supplied them [the Iranians] with weapons before, favored them
before as Comrade Tariq Aziz previously stated, and they previously preferred them to
us along with the rest of the big nations, not because they are better looking than we are
or because they are better than us, but because it is more possible to control them than
us, which means it is possible to influence them. Why would they come to us? What for?
We welcome them. Have not our relations with the Americans been ongoing for nearly
two years?

Tariq: Yes, since 1984.
Saddam: Then what?
Tariq: Exactly two years.

Saddam: | am trying to understand exactly what happened here and why we are being
punished because of our position toward Zimbabwe, the Palestinian issue, or something
else. I do not understand what illegal thing the Americans hold against us.

Tariq: Sir, we modified Puerto Rico’s issue; we used to demand the independence of
Puerto Rico.

Saddam: Yes.

Tariq: Now we vote for Puerto Rico, but [inaudible] and Puerto Rico is considered a part
of America [laughter].* You know, Sir, this is an internal matter and it does not make
sense to vote for one part of the United States. It is not more than politics, Sir, and we
must not let anyone extort our external politics and if we want to embrace a new
situation—

Saddam: We must do it gradually.

Tariq: [Voices overlap.] To Turkey. I told him in Turkey I can act in a way that will not
harm US interests, but—

On 14 October 1986, Iraq voted in the UN Special Committee on Decolonization to “decolonize” Puerto Ri-
co and to “reaffirm the inalienable right of the people of Puerto Rico” to “self-determination and indepen-
dence.” It had cast similar votes on the issue in previous years. See Ivan Zverina, “U.N. Committee Votes to
‘Decolonize’ Puerto Rico,” United Press International, 14 August 1986; “U.N. Committee Reaffirms Right
of Puerto Ricans to Independence,” The Associated Press, 15 August 1985; “General Assembly renews call
for free Puerto Rico,” United Press International, 4 August 1982.
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Saddam: What is the significance whether or not we voted for Puerto Rico’s indepen-
dence? The Puerto Rico issue should not have a major effect on the basic politics of a
country or on the Iragi economy and national politics ... Of course, they care about Iran.
America wants to use Iran since it is one of the Soviet Union’s neighbors. It has one
common border with the Soviets and another one with the Gulf and oil countries. That is
what is going to happen. They will enter the Gulf and Syria, attack both of them, and
enter Irag. That is exactly their strategy ...

Tariq: Sir, 1 would like to comment on a topic we already discussed at the Command
meeting.

Saddam: | just want to remind all of you that the Americans’ stance was very bad, but
the Gulf countries helped us. We should not believe that once the Americans act tactic-
ally with regard to their own strategy, it will automatically affect the position of the Gulf
countries.

Male 1: No, actually, I believe it is the opposite; this is going to anger America.

Saddam: As | stated in the beginning of this meeting, they could attack our country in
order to invade Iran ...

Tariq: In fact, | am convinced because they [Iran] exceeded their limits by attacking our
capital... | suggest we should strike them back one for one. If they strike Baghdad, we
strike their city...

Saddam: Because of the American story yesterday, | did not want public opinion to take
the [inaudible] direction, otherwise, I would have told them, “Go ahead and [inaudible],”
since I don’t see any more reason for us not to strike. But I thought about it myself and
wondered why we are diverting the public Iranian [opinion], Iragi [opinion], and the
region’s opinion from this issue. Let us be quiet regarding this issue and wait for the
proper time for it. But for them to strike Basra but we don’t [retaliate] or to strike Baghdad
but we don’t [retaliate], the issue is no longer—

Latif: Sir, | have something simple to say. | believe the Americans —belief means
concluding and sometimes feeling, and one should thank God because one’s feeling was
sometimes accurate. What Your Excellency said is like someone who had a dream that
came true. We used to say what Reagan said and we used to say what the Iranians said. If
you read between the lines you will realize that, apparently, the Americans promised the
Iranians more than this, a lot more than weapons and issues related to Irag. We should
keep looking closely at this until it reaches, some day, the position they agreed or
disagreed on. The proof of this is the speech Rafsanjani gave and I will go back to its text

42



50

51

and send it to Your Excellency. Rafsanjani stated, “We have no objection if the Americans
want to change the regime in lIrag, but then the new government would give us our
right.”® This speech of Rafsanjani is taped, so who inspired Rafsanjani to give such a
speech and how can America change the regime in Irag? We need to go back to this.

Male 2: Especially to his third speech and today’s [speech].

Latif: What did you say? No, his speech just two months ago. That talk occurred two
months ago. Who suggested that to him? We are not afraid of such a statement, thank
God; however, we must clarify it with others.

Saddam: That is very true.

Latif: We must investigate the motives of others and on what basis they made such a
statement. If they are opposed to our regime—that means if they ever invaded an area—
they might claim it was based on their agreement of dividing our country among them.
They might have agreed previously on sharing the lands of Iraq as soon as the war stops;
therefore, we will be stubborn and refuse to cease fire until all parties withdraw. It is
absurd to imagine them splitting our country. | believe some groups have been promised—
Iran has been hallucinating based on America’s promises. We shall seek the truth regar-
ding this matter, as | mentioned to you, Sir.

Saddam: Yes, we need to investigate such a matter thoroughly. It is very easy for Iraqi
aircraft to strike Iranian aircraft and in return, the Iranian aircraft will strike us, followed
by another aircraft that will intentionally strike the iron and steel factory, followed by
another aircraft striking the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, God forbid, followed by—{[Thirty
seconds blank in the recording]. No matter how independent I am or what kind of
principles | have, even if | stop the war, this infrastructure—the wise one will probably
say, “Why should I negotiate with a party who promises me nothing in return, when
another party offers me everything?” Let us talk about the Iranian mentality, | mean the
bad shape they are going to end up in and the losses they will suffer. Their infrastructure
and what was built during the last ten years is going to be destroyed. Why doesn’t
America ask Iran to negotiate with us?**

Latif: We should ask them.

Saddam: It does not have to be [inaudible], just a true and existing need and not created.
The need of the Iranians for the Americans is not created and neither is the need of
Americans for the Iranians. Their objective facts are clear and evident. So, it does not have

Iranian Speaker of the Parliament, Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani, spoke before the Iranian Parliament on 4
November 1986, the seventh anniversary of the US embassy seizure.

Saddam and Latif appear to be suggesting that US encouragement and unspecified promises to Iran, most
likely possession of Iraq’s predominantly southern Shi’a region, have dissuaded the Iranians from making
peace with Iraq.
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to be the Iranians’ illusions that makes them get closer to the Americans; it does not have
to be just the [influence of] Zionism that makes the Americans get closer to the Iranians.
There are facts, but additional known factors play a role expressing these facts. So, as long
as the Iranians wish the war to continue, they should resort to the Americans or the
Soviets, but they will need to pay a price for it.

Saddam, meeting with senior officials, discusses how lessons from the Iran-Contra

Affair affected Iraq’s decision to invade Kuwait. (15 December 1990)*

Saddam: Do you remember when they [the Americans] were preparing Israel to attack us?
And we said clearly, “If Israel attacks us, we will attack back, and if it [Israel] attempts or
thinks that possessing the nuclear bomb would be enough [to scare us, they are wrong],
because we are capable of burning half of Israel.”*® This happened last April, right before
the events. The war was launched on us long before all of this. It officially started in the
1986 meeting, and was exposed under the title “Irangate,” which included Iran, Israel, and
America, supported by some regional countries. All this documentation was released.
Then the situation developed to where it is now.> August the second was an attack and a
defense both at the same time, because we were unable to keep a base taken from Iraq and
yet we accepted this face, hoping they [Kuwaitis] would be our virtuous brothers while it
[Kuwait] turned into a base for villainous people to conspire against us.

The United States in the Mother of all Battles

Saddam and his advisors paid close attention to US signals and domestic politics in the months
before Operation DESERT STORM (January—February 1991). Saddam himself was the ultimate
analyst, instructing his intelligence services to provide raw news on America, but not analysis.
Nevertheless, his understanding of the United States lacked depth. He discussed with his foreign
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Audio recording of Saddam and his senior advisors discussing Iraq’s historical rights to Kuwait and the US
position, 15 December 1990.

Saddam exclaimed in a 2 April 1990 speech, “If an aggression is committed against an Arab and that Arab
seeks our assistance from afar, we will not fail to come to his assistance. [The United States and England]
will be deluded if they imagine that they can give Israel a cover in order to come and strike at some industrial
metalworks. By God, we will make fire eat up half of Israel if it tried against Iraq.” “President Warns Israel,
Criticizes U.S.,” FBIS-NES-90-064, 3 April 1990, from Baghdad Domestic Service in Arabic, 2 April 1990.
While in US custody, Tariq Aziz reported that Iran-Contra disclosures reinforced Saddam’s image of Ameri-
ca as untrustworthy and “out to get him personally.” Tariq claimed that this mindset contributed to Saddam’s
decision to invade Kuwait. See Duelfer Report, vol. 1, “Regime Strategic Intent,” 31. The quotes are from the
Duelfer Report’s summary of Tariq’s statement.

44



minister whether President Bush would attack Iraq even if both branches of Congress opposed,
whether he would attack days before the election in the hope of securing Republican Congres-
sional victories, or whether he might postpone elections if he thought his party would lose. In
the second recording that follows, Saddam says the United States would have been unable to

fight Iraq were it not for others’ financial support. America lost in Vietnam since, unlike the war
with Iraqg, corporations were unwilling to finance the war. Rulers in America and the rest of the
West, Saddam said, are merely representatives of corporations.

Saddam and his inner circle analyze US domestic politics, American warnings, and the
likelihood of US military action against Iraq. (Circa late October 1990)>
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Saddam: On the same day, | sent for Comrades Tarig and Latif and told them my analysis
now is—it seems to me that things are 50/50, or let’s say on the edge; neither war, nor—
both possibilities exist and they might be to the same degree. The first consists of choosing
the diplomatic way and long, drawn-out negotiations, but then things will settle however
they will settle. While the other one is the decisive way, resorting to the military option.
What we have here is a complicated country, meaning that decision making is complicated
in this country, to make the decision and identify it. When we want to gather information
about America, it is not a country like Iran where we can easily gather information. The
decision is also not Saudi so we can gather intelligence on Saudi [Arabia]. The decision is
American and requires being alert as politicians even before the intelligence community.
Actually, | forbade the intelligence outfits from deducing from press [reports] and political
analysis. | told them this was not their specialty, because these organizations, when they
are unable to find hard facts, they start deducing from newspapers, which is what | already
know. I said I don’t want either intelligence organization to give me analysis; that is my
specialty. I told them they should only give me news so that they don’t get distracted and
cover their failure with news they don’t understand.

We also understand our political role in finding the connection. So, | brought together both
comrades [Latif Jasim and Tariq Aziz] and told them, one of you will be assigned to the
Ministry of Information and the other to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which are the two

Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing Iraq’s foreign policy in the aftermath of the inva-
sion of Kuwait, 11 October 1990.

Saddam is not alone in concluding that political leaders are more qualified to assess their counterparts than
intelligence community analysts. According to Kenneth Lieberthal, “Presidents and many other senior poli-
cymakers are experts at ‘reading’ other political leaders—a skill most IC analysts understandably do not
share. If such insights are routinely shared they may improve the quality of intelligence analysis, especially
as regards elite politics.” Kenneth Lieberthal, “The U.S. Intelligence Community and Foreign Policy: Getting
Analysis Right,” Brookings Institution Foreign Policy Paper Series, Number 17, September 2009, xiv, 56-57.
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most important sources in politics. | want you to pay attention to how things are leaning,
toward war or peace, so that we may have enough time to give our troops, our organiza-
tions, and our people the signal to be ready, and not let them be caught unaware, because
constant pushing makes them indifferent and no pushing makes them indifferent, both
ways. We have arrived at the same conclusion that the way things are going now, we can’t
say [whether] they are going toward peace or a state of war. We agreed to continue on that
basis of analysis, which is what | used with the Iranians, some of it out of deduction and
some of it through intuition and making connections between issues all without having
hard evidence.”’

Tariq: The Secretary of Defense said that they needed a hundred thousand soldiers.” The
number, a hundred thousand soldiers, is either to con us—if it is a bluff, then so be it—it
means the strike is near. But if the timeframe of the expected military strike passes, he
cannot continue bluffing. He has to come out and say he is not going to send a hundred
thousand soldiers. Then he is going to be asked and required to answer why he is not
sending a hundred thousand soldiers. If he is planning on sending—

Saddam: [Interrupting.] In their latest statements, they have been pulling back from
discussing details. They are making general statements.

Tariq: Yes, but Sir, he has to respond. These Americans are daily under questioning, God
help them, even the Americans. Sometimes | see them being chased by the journalists,
almost cornering a person—he has to give a response. Cheney yesterday was on TV and
was asked, “When you send [troops] how many are you going to send?” He said that there
was no limit to the number of soldiers that are going to be sent. So they, if they don’t—

Saddam: So he generalized instead of being specific.

Tariq: If he doesn’t carry out the operation tomorrow or the day after, they will wait until
they have the hundred thousand sitting in Saudi Arabia.

Saddam: So he evaded responding to the last question?
Tariq: Yes, he evaded. What is even more than that, yes—

Saddam: Yes, he evaded giving a number, even from saying a hundred.

A few weeks earlier, Saddam instructed his advisors to concentrate on Iraqi deductions rather than on what
Bush chose to emphasize. Audio recording of Saddam and senior Ba’ath Party officials discussing Iraq’s
occupation of Kuwait, circa October 1990.

Cheney actually said that the United States would send 100,000 more soldiers (in addition to the 210,000 US
troops already there) to the Gulf region. The purpose of this additional deployment was to give the United States
an offensive capability against Iraq and increase the pressure on Saddam to withdraw from Kuwait. Michael
Gordon, “US Decides to Add as Many as 100,000 to its Gulf Forces,” New York Times, 26 October 1990; John
King, “Cheney: Administration Plans to Continue Gulf Buildup,” Associated Press, 25 October 1990.
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Tariq: Yesterday, the British commander of the Desert Rats said he would be ready for a
strike on November 15—>°

Saddam: So, he gave a specific date, meaning there is danger before the 15th.

Tariq: Yes, he said he would be ready on November 15, and therefore, if he is not going
to strike soon since he is not ready by November 15, he has to be committed to his word
because he is going to be held accountable ...

Saddam: Holidays—we postponed a strike on Iran because of the holidays.

Tariq: Yes, the holiday season is here, leave for the holidays. Christmas and New Years
are not something they are willing to compromise on. They are times for family gather-
ings and entertainment, and the president who brings corpses to his country at Christmas
time will be skinned alive in the US. Because if a war happens, they know it would not
end between November 15 and December 15. It would not end in one month and they
know it, which would mean New Year’s and Christmas would come with the tragic
results of the war obvious to them. He will not risk it; therefore, in my estimate we can
start calculating from—

Saddam: Then how will they do it now?
Tariq: Now, now, it is still a while away.
Saddam: Hmm, only two steps away?

Tariq: Sir, allow me. | told you the reason, the reason is the elections. Bush has a prob-
lem running his country. He is a Republican president, and both houses are Democratic.
Reagan ruled for a long time with a Democratic Congress, but his senate was a
Republican majority and they were supporting him. Now the majority of the house is
Democratic as usual, and the senate is also Democratic, and they are giving him a very
hard time. For the budget they gave him a hard time; thus, for this reason he may
consider war to gain a Republican majority, which would strengthen his chances of
ruling the US and of staying for another term. That is the only reason. As | explained to
you, Sir, | have no other reason. He is now on the campaign trail in support of the
Republicans in the elections. He is visiting the states and giving speeches, which is
common for American presidents to do. Meaning, he goes to speak on behalf of the
candidates from his party generally and for the—

Saddam: [Interrupting] But in that case, if he can’t reach an agreement with the opposing
party, would the president be able to make a monumental decision, if both parts of the
house were from the opposing party?

This reference is to the British Seventh Armoured Brigade, which would become part of Britain’s 1st Ar-
moured Division when additional units of the British Army arrived. See Patrick Cordingley, In the Eye of the
Storm: Commanding the Desert Rats in the Gulf War, (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1996), 13.
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Tariq: Sir, they—

Saddam: [Interrupting] They are going to stand there and tell him they are not going to
take responsibility and that he would have to do it and bear full responsibility on his
own. Would he be able to do that?

Tariq: Well, he met with the leaders of the Congress the day before yesterday, and they
came out and said they support the president in his current policies. But they also said
they advised him to be a little more patient. One of them even said that when the
president said he has lost patience, he responded that losing patience should not neces-
sarily lead to war.

Taha [Yasin Ramadan]: | believe that the US and its allies know that the war will not end
in five or ten days, so why would they strike 15 days before the elections? So you hit and
lose, and let the other party win the elections?

Tariq: The elections are on the sixth of the month, and the idea is that they can announce
the war three to four days before the elections, because at the beginning of any war the
people always feel more patriotic, so that could help win the election [inaudible].

Saddam: But if he sees the other party, would he say, “Let’s postpone the elections?
Tariq: [Inaudible.]

Taha: | am not entirely convinced that announcing the war by the American president
now that he is a nominee during the election period, after three months have gone by, is
going to improve his popularity and enable him to win.®° That is a little—not very
[inaudible]. The Congress [inaudible]. Second, when he says, and we heard him say that
on the 20th he will be visiting Saudi Arabia. So, how could he go to war before then?

Saddam: It could be to trick us.

Bush was not a nominee in October 1990, when this meeting was recorded. The United States was having
mid-term congressional elections, not presidential elections, at the time. As this makes clear, Taha fundamen-
tally misunderstood basic US political processes.
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Saddam discusses the role of capitalism in America’s involvement in the Mother of all
Battles. (Circa 19-21 August 1991)"
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Saddam: Some people thought that when you are a Westerner, all the treasures of the
world open up before you. They forgot that the ruler in the West has become the
representative of the corporations. The whole policy of corporations is built on the basis
of profits and losses. And their representative cannot make any risky decision and cannot
make any decision with dignity. There is no more dignity in the West.

Tariq: It has never existed.
Saddam: Well, it has never existed, but even—
Tariq: [Inaudible.]

Saddam: Even the way it existed in the ‘40s and ‘50s, this way doesn’t exist anymore
today. It doesn’t exist. So, the— the change has many advantages to the— the world, the
Arabs and Irag. We should know how to behave with regard to what happened. Every—
every situation has an indicator that could be measured up to the day and the hour. It is
true that they understand our situation, but at the same time, it is clear to us and clear to
the whole world that this is a victory for us, one way or the other.

Saddam: America, comrades, America is not an easy country. But | am telling you that
America disclosed its weakness when it launched its military operations against us in the
same way it unveiled its strength. | previously told you, “Let’s theoretically suppose that
Saudi territory and Saudi wealth did not exist. Would America have been able to
undertake a military campaign with this magnitude against Iraq?”

Male 1: No, no, impossible.

Saddam: If all the Arab wealth and all the Arab territories did not exist, would America and
the West have been able to undertake the campaign they launched against Iraq?

Abu Khair:* It is very unlikely.

Saddam: If the Soviet Union had not been in the condition it was, would America have
been able to continue with the military campaign the way it did?®

Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing upheaval and the communist coup attempt in the
Soviet Union, circa 19-21 August 1991.

The editors were unable to identify this individual, other than with the informal “Abu name” provided here.
Earlier in the recording, Saddam and his advisors were discussing the communist coup attempt in the Soviet
Union. The coup, which began 19 August 1991, was defeated two days later.
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Male 1: No.

Saddam: Three factors. Well, if any one of these three factors did not exist, the Western
campaign would not have been, at least we could say, would not have been able to
continue all this long time...

Male 1: No. That’s correct.

Saddam: Well, with regard to Vietnam, they couldn’t find people who would fund a
military campaign. So, in fact, the West is very strong but at the same time it is very weak.
As we said, those who are now powerful in the West are those who are governing in the
name of the corporations. They cannot fund a large campaign, because corporations are
not ready to pay, and we saw the results. One of the reasons in Vietnam and in other places
was due to the factor we indicated. The voter said he would not pay taxes anymore [clears
his throat]. To continue their campaign, the taxpayer would pay them small amounts, little
by little. They would not pay 100 all at once, or | don’t know how many billion, 50 billion
in one lump sum. Who in the world would fund a military campaign for 50 billion?

Male 2: 100 billion.
Male 1: Everything has an end.

America during the Clinton Years:
Potential for Rapprochement?

After Bill Clinton’s 1992 electoral victory, Iraqi leaders met to consider the possibility of rap-
prochement with the new administration and agreed to take a softer tone toward America in
the hope of improving relations.** Saddam commented that US support for Israel and its desire
for cheap oil would hinder rapprochement, but he described the new administration as prag-
matic, recognized the new administration’s softer rhetoric toward Iraq, and believed America
would need to limit its foreign military adventures if it wished to improve its economy. In a
recording from mid-1995, Saddam discusses his frustrations with American unwillingness to
abide by agreements reached during the visit of Congressman William (Bill) Richardson, who
had come to Iraq to secure the release of two American prisoners. In the future, Saddam

commented, communications would go only through Iraq’s ambassador in Washington.

% 0on19 January 1993, Irag announced a cease-fire in the no-fly zones as a “goodwill gesture to the new US

President.” See “Iraqi Cease-Fire Offer and Comment: RCC Declares Unilateral Cease-Fire, calls for ‘Con-
structive Dialogue’ with US,” BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 21 January 1993. Taken from Republic of
Irag Radio, 19 January 1993.
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In recordings from November 1995 and February 1998, Saddam and Tariq Aziz discuss

how US electoral politics affect America’s policies toward Baghdad. In one, the Iraqis wonder
whether Clinton will attack Iraq to help him win re-election. In the second, they conclude that
Republican calls for regime change were intended to weaken Clinton without prematurely re-
placing him, and that Democrats and Republicans alike recognized that America was unable to
unseat Saddam. The chapter ends with Saddam and his cabinet discussing the need to link new-

ly-elected President George W. Bush’s interests with those of oil companies.

Saddam and top-level Ba’ath officials discuss the causes and consequences of Clinton’s

electoral victory and the potential for improved relations. (Circa 4 November 1992)%

65

66

Saddam: Good morning, good morning. Good morning, everybody. The [people] of al-
Anbar did well with [cheering] “Bush, Bush, listen well.”*® [Laughter.]

Male 1: The group of comrade [inaudible].

Saddam: When they first started it. [Pause.] I don’t have an urgent thing, but I thought
maybe the comrades have ideas concerning the— the— the transition of authority from our
friend the—

Male 2: The bitter.

Saddam: The bitter [laughing] to the new person especially in the media perhaps they
need a stand or a [inaudible]. So, let us hear if the comrades have any comment. Yes,
Comrade Tariq.

Tariq: Mr. President, as a formal stand, in my opinion, we shouldn’t take a formal stand on
what has occurred in the American elections. We have previously discussed this in the
National Command, and there was an agreement. In the media, a new president has been
elected now. This president has not taken a specific stand toward us. He took— he made
some negative comments, not very severe, even though [the comments] were of a negative
nature, as | said. But the election campaign is one thing and the politics practiced is
something else.

Thus, | recommend that we don’t have words with this man. In other words, we should
not show Clinton a negative stand, but we should also be very clear that we don’t let our
people live in illusions, [thinking] this change is in its favor or in the Arab Nation’s
favor. That is to say, this should be clear in the analysis, because Your Excellency used
to, more than once, advise— advise us that one doesn’t necessarily need to express his

Audio recording of Saddam Hussein and his political advisors discussing the transfer of authority in the US
from George Bush to Bill Clinton, and the potential effects of the change on Iraq, circa 4 November 1992.
Al-Anbar is a large, majority Sunni province in western Irag.
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opinion through direct speech, but rather through analysis that leads to this conclusion.
Let us watch where his policies will settle.

Saddam: We were able to assess the situation, which | believe is still true. There are
proven facts in the American policy that we shouldn’t ignore. Among these facts are
interests that meet with—in part—keeping the Zionist entity strong at the expense of the
Arabs. And with such a basis, we’ll find ourselves clashing with it [the United States] in
one way or another, and so will every genuine Arab who’s ardent for his nation, even if
he is not a Ba’athist, because keeping the Zionist entity strong and effective at the
expense of the Arabs merely strengthens the extortion and constitutes a continuous insult
to Arab sovereignty and to Arab rights, including the harm done to the future that’s
supposed to, or must, or ought to be open for the Arabs as a nation, which has the right
to live and has the right to make progress according to its capabilities and circumstances.

But does— doesn’t Bush’s fall reflect one side of Iraq’s role in his fall? In other words,
hasn’t the Mother of All Battles been a basic reason for overthrowing Bush? ... Comrade
Dr. Elias’s expression is true indeed.®” That it is true that Clinton fell—

Male 3: [Inaudible] Bush.

Saddam: Bush fell—pardon, Clinton won in America, but Bush’s fall has its reasons ...
We say that Bush depended basically on the saying that he saved the world and saved
the West. Or rather he saved the West, if we concentrate, thus he saved the West from
the regime in Irag. His foes were answering him, saying, “You did not save us from the
regime in Iraq.” In other words, even in the subject of his success, he postulated that he
couldn’t achieve successes inside American society. But so he could say he understands
foreign policy, and to express his understanding, that in foreign policy, [he said] there
was a severe danger for the West. This danger was coming from Irag, and he confronted
it. They answered him saying: “You raised the topic of overthrowing the regime. Even in
this, where you say you succeeded, you failed.”

Saddam: Let them [the Iragi and Arab people] enjoy this part, but we just need to tell
them, “This is the part of your rejoicing that cannot be a permanent state of rejoicing,
except for one condition that exists in the same part of your joy; why did Bush fall?”

Saddam: But through our subsequent analyses, we should remind [you] of the established
facts that meet with the Zionist policy and lead the American ruler to imperial thinking

Earlier in the meeting, Dr. Elias had stated that while Clinton won the election in America, on the interna-
tional scene Saddam was the victor.
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regarding the Arab nations on two points: wherever the American policy meets the Zionist
policy, it becomes hostile; and wherever the American policy supposes it must obtain its
interests at the expense of the Arabs, it is imperialistic. And wherever there is oil, of
course in the second possibility we mentioned, wherever oil is brought up as one of the
reasons it is because the Americans must get it for the lowest price possible and in the
quantities they want, and at the Arabs’ expense, they project their prices. | would not say
the lowest price, but we should notice that even the right substitutes have prices that suit
them, regardless of what harm that might inflict on the Arabs, and in the quantity they
want, regardless of anything that pertains to the interests of the Arabs, we will then find
ourselves clashing with American policy. Thus, as a matter of fact, what happened in the
Mother of All Battles, and not in the symbol of Kuwait, is that we clashed with the West,
and the West— and the West clashed with us ...

Bush’s failure to achieve his goal was a basic reason for his fall. In other words, he put
himself in— in the position that it’s either him or Iraq. That is, within this— this— this
concept. So when that was not achieved, his competitors used it against him, to weaken
him, 1 mean. We can say nothing, namely, political, and won’t lose a thing. And we can
say things and won’t lose a thing. But sometimes in circumstances of this kind, results
occur without a word, under the title of politics in its traditional meaning. [For example,]
“An official so-and-so speaker stated such-and-such, and [inaudible] such and such,” I
believe. But we can say all this speech also without losing a thing. Not toward the new
ruler, or toward anyone else. In other words, we say that we are against the bad stands
and bad intentions and not against persons and—

Male 4: We would then have delivered an opinion.
Saddam: Yes, we would then have delivered an opinion.
Male 4: Yes.

Saddam: ... All the world is now saying, “Man, why are we then afraid so much?” Bush
fell and Iraq lasted. That is, definitely, there are people who [inaudible] say [inaudible]
people that he changed. Besides, there are some people who [inaudible] who’s changed.
Namely, when different results come out from one, people are afraid, etc., and shaking.
Besides, look at— look at his nestlings he hatched since he was an intelligence manager in
the Arab homeland. Look at how they’re doing now. In this region, his nestlings are many.
Half the Arab rulers who are ruling now are his nestlings since he was an intelligence
manager. The one in Turkey is also among his nestlings.®®

Saddam appears to be referring to Bush’s tenure as Director of Central Intelligence and of the Central Intelli-
gence Agency (1976-77).
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Tariq: | want to alert you to one aspect: this man was elected as a president of the— of the
American state. Perhaps he doesn’t intend to say bad words about us, and about you
personally. That is, perhaps, it’s— it’s— it’s not his aim to do so, it’s not on his mind.

Male 5: [Inaudible.] We prepare.

Tariq: If there is any imbalanced behavior, the Jews will extort him. That is to say, let’s
not forget the Jewish factor.

Saddam: The Jews will take advantage of it.

Tariq: Yes.

Saddam: They’re going to say the same day, “Bush offered us this”—
Tariq: No...

Saddam: “What do you have to offer us?”

Tariq: ... No, no, they are going to extort him. I meant that some vicious Jews are going
to extort him and say, “Look—"

Male 6: To provoke him.

Tariq: “—Yyou are weak, the Iraqgis say you are weak. Look at Bush and how they used to
fear him and so forth while they make light of you.” In return, he is going to say
something bad. As a result, the possibility to give and take will become slim if not
missed. Hence, all that | am asking is for the comrades to notice this aspect, which is that
we should not give the Jewish viciousness the chance to play—

Saddam: I have one last point, so that I don’t forget it. It is not— not important for this
meeting, but for the future. The Westerners are going to maliciously extort us once again
along with the inspection committees. Now, this is Clinton, I don’t know what to do in
order not to ruin our relationship with him. What is [inaudible].

I will actually no longer accept extortion, because we have nothing left. Let everyone
stay where he is. If they lift the siege, we can reach an understanding, but if they don’t
lift [it], we will have no more hope of reaching an understanding. We have nothing.
Whatever happens, we’re not going to knock at their door. But we don’t accept that
every day someone comes knocking at our door, [saying], “Actually, don’t let Clinton
get upset,” and “Don’t let what’s his name, the new British Prime Minister, get upset, or
this one, [John] Major, or the other one.” That is the limit. This talk, | mean, is not the
basis of our policy. That is, we reached this limit. Namely, if Bush is staying, that’s the
limit we’ve reached. And the memorandum we sent them is clear in its language, and its
vocabulary, and in—
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They’re going to come to us. Bush has four months left. There are two months. Two
months. “Don’t get that one, Clinton, upset with you.” “Don’t let so-and-so.” And we
tell them, “We actually—it is Clinton who is supposed to be willing to carefully handle
the relationship between us in a way where we don’t get upset with him.” Why is it only
he who gets upset with us? Why doesn’t he carefully handle his demeanor that is
legitimate in all standards? To have his demeanor balanced toward us? Why should we
be careful in handling our demeanor toward him? He is a state— a part of a state that
assaulted us and is still assaulting us.

In other words, if we accept peace with him, just because he says, “Hi” and we say “Hi”
back, this, in itself, is a big improvement. But on the level of diplomacy, [if] so-and-so
tells him a story, he tells him, “Hey buddy, Clinton, you don’t want to take an action that
forces us to take an action in return toward you and show a relationship of a kind that we
don’t want.” That is to say, I think all such talk is supposed to be this way.

Saddam and senior advisers discuss Clinton’s desire for talks with Iraq and impedi-

ments to improved relations. (13 January 1993)%°
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Saddam: What | want to arrive at, although I have elaborated a little bit and given you
comparisons, what | want to arrive at is that the new American president should review
the ... policy. Well, who considers it useless and sometimes dangerous? It’s the one who
reaches something—something he didn’t take into account and something not in his
interest. [Inaudible.] Well, all this animosity toward the United States and all its interests
in the Middle East are due to— are due to an international and Arab imbalance. It means
two imbalances. If an Arab regime were to suddenly change—let’s suppose they said in
the morning that the regime in Egypt or Saudi Arabia changed.

Usama:™ Yes, every [Inaudible].

Saddam: Well, what would happen to the US interests in the presence of such animosity
toward Iraq? Okay, let’s suppose we were told in the morning that a revolution occurred in
Russia and the young men are hungry and, | mean, agitated and filled with anger against
the— against the— against the— against the old regime because it placed a great country at
the service of the US State Department’s staff. What would happen? Nothing would
happen. It’s impossible that any reasonable person would stand up and say, “Let me forget

Audio recording of Saddam and his senior advisors discussing the US airstrikes on Iraq, the election of Clin-
ton, and sanctions on Irag, 13 January 1993.
Usama Abd al-Razzaq Hammadi al-Hiti, Minister of Oil (1991-93).
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about it.” [Inaudible]. With the existence of such animosity, the killing of children and
women and the shortage of— of— of medicines, well, it’s not possible.

For this reason, I believe that during this man’s reign, a change will occur. | could detect
in today’s recent statements after the operation what he was obliged to say because he is
American and the President of the United States.” Besides, this man—this Bush is being
asked on a daily basis about behaviors, stories, and questions. So, he [Clinton] should
say something related to this atmosphere that is [inaudible] and pertaining to the official
president before he assumes power. Despite that, he is still patient, he didn’t try to push
things. And he told a story where part of it, for sure, is related to — to the core of the
subject. He [Clinton] said that if he [Saddam] had spent the time he has been spending
on the maneuver of SAM [surface-to-air] missiles on the well-being of his people
instead, he would have become a great figure, or something like this.”

Male 1: Yes, Sir.
Saddam: He started to talk.
Usama: It means he was unconvinced.

Saddam: What’s this SAM maneuver? Do they think we are going to maneuver while
their planes are on top of us all day? Stop your planes. The— all this indicates is that after
he assumes power and after the development, expected in France in March, there will be
changes.” At what level will the changes be and to what extent? I don’t— I mean, I don’t
want to anticipate because we mainly rely on God, and then we rely on— we did not go
anywhere. We are still standing on our feet and our feet are steady on the ground and we
cannot say that the coming US president could review his policy after saying he will
modify the image of [it], which objects to our existence. This is the logic. These are the
political and economic reasons we should look at. They always want to prepare some-
thing so that when this thing becomes allowed [inaudible] Ozal, Demirel and others for
personal political and economic reasons.” They want to say that they were negotiating
before this thing happened, but don’t expect them to take a step if they don’t feel there is
a change in the US administration. Of course, they hear more through their channels
from the Americans than we do, because we have no relations with the Americans
[inaudible], their experience, their age, and the fact that they had relations with the

The “operation” refers to US bombing of Iragi antiaircraft missile batteries in southern Iragq on 13 January 1993.
President-elect Clinton said the following: “You know, if he spent just a half, maybe even a third of the time
worrying about the welfare of his people that he spends worrying about where he positions his SAM missiles
and whether he can aggravate Bush by violating the cease-fire agreement ... I think he’d be a stronger leader
and be in a lot better shape over the long run.” See “The New Presidency: Excerpts from an Interview with
Clinton after the Air Strikes,” New York Times, 14 January 1993.

Saddam might be referring to France’s March 1993 legislative elections.

Turgut Ozal, President of Turkey; Suleyman Demirel, Turkish Prime Minister.
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Americans before us. Since ‘84, Bush has messed the relations up.” Well, that’s what
happened. So, when they tell you they are going to speak with Clinton and so on, they
might, in fact, speak with him.

Male 1: They won’t get along with each other.

Saddam: Well, they will talk and their talk is useful ... All those are subordinates, | mean,
the Middle East governments are all subordinates and followers of the West, or at least
when they see that the West has a viewpoint, each of them swallows his viewpoint. That’s
the subordination. Their move is useful, but don’t put too much hope in it because it is
separate from the transformation that will take place in Europe and the United States. Yes?

Usama: Your Excellency, | would like to add a word to what you have said. Clinton,
today, despite the fact that he wants to support Bush in his measure, has said at the end
of the— the sentence you mentioned—

Saddam: The issue of the assassination—"°

Usama: Sir, this is one thing.

Saddam: Well, he is happy about it!

Usama: He said, let’s open a new page for Iraq to comply with the UN resolutions.
Saddam: This is addressed to me, | mean.”

Usama: But three days ago, if I remember well, he said, “What do we want from Iraq?
What we want is its return to the international circle.”

Saddam: Yes.
Usama: Well, the truth is that his words were full of optimism.

Saddam: The news agencies and the political commentators said that what Iraq did
delayed— delayed lifting the economic embargo from us. It’s possible. Who are you to

The United States reestablished normal diplomatic relations with Irag in November 1984, and did not with-
draw its ambassador until Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990. The official policy of the Bush administration, as
summarized in National Security Directive-26, was to engage Iraq in the hope of moderating its behavior.
See NSD 26, “US Policy Toward the Persian Gulf,” 2 October 1989,
http://bushlibrary.tamu.edu/research/nsd.php (accessed 30 March 2009).

In Clinton’s 13 January 1992 interview with the New York Times, which the Iraqis are discussing, the presi-
dent-elect said that “the people of Iraq would be better off if they had a different leader. But my job is not to
pick their rulers for them. I always tell everybody, ‘I’m a Baptist; I believe in deathbed conversions.”” Sad-
dam and Usama appear to be referring to this statement. “The New Presidency: Excerpts from an Interview
with Clinton after the Air Strikes,” New York Times, 14 January 1993.

Clinton said, “If you [Saddam] want a different relationship with me, you could begin by upholding the UN
requirements to change your behavior. You know, I’m not obsessed with the man, but I am obsessed with the
standards of conduct embodied in those UN accords ...” “The New Presidency: Excerpts from an Interview
with Clinton after the Air Strikes,” New York Times, 14 January 1993.
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speak about the economic embargo? What are you claiming now—that we impacted the
lifting of the economic embargo! This indicated that the main issues have begun moving in
the back of their mind. All of this falls within our analysis, since the division of our Iraq
into lines during the Bush regime did not cause a storm, it would perplex the man when we
raise the issue with him.” In other words, these are “pragmatic” [in English] people. It
means they are not— they are not— they are not ruled by some viewpoints which, although
we noticed that he [inaudible], that’s Bush. It means that he did not use any objectivity
and—you would say he belongs to one of the underdeveloped third world countries.

Usama: [Laughs.]
Male 1: Sir, if you allow me, we have a connection, Your Excellency.

Saddam: | meant to say that all the man’s [Clinton] statements will show all the tricks
they tried with him and how much they wanted to involve him, and the only thing he
said was “I support Bush’s measures to have Iraq implement the UN resolutions.” Many
UN resolutions have nothing to do with the UN Charter. Many of the resolutions that
have been approved have nothing to do even with the United Nations. For example, what
do the lines have to do with the United Nations?

Male 1: Not one resolution of the United Nations.
Saddam: | mean they have nothing to do with it. And the call to protect the—
[End of tape.]

Saddam and his advisors discuss the decline of the United States and the possibility

of rapprochement with the incoming Clinton administration. (Circa 14 January 1993)"
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Male 1: [Recording begins mid-sentence.] He provided us with information along with—
what is his name, Samir Vincent?®

Saddam’s comment about the division of Iraq into lines apparently refers to the US, British, and French im-
position of no-fly zones to protect Kurds and humanitarian operations north of the 36th parallel, and Shi’a
Muslims south of the 32nd parallel. See David M. Malone, The International Struggle over Iraq: Politics in
the UN Security Council, 1980-2005 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006), 97-99.

Audio recording of Saddam and his senior advisors discussing the incoming Clinton Administration’s atti-
tudes toward Irag, circa 14 January 1993.

Samir Vincent, an Iragi-American businessman, pleaded guilty in January 2005 to illegally helping Irag evade
the economic sanctions for millions of dollars in oil profits. For a number of years, he acted as an unofficial en-
voy between Iraqi, US, and UN officials. See Paul A. Volcker, Richard J. Goldstone, and Mark Pieth, Indepen-
dent Inquiry into the United Nations Oil-for-Food Programme (New York: United Nations, 2005), vol. 2, 72—
96, available at www.iic-offp.org/documents/Sept05/Mgmt_V2.pdf, accessed 3 April 2009; Department of
State, Bureau of International Information Programs, “Justice Department Secures Guilty Plea in Oil for Food
Scandal” (19 January 2005).
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Male 2: Yes, his name is Samir along with that other individual. | do not remember his
name. | mean that man, the oilman.

Saddam: His name is Oscar.®

Male 2: Yes, his name is Oscar. However, Sir, the inclination of the Clinton Administra-
tion staff members, as Mr. Tariq Aziz noticed during the meeting, had, in fact, a positive
aspect. I mean, Clinton had other alternatives along with some negative elements toward
us to the extent that the head of the National Security Group, Admiral Kraus [Crowe],
who is known for his inclination to support Irag.’* But, there are some positive
influencing factors. Also, the US Department of State is working on some elements and
is going to say, as Your Excellency recalls, they are working on this staff in a way that
the Zionist organization in addition to Bush’s hostile elements want to pave the way in
the Clinton administration for stances where it would be difficult for him to get out of
them later on. Therefore, they want the British to say—

Saddam: Such politics still abided, according to his [Clinton’s] saying, because they say
that they [the United Nations] comply with Bush’s decisions and that is of course a
strong message to Saddam Hussein since he refers to the UN resolutions in every matter.
He is very much aware and knowledgeable of the UN resolutions. If anyone comes back
and asks him, “Did you say that?” he will reply, “Yes, | said that. However, | did not
issue the UN resolutions.” He will probably say, “I was forced to say that for America’s
sake and according to my position as a president.”

Male 1: There is a story, Sir, about that man you are familiar with: Oscar.
Saddam: Who is that?

Male 1: His name is Oscar, Sir, the oilman.

Male 3: That is an old story.

Male 1: Yes, he has good relations with us and Samir. We made the connection so that
we don’t take time from Your Excellency— we connected him with Mr. Tarig. He is
going to carry letters to the new administration. We are not going to write anything to

This is a reference to Oscar Wyatt, the founder of Houston’s Coastal Corporation. Wyatt acted as an unoffi-
cial intermediary between the United States and Iraq, and in later years paid illegal kickbacks to Saddam’s
government for oil sales though the UN’s Oil-for-Food program. See Press Release, US Attorney, Southern
District of New York “Texas Oilman Enters Mid-Trial Guilty Plea to Charges of Conspiring to Make Illegal
Payments to the Former Government of Iraq,” (1 October 2007), available at http://newyork.fbi.gov/
dojpressrel/pressrel07/illegal%20payment100107.htm (accessed 23 March 2009).

Though Saddam pronounces an “s” at the end of the name, this is a reference to Admiral William Crowe,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff under Reagan and George H. W. Bush. Saddam might have viewed
Crowe as inclined to support Iraq since Crowe turned down Bush’s offer to serve a third term after his second
expired in September 1989, testified before Congress that a ground war with Iraq would result in 6,000-36,000
American casualties, and endorsed Bush’s rival, Clinton, for president during the 1992 election campaign.
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Your Excellency because as soon as he arrives here with Samir Vincent, we will send
them over to Mr. Tarig and hear what they want to say. We shall follow your instruct-
tions about the way to talk, in a surprising way to them and make them wonder whether
or not Iraq is capable of such discussion. But we are going to focus on the unity of Iraq
and noninterference, as well as other issues.®

Male 4: Sir, after the meeting between the minister and Mr. Tariq Aziz, there were the
same inclinations that he wrote about and summarized [inaudible] memorandum
[inaudible]. When he showed it to some influential elements of Clinton’s administration,
they could not believe the fact that the [Iraqi] officials can write in this manner and the
distorted picture representing us [laughter]. He said, “They want to hide your picture
from the new administration. Even, Sir, Mr. Nizar Hamdun, when he presented our
memorandum four or five days ago to the four representatives, it contained about four or
five issues which Nizar said he had heard differently.®

| called Nizar Hamdun to inform him of what | heard. He stated that it was not what we
presented and he requested a copy from me to send to his people who work for the new
Secretary of State.®

It was not at all how we presented them through Nizar. We do not deserve that. It did not
present the current Iraqgi situation at all, Sir. We do not want the world to ask, “What did
the Iraqis say?” And they will think we are being stubborn, arrogant, and so forth. There-
fore, we need to provide them with the main points in order for our enemies to be aware
of our issues. Samir and Oscar are very optimistic. Moreover, Oscar sent letters inform-
ing us of his arrival around the 20th. God willing, we will receive positive news and—

Male 1: As the saying goes, “Bringing us his money.” [Laughter.]

Male 4: Yes Sir, he is right, “Bringing us his money.” Then Jesus may punish me later.
[Laughter.] No, honestly he is a very practical individual and loveable.

According to Samir Vincent, Wyatt provided Iraq with telecommunications equipment, global positioning sys-
tems for army helicopters, and medical supplies. See David Ivanovich, “Defense for Iraqi Notes Emerges;
Wyatt’s Lawyers Say Oilman Relayed Messages in bid to Avert War,” Houston Chronicle, 7 September 2007.
On 14 and 15 January 1993, Nizar met with the US, British, French, and Russian ambassadors to the United
Nations to discuss resumption of UN weapon inspection flights. The identity of the minister with whom Ta-
riq met is unclear. While the reference to the “memorandum” is also unclear, Nizar delivered an Iraqi letter to
the president of the UN Security Council on 13 January which noted, “the United States gave the Council in-
complete information” and exaggerated Iraqi objectives in prohibiting UN Special Commission flights. The
prohibition, Iraq’s letter claimed, was merely “a temporary request.” See John Wright, “Iraq Told to Allow
U.N. Flights to Resume... or Else,” Associated Press, 15 January 1993; “Iraq and Kuwait: Iraqi Foreign Mi-
nister’s Letter to President of UN Security Council,” BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 14 January 1993.
Taken from Iragi News Agency, 13 January 1993.

This is apparently a reference to Warren Christopher, who became Secretary of State on 20 January 1993.
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Male 1: He is excellent, Sir, very honest and not a sneaky person by any means because
he is an old man.

Male 4: He donated $5 million to Clinton’s campaign.®

Male 1: He said we made him lose it. [Laughter.] He is a friend of the new Minister of
Finance [Secretary of the Treasury].*’

Saddam: They are unbeatable and known for being good negotiators. | mean they are
experts in negotiations.

Male 4: They are lawyers.

Male 1: As far as the Secretary of Defenseg, it is too late.®
Saddam: Do you mean too late to work with him?

Male 1: Yes.

Male 4: Today he [likely Clinton] had to present a statement that explained everything.
He was forced to do so and had no choice.

Saddam: Well, he realized that the first one was not enough and unsuitable, therefore, he
had to strengthen it.*

Male 1: They did not agree with him at all.

Saddam: It definitely did a major damage to America. Similar to Mikhail Gorbachev
when he destroyed the Soviet Union, he will eventually destroy America, bit by bit.

Male 1: Yes Sir, you are right.

Saddam: | mean that they are not about to use an obviously harsh approach, they will
gradually and smoothly destroy America. America must adapt to the new international

According to Federal Election Commission records, Wyatt did not donate any money to Clinton’s 1992 elec-
tion campaign. He gave $1,500 to the Democratic National Committee in January 1991, but this is a far cry
from what Saddam’s advisor is describing.

Apparently a reference to Senator Lloyd Bentsen, whom press reports indicated as early as 9 December 1992
would become Secretary of the Treasury. It is unclear why Saddam’s advisor described Wyatt and Bentsen as
friends, though the two shared various acquaintances among Texan elites.

Apparently Les Aspin, Secretary of Defense (21 Jan 1993-3 Feb 1994). Saddam’s advisor might have consi-
dered it too late to work with Aspin due to Aspin’s support for the 1991 Gulf War.

The first statement apparently refers to Clinton’s 13 January New York Times interview, in which the presi-
dent-elect emphasized interest in behavior change rather than regime change in Irag. The second statement
seems to refer to a 14 January press conference, in which Clinton, on the defensive, accused the New York
Times of misinterpreting his words and stressed that “no difference” existed between his policy toward Sad-
dam and that of his predecessor. See “Thomas L. Friedman, “Clinton Affirms U.S. Policy on Iraq,” New York
Times, 15 January 1993; “Clinton has ‘no difference’ with Bush on Iraq Policy,” United Press International,
14 January 1993.

61



90

91

situation, where the populations will recognize Somalia. They will face difficulties in
Somalia.”

Male 1: They are already facing obstacles in Somalia.

Saddam: | already told you that you just wait and see what is going to happen to them in
Somalia. They will probably face obstacles and problems before they even arrive there.

Male 1: It is going to be a slaughterhouse.

Saddam: The method used in attacking Somalia was unfair, since they had no government
or stability. If you were fighting an average country, you could strike its factories or its
buildings. What could you do to starving, naked people, fighting with their AK-47s? They
have no government you could send tanks to attack, and that they could send their tanks to
defend. The Somalis did not even own one plane to fly in order for America to strike it.
They were only carrying their AK-47s and fighting.

The Somalis were desperately fighting the Americans to obtain their shirts off their
backs. The Americans involved themselves in a major chaos and unnecessary financial
debts. The Somalis were fighting with stones, so to speak, and they gave hell to the
Americans and to the Israeli soldiers. On the Egyptian TV, they used to present the
Israelis as heroes until they were finally exposed and the Somalis gave them hell.**

If the Americans continue such politics, they are going to face major troubles. Why
would anyone want to elect an American? What did he say to him to influence him? He
will probably say to him that he promises to improve the economic situation. How could
he improve the economic situation with American soldiers spread all over the world?

Their economy will never improve with the expenses they spent in the Gulf and in Europe.
They spent 68 billion in the Gulf, and in Europe, they spent 128 billion. If America does
not withdraw its troops from all over the world, its economy could never improve.
America is not in its youth phase. America is at the edge of elderliness and at the
beginning phase of old age. This is nature, once you reach [inaudible]. The man might
delay the deterioration; however, | cannot imagine the deterioration continuing. | mean it
is impossible to give up its role of interference and influencing, and the latest foolishness
made people apprehend it more and forced the blocks to move faster than before.

President George H. W. Bush ordered US forces to Somalia as part of Operation RESTORE HOPE in December
1992. In support of UN Resolution 794, the United States was to lead the transitional United Task Force
(UNITAF) to ensure humanitarian aid until the establishment of the UN Operation in Somalia Il (UNOSOM I1)
later in 1993. The first Marines landed in early December. Saddam and his advisors, reflecting upon the contin-
ued US military buildup and involvement of the incoming Clinton Administration, apparently viewed this oper-
ation as an attack on a defenseless country rather than a relief effort.

The meaning of this comment is unclear.
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If America implemented a good policy, made a political difference in the world, empha-
sized improving the economy, etc., America would earn more respect from the rest of the
world; however, it is not afraid at all. This means it is not aware of the consequences. That
might result in close relations with China, the Soviet Union and India, Japan with Asia.
Germany will develop to be an industrial threat and France will overspread the world
markets. It will cause a major chaos all over the world.

Male 1: Sir, yesterday, as Your Excellency knows, the American president stated that the
first thing he needs to do is allocate funds for the American troops overseas, [inaudible].
He made such a statement yesterday at the conference.

Saddam: It is impossible for him to do that in order to improve his economy. He could
save a billion dollars from here, a million dollars from somewhere else, another two
million from another place that could be useful, but it would not heal his wound that is
so deep it cannot be healed unless he turns to the military budget.

Male 1: Reduction means withdrawal, Sir.

Male 4: Sir, he made a statement very similar to yours, Sir, I don’t recall the exact day,
but lately—

Saddam: | meant he is trying to make a connection with our issue.

Male 4: He said, “We will not accept anything conditional if we want to adopt “policing,”
[said in English] meaning “control” if you do not want [inaudible].

Saddam: Now, the issue is ours. | mean opening the wound this way, missiles striking
and aircraft flying and so forth does not agree with their policy. So, the first thing he is
going to do is to reach an agreement with us, saying, “Okay, now we have withdrawn,
please give us a break.” Fine, we do not want to kill the thief; we want him to leave by
the garden’s back door.

[One minute, 49-second pause in conversation.]

Saddam: Did you hear what he [apparently Clinton] is saying? He said the 88,000 tons
did not accomplish anything.*> How about one ton [inaudible] that they hit?

Male 1: He also said, Sir, that the United Nations became a policeman serving the
United States of America.

Saddam: All countries are going to be against the United Nations.

The 88,000 tons appears to refer to the approximately 88,500 tons of bombs dropped on Iraq during Opera-
tion DESERT STORM.
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Iraqis discuss communications with the Clinton Administration concerning two

Americans in Iraqi custody. (22 July 1995)%
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Saddam: Read it to the comrades.

Tariq: Through one of his deputies, [Bill] Richardson has informed us today about his
letter to Congress since he is supposed to come to New York next week to meet with me,
saying that he met with President Clinton last night, | mean on the 18th, upon his arrival in
Washington for one hour, in addition to other meetings with the president’s assistants. He
presented a report about his visit and particularly about his meeting with Mr. President, the
Commander [Saddam]. Clinton’s reaction was to confirm the possibility of commun-
icating with the Iragis and dealing with them.** There were hundreds of questions from
President Clinton about the meeting with Mr. President the Commander, which indicates
President Clinton’s interest. Mr. Richardson wants to reiterate his statement to [the Iraqi]
Mr. vice president, “Stay cool,” I mean for him to calm down. I will phone him tomorrow,
and | will remind him that their side did not abide by the agreement that required confir-
mation from the White House, because the member of Congress was to carry a letter from
President Clinton and also to express gratitude for the Iragi position.®®

Saddam: This made me doubt his intention. Perhaps next time he will want to discuss
certain issues. As for me, perhaps next time | will not be able to meet with him, because
not only is it unnecessary that | see him, but also what he told us was not implemented.
As for us, all that we told him we carried out completely, but as for him, all the matters
he talked about, none of them materialized. 1 mean everything. Okay, fine. How am |
supposed to ensure his credibility, that he is coming to negotiate on behalf of the
American government, as dispatched by his president or as instructed by his president?
There is nothing here.

Audio recording of Saddam and senior Ba’ath Party members discussing Iraqi laws, pardons, and various
other issues, 22 July 1995. In March 1995, two American aerospace workers in Kuwait crossed the border in-
to Irag. They were detained by the authorities, charged as spies, and sentenced to eight years in prison. A 16
July 1995 meeting in Baghdad between Saddam and Congressman Bill Richardson led to the release of the
prisoners. Peter Grier, “Iraq’s Hussein Raises Eyebrows by Freeing American Hostages,” Christian Science
Monitor, 17 July 1995; David Wallis, “The Way we Live Now: 1-26-03: Questions for Bill Richardson; Ne-
gotiator at Large,” New York Times, 26 January 2003; “UCLA: Gov Richardson recounts his deals with Hus-
sein, Castro,” 11 March 2008, www.youtube.com/watch?v=trqEqll6-iE, accessed 28 July 2009.

The Iraqis apparently also believed that Clinton sought to communicate with them through Wyatt. Three days
after this meeting was recorded, Clinton called Wyatt to discuss issues involving Iraq. Later in the week,
Vincent briefed Nizar Hamdun on Wyatt’s conversation with the president. Ivanovich, Houston Chronicle, 7
September 2007.

While the Iragi media reported that Richardson delivered a direct plea from Clinton and the US Congress, US
officials insisted that he visited only as a private citizen, delivered no letter or other type of document, and
lacked authority to negotiate any deals. Grier, “Iraq’s Hussein.”
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Male 1: Your Excellency, he presented the [inaudible] [laughter in the background]. It is
scary. [Inaudible] on television, | believe, Mr. President, there is no need to [inaudible].
He immediately [inaudible].

Saddam: Mayhbe this is related to slaves, the American slaves.

Tariq: They regard this as a traditional saying, just as if someone is invited to a setting
and he brings food with him, then he would start eating the food that he brought.

Ali:* [Inaudible.] That is in the event that it amounts to something.
Saddam: They will give him an antidote. They know what the cure is.

Taha: Mr. President, based on the developments and even the statements, you can deduce
that it is easy for him to leave. It is obvious he is coming [inaudible].

Saddam: No, no, they needed to come, so that they can release the [prisoners].

Taha: Yes, but, their good preparation and this statement released to us were done accord-
ing to an agreement with him. The correspondents went and asked him about the
statement. They asked, “Did the Iraqis do this?” He said, “No.” They asked, “Did the
Iraqis do that?” He said, “No, fine.” [Inaudible.] 1 mean he did not see this issued state-
ment. Well, he did not deliver a letter.

Saddam: “Stay cool.” That’s what he said, or what? “Stay cool,” just like what they say.
Taha: As for him being the representative, this is a known fact.”

Saddam: Don’t be upset because of those people, this is how they deal. As for us, we
already agreed, in the future, let them deal with the ambassador over there and wonder
now who lacks credibility, they or we.

Tariq: He said you.

Male 1: Mr. President, | expect some kind of relief. This is the first time an American
would come, despite all these announcements.®

Saddam: They needed that, and they were willing to take other steps if we wanted it.
[Voices overlapping.] The visit was positive. No, no, positive. Once they go to America,

Ali Hassan al-Majid (“Chemical Ali”) served as Minister of Defense (1991-95) and a member of the Revolu-
tionary Command Council (1991-2003). On 16 July 1995, approximately one week before this recording, Sad-
dam replaced Ali as defense minister and made him party head of the Baghdad-al Karakh region.

According to Richardson, the Clinton administration favored his mission as an unofficial envoy but did not want
to be blamed if it failed. He later recalled, “The Clinton administration basically said, “You’re not a member of
the administration, but if you succeed in getting the two out we want some credit. If you don’t succeed, nice
meeting you.”” See “UCLA: Gov Richardson recounts his deals with Hussein, Castro,” 2:08-2:21.

This is incorrect. In November 1993, Senator David L. Boren met with Tariq Aziz in Baghdad to secure the
release of an American who had also, according to press reports, accidentally crossed the border into Iraqg.
Mark Fineman, “Iraq Frees American Jailed for 205 Days,” Houston Chronicle, 16 November 1993.
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despite all this animosity, and appear on TV and talk about torturing people, then what
they say will no longer be considered credible, at least about the torture and terrorism.
They will ask him, “Did you see Saddam Hussein? Is he like normal people? Does he
speak nicely like normal people? Does he sip tea? Did you see him? What is this?”” He
will answer, “Oh brother, this is the first time we have seen things like that! He is a
cordial man, he converses, and we found him as a normal person.” And this imbecile,
their Secretary of State, when asked, “Are they going to release them? Did Saddam
Hussein release them”—do they mean that Saddam Hussein is a difficult person to deal
with? They did not say that verbatim, but that was what they meant. He said he was tired
of figuring out the difficult mind of Saddam Hussein.* I don’t know why he is tired. Is
this a chemical equation? Don’t you know that Saddam Hussein’s mind is like any

person’s mind? How are we supposed to deal with this, I mean?'®

Saddam and his advisors question whether US presidential candidates seek war with

Iraq for domestic political gain. (22 November 1995)
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Saddam: Our battle is not over yet; it is still ongoing. Comrade Tarig, what | want for
you and for the Minister of Foreign Affairs to focus on during this period is whether the
American president needs a war before the elections, or a war like the Iragi war, in
which he does not guarantee its results since he did not guarantee the results of the attack
that happened before. Is he going to push it off and try to avoid it? Because if he tries to
avoid it, its idea will put him in a critical situation. Making any type of reference to it
would make him face the fear of embarrassment when matters come to this point. If he
wanted it, then I do not think the opposite will happen ...

On 16 July 1995, Christopher publicly claimed he did not know why Iraq had freed the two Americans. “It’s
very hard to probe the mind of Saddam Hussein,” he declared. A year previously, Christopher said in a CNN
interview, “It is very difficult for me to get inside his [Saddam’s] mind. He has a very warped mind.” Peter
Grier, “Iraq’s Hussein Raises Eyebrows by Freeing American Hostages,” Christian Science Monitor, 17 July
1995; “Hussein Must not be Allowed to Provoke Future Crises: Christopher,” Agence France Presse, 12 Oc-
tober 1994,

A few weeks after this meeting took place, Hussein Kamil defected. The director of Iraq’s Intelligence Ser-
vice assessed that Richardson’s visit, along with other indicators, made it “evident” that “the American ad-
ministration attempted to comfort the Iraqi regime that there are good American intentions in easing sanc-
tions or opening a secret channel for dialogue...” However, he continued, “It appears that all of this was
nothing but a cover to evade their true, seditious intentions.” See Report by the Director of Iraq’s Intelli-
gence Service on the defection of Hussein Kamil, 29 August 1995.

Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing UN inspections, elections in the United States
and Russia, and other issues, 22 November 1995.
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Tariq: Sir, whether the president needs a war cannot be predicted before May or June. It
will be hard for an analyst in November to say when, and the battle has not started yet.
Until now, it is not known who is going to be his Republican opponent. It is true they
have [Senator Robert] Dole, but there are ten from the Republican Party. From the
Republican Party, ten entered the race. Will his party enter the race or not?'* It has not
yet been decided, but sometimes it happens. Because in the previous election there were
other candidates against George Bush from the Republican Party but—

Saddam: They withdrew.

Tariq: They withdrew. Will his popularity rise, so that he will be in a comfortable situation
in the election? Or will he be in a very critical situation and consequently the gang will
start, the White House gang, which usually decides the election by looking for outside
scenarios to support this candidate? In <92, it was clear that Bush wanted a war with us.*®
He wanted a war, but does he need it now? Now it is hard, | think it is difficult before the
campaign begins, which will officially start in February. Also, Sir, as far as [Rolf] Ekeus,
the papers and the reports issue, we still need some time to mitigate the turmoil that
happened. The turmoil is less now than in August, but it did not disappear.'**

From the tactical side, we are prepared to do a good job, | mean, preparing papers and
answering questions. I mean the technical work is much better than before because enter-
ing the war with the United States will be fully understood at the political level when the
technical side is strong and it will remain obvious that America, for a political and not for
a legal reason, is the one hindering lifting the sanctions. Sir, the battle has a political nature
and America has been unjust in this regard, and subsequently, this helps create support for
our position, not necessarily from the Western countries, but from the other countries in
the world. But following the technical and legal matter the atmosphere is still—

Saddam: No, no, | do not think we will disagree on this matter, but the follow-up on the
other side is important.

Tariq: Of course, we will follow-up.

Tariq is saying that it is too early to say if a Democrat would challenge President Clinton for the 1996 Dem-
ocratic Party nomination.

Tariq is apparently referring to the crisis during 629 July 1992, which followed Iraq’s refusal to allow
UNSCOM inspectors access to Iraq’s Ministry of Agriculture. In a meeting with his cabinet in July 1992,
Saddam similarly shared his “high probability analysis” that Iraq’s enemies “fabricated the Ministry of
Agriculture matter” because “they intended military action.” In the view of most Western observers, by con-
trast, Bush clearly did not want war. See Tim Trevan, Saddam’s Secrets: the Hunt for Iraq’s Hidden Wea-
pons (London: HarperCollins, 1999), 185; section “Saddam orders Iraqis to resist and intimidate UN inspec-
tors,” in Chapter 7 — The Embargo and the Special Commission.

In August, Hussein Kamil, the Director of Iraq’s Military Industrialization Commission, created a crisis for
Saddam by defecting to Jordan and providing UN inspectors and Western intelligence agencies with infor-
mation on Iraq’s prohibited WMD programs. See Chapter 8 — Hussein Kamil.
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Saddam: Because if it is not clear to him yet what will benefit him before next June, this
means any war before next June will put him in a situation whose results will be
unknown to him, because the nation’s image became clearer to him after the referendum
regardless of anything. The nation’s image is clearer to him now than it was in the past.

At the same time he has his colleague’s [opponent’s] experience where he entered with a
known weight, but did not get any result, a decisive result that would count for his side
in the elections. He also has an experience when he engaged in a strike where someone
launched his bombs outside the target. | mean when he bombarded the Intelligence and
bombarded al-Nidaa.*”

Saddam discusses the role of American domestic politics on US calls for regime
change in Iraq. (9 February 1998)"®
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Saddam: America uses the north and uses any kind of traitor under colorful covers in the
south; however, it will not allow the creation of a state that would be under Iranian
influence at the present time. This is the discussion going on right now. America wants
and hopes, but a disagreement in slogans emerged between senators and Democrats.'”’
The senators suggested that operations should have ousted the regime to make it difficult
for Clinton, and so that they say they know best, since they have the experience. And so
that they can tell him he failed in achieving the goal, if the regime is not ousted. And if
he does not strike militarily, they will embarrass him. Clinton proposed instead, since he
knows their intentions and they know each others’ intentions, and said, “No, we want a
military strike to stop Iraq from producing weapons of mass destruction; we don’t aim to
oust the regime.”*® This way he can say he achieves the goal wherever he reaches. Our

Saddam is apparently conflating two US attacks: the cruise missile attacks launched at the headquarters of
the Iragi Intelligence Service by President Clinton in retaliation for an alleged Iragi attempt to assassinate
former President George H.W. Bush in 1993, and a similar attack Bush launched against Iraqgi industrial tar-
gets on 17 January 1993, just before he left office.

Audio recording of Saddam and senior advisors discussing a potential military conflict with the United
States, 9 February 1998.

Saddam is apparently contrasting senators and Democrats since the US Senate at the time was controlled by
Republicans.

On 5 February 1998, Clinton said, “Our interest is preventing Saddam Hussein from building biological,
chemical, nuclear weapons capability and the missiles to deliver such weapons.” Regarding regime change,
he noted, “That is not what the United Nations has authorized us to do. That is not what our immediate in-
terest is about.” Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott, Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich, and a host of other
conservatives, on the other hand, called on the administration to replace the Iragi regime. At the time of the
recording, the United States had mobilized three aircraft carriers, 24,000 troops, and hundreds of warplanes
in the Persian Gulf to punish Iraq for failing to comply with its disarmament obligations. See Robin Wright,
“News Analysis; Pressure to Remove Saddam Hussein Builds; Persian Gulf: Calls to Eliminate Iragi Leader
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analysis says that of course Zionism is in agreement with the idea of ousting the regime
and will not feel comfortable unless the regime is ousted, despite all they say about
destruction, because they witnessed an event experience with their own eyes. They
witnessed how the re-building took place after the destruction of Iraq and watched when
Iraq possessed weapons and said it would hit Tel Aviv if Baghdad were hit.'® Therefore,
he [apparently Clinton] carried out this plan.

But under the American planning, those in power know very well they are unable to oust
the regime. Therefore, they have to identify a target within their power, which is destroy-
ing all the capabilities they can."® Also, the Republicans know, of course, that the regime
cannot be ousted, and because they are aware of this fact they raise the slogan of ousting
the regime since they know that Clinton is not going to oust the regime. As a result, they
will use it against him and the mind will weaken. The Republicans want to see Clinton
weak [but] they don’t want him to fall. They want him to be weak because if he falls, Al
Gore would take over."™* And once Al Gore takes over, he might have the chance in two
years to run for president again. In this case, it is possible for the Democratic Party to
continue ruling for six more years. They want the Democratic Party’s representative to be
very weak so that they can create problems for him to the point that he weakens without
falling, yet allow him to continue until the last day of the two years, giving them the
chance once again to return to power. These are the existing cases.

We are sure that Europe, except for Britain, does not want Irag. As for Germany, not
everything it says is true; it did not wish for everything it said, but it had no other choice.
What we know to be true according to our analysis that the French and Italians are talk-
ing about it, is that all of Europe does not want a weak Iraq, because they have started to
make the connection between their interests to have America control the oil region by
itself, or a weaker America.

Come from many Corners. All Strategies are Fraught with Difficulties,” Los Angeles Times, 6 February
1998; Steven Lee Myers, “Standoff with Iraq: The Overview; The President and the G.O.P. Diverge on
Irag,” New York Times, 5 February 1998; Peter Jennings and Forrest Sawyer, “Showdown with Saddam,”
ABC News Saturday Night: Peter Jennings Reporting, 7 February 1998.

This might refer to Saddam’s 26 December 1990 threat that Iraq would immediately strike Tel Aviv if
Baghdad were attacked. See “Saddam Husayn’s Interview for Spanish Television,” BBC Summary of World
Broadcasts, 29 December 1990. Taken from Republic of Iraq Radio, 26 December 1990.

William Cohen, the US Secretary of Defense, warned that a US military strike on Iraq would be “substantial
in size and ...impact.” He added, however, “I think we should not raise expectations unreasonably high.
What we would hope to accomplish ... is to curtail, as best we can, Saddam Hussein’s capacity to regenerate
his weapons of mass-destruction capability.” Susanne M. Schafer, “Cohen Dampens Expectations about
Military Strike Capabilities,” Associated Press, 1 February 1998.

On 6 February, President Clinton had faced questions in a press conference as to whether he would resign in
the face of the Lewinsky scandal.
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Saddam and his senior advisors discuss the environment with the new Bush Adminis-
tration. (29 December 2000-6 January 2001)""
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Saddam: Now, we have to make it clear that a connection exists between the new
American president and the interests of the entities, the oil companies, regarding increas-
ing or decreasing prices.

Male 1: [Inaudible.] I wanted to elaborate on Your Excellency’s question.’** There seems
to be an intersection between the position of the Gulf States and the American position.
[Bill] Richardson, the Secretary of Energy, has decided to meet with the Secretary General
of the OPEC Organization, for the purpose of not reducing production, and at the time, the
Gulf Cooperation Council for within their group framework, had an opinion***—

Saddam: Is this the new or the old?
Multiple Unidentified Males: The old.

Saddam: This is the old one. This is from another and we have to see the new one because
they lean more toward Bush’s family, especially the Saudis.

Male 1: This is what | believe they are going to [inaudible] him about the new direction.
Saddam: Why do you think | say let us see what is [inaudible].
Male 1: Correct.

Saddam: Because this is way beyond the capacity at which they used to work. There-
fore, this means there is a green light from the new president. So—

Tariq: The Republican Party and the Bush family are closer to the oil companies that
[inaudible, overlapping voices.] It is very necessary that you pay attention to the oil
market study.

Audio recording of Saddam and senior advisors discussing ties between a variety of countries, including
Irag-Egypt and Irag-US relations, between 29 December 2000 and 6 January 2001.

® Earlier in the recording, Saddam discussed a fluctuation in oil prices and instructed his staff to analyze a
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Gulf Cooperation Council statement on the subject. The reference to Saddam’s “question” appears to refer
to this request.

Richardson met with Ali Rodriguez, the new OPEC Secretary-General, on 6 January 2001.
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To Saddam’s right on the bottom row stand Major General Faisal Hamid and Staff General
Yehya Taha. On the bottom, to Saddam’s left, stand Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of
Military Industrialization Abd al-Tawab Mullah Huwaysh, and Major General Dr. Ra’ad Ismail.
In the back row, from right to left, are Head of Engineers Abd Al-Karim Abbas, Major Majid
Sarar, and Brigadier General Nizar Abd Al-Rasul. The picture is dated 29 May 2002.
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2 The “Zionist Entity”

...we should reflect on all that we were able to learn from The Protocols of the Elders of
Zion, and reflect on the nature of discussions that took place. We should identify the me-
thods adopted by these hostile Zionist forces; we already know their objectives. | do not
believe that there was any falsification with regard to those Zionist objectives...

—Saddam Hussein®

There is little disagreement today that anti-Semitism is widespread, though certainly not univer-
sal, among Arab publics.? The Pew Research Center reported in 2006 that “Anti-Jewish senti-
ment remains overwhelming in predominantly Muslim countries.” These feelings were particu-
larly pronounced in Egypt and Jordan, where Pew found only two percent and one percent of
the populations, respectively, holding positive opinions of Jews.® Anecdotal evidence suggests
that anti-Semitic feelings are widespread among Arab elites, not just the general population. For
instance, Saudi King Faisal ibn Abdul Aziz al-Saud reportedly used to present copies of The
Protocols of the Elders of Zion, an anti-Semitic tract plagiarized by the Tsarist Russian security
service from an earlier French document (which did not refer to Jews at all), to visiting diplo-
mats, even Henry Kissinger.* According to Saddam, every time the Saudi King met with a visi-

Audio recording of Saddam and Ba’ath Party members discussing issues involving oil, the United States, ter-
rorism, and other topics, 1 March 2001.

The debate that remains is over the origins of these anti-Semitic feelings. Some scholars claim it is a recent
phenomenon, caused by the trauma resulting from the creation of Israel in 1948 and Israel’s crushing victory in
the 1967 War, and sustained by the subsequent miseries of the Palestinian people and anti-Semitic themes im-
ported from Europe. Other scholars maintain that, though the 1967 War played a role, the roots of Arab anti-
Semitism are deeper, nourished by a mixture of local and theological issues, and that importation of

European forms of hostility to Jews has been constant throughout the twentieth century. The 1967 War played a
greater role than the war in 1973 because the Arabs’ defeat in the former was more pronounced. For a useful
and wide-ranging review of this debate, see Gudrun Kramer, “Anti-Semitism in the Muslim World. A Critical
Review,” Die Welt des Islam, 46 (November 2006): 243-76.

Pew Global Attitudes Project, “Europe’s Muslims More Moderate: The Great Divide: How Westerners and
Muslims View Each Other,” 22 June 2006, 4, 12, 19.

Richard Webster, “Saddam, Arafat and the Saudis Hate the Jews and Want to See Them Destroyed,” New Sta-
tesman, 2 December 2002.
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tor he brought up the dangers of Zionism, communism, and Masonry, which he considered one
and the same threat.’

Saddam’s public utterances put him firmly within this stream of anti-Semitic discourse.®
For instance, he publicly made the expansive comment that “anyone who insists on causing
harm to people cannot but be linked to Zionism, regardless of where he comes from.”” Nor was
that an isolated sentiment. Saddam has been publicly quoted as seeing the manipulative hand of
Jews as far back as the thirteenth century. In that period, the Mongol king Hulagu, a grandson
of Genghis Khan, conquered much of southwest Asia, including Baghdad, which was the center
of Islamic power at the time. In a phrasing that conflates Jews, Zionists, and Americans, Sad-
dam told Iraqis in early 2003 that:

History tells us that Western peoples and circles had played, for their own reasons, a
role in directing Hulagu to the east, indeed to the Arab world in particular. The Jews
and their supporters played a remarkably malicious role against Baghdad in the past
and this conspiratorial, aggressive and wicked role is today reverting to them, to the
Zionist Jews and to the Zionists who are not of Jewish origin, particularly those who
are in the U.S. administration and around who stood in opposite front of our nation
and Irag. The force in America proved itself to be incapable of educating itself. It was
not able to change itself into a capability, so that its impact would be humanitarian
and instructive. Zionism and prejudicial people had pushed it to search for a role
through a devastating brutal instinct instead of ascending to a position of responsible
ability and to its civic, cultural role which suits this age and suits the role of balanced
nations and their construction role in the collective milieu and work.®

Some observers, however, have come to Saddam’s defense on the question of anti-
Semitism, suggesting that Westerners, particularly Americans, have consistently taken Saddam’s
provocative utterances about Zionists, Israel, and Jews out of context, over-interpreting them and
even charging Saddam with anti-Semitism because of his mere association with people who held
(allegedly) anti-Semitic views. For instance, the fact that Saddam’s father-in-law proposed in a
pamphlet written in the early 1970s that three things God should not have created were Persians,

Audio recording of Saddam and Ba’ath Party members discussing a variety of issues, including the overthrow
of Qassem and “The Protocols of the Elders of Zion,” date unknown.

® Ofra Bengio, Saddam’s Word: Political Discourse in Iraq (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), 134-39.
Quoted in Daniel Pipes, The Hidden Hand: Middle East Fears of Conspiracy (New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1998), 104.

“Full text: Saddam Hussein’s speech,” Guardian, 17 January 2003, accessed 2 October 2008 at
www.guardian.co.uk/world/2003/jan/17/irag2.
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Jews, and flies is sometimes used to paint Saddam with the brush of guilt by association.® More
broadly, one might argue that Saddam’s undeniable opposition to Israel can too easily be mista-
ken for anti-Semitism. One might even argue that Saddam only supported public executions of
Jews and use of anti-Israeli and anti-Semitic tropes cynically, as tools to direct the population’s
anger outward, not toward him.

The captured Iraqi recordings do not support such contentions; their contents confirm that
Saddam’s anti-Semitism was deep and abiding. Nor do they indicate that Saddam and his inner
circle deployed anti-Semitic and anti-Zionist rhetoric only as tools to control the population. It
is clear that Saddam was subject to the same sort of prejudices and conspiracy theories that cir-
culate throughout the Arab world.

Perhaps this should not be surprising. Though Saddam and his inner circle had enormous
government bureaucracies constantly feeding them information, it seems likely that these bureau-
cracies validated and reinforced anti-Semitic notions rather than serving as sources for alternative
perspectives. In 2001, for instance, the General Security Directorate reported to Saddam that Po-
kemon meant “I am Jewish” in Hebrew and that the popularity of Pokemon among Iraqi youth
represented a dangerous inroad of Zionism into the country.'® A lecture at the Special Security In-
stitute taught students that “spying, sabotage, and treachery are an old Jewish craft because the
Jewish character has all the attributes of a spy.” These purportedly included being “sneaky, con-
niving,” avaricious, and lacking in moral restraint."* The tapes also reveal that one of Saddam’s
advisors observed in his presence that New York was a Jewish city, hinting that UN official Javier
Perez de Cuellar, who lived there, would, of course, fall under American and Jewish influence. **

Saddam was certainly many things besides merely an anti-Semite. Indeed, he had respect
for his adversary: “the Jews are usually smart,” he once commented in private.”® Nonetheless, if
Saddam truly believed that Jews had a remarkable unity of purpose and a near supernatural abil-

Saddam’s father-in-law was also his uncle, Khair Allah Talfah, a former Major who lost his rank and position,
and went to jail, for his involvement in a 1941 coup attempt. As a boy, Saddam left his home to live with his
uncle; as president of Iraq, he had his uncle’s pamphlet published and distributed. For claims that emphasizing
Saddam’s relationship with his uncle constitute attempts to prove guilt by association, see Najib Ghadban,
“Some Remarks on the Distorting Literature about Saddam Hussein,” Letter to the Editor, Political Psychology,
13 (December 1992): 783-89. For a similar assessment of Saddam’s views of Jews, see “Aljazeera — Saddam
and Jews,” www.youtube.com/watch?v=G9z7aWRAy5U (accessed 2 February 2008).

See General Security Directorate memorandum on the dangers of the cartoon character Pokémon, 2001.

See Lecture by the Director of the Special Security Institute on Zionist intelligence guidelines and duties, 11
September 2002.

Audio recording of Saddam Hussein and his inner circle discussing the Iran-lrag War and UN Security Council
resolutions related to the war, circa 1981.

Audio recording of Saddam and his advisors discussing UN weapon inspections and other issues, circa June 1996.
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ity to influence world affairs, this must have influenced the way he deployed Iraq’s resources. A
full understanding of the man and his acts would seem to require some recognition of the anti-
Semitic aspect of his belief system.

Saddam’s Views toward Zionism and Jews

In Saddam’s opinion, Zionists were everywhere.* It is clear from the discussions that Saddam
believed The Protocols was a reliable guide to understanding Zionist actions. Zionism, he
thought, was unalterably opposed to “progressive movements throughout the world” and fought
the notion of Arab unity by seeking to revive earlier cultures: Pharoanic Egypt, Phoenicia, and
so forth. The audacity and rudeness of the Zionists, Saddam said to his friends, was such that
the “Arab mentality” had a hard time grasping it. This made it all the more important to educate
the Iraqi masses about the threat and to confront it. Saddam grasped Israel’s audacity and rude-
ness and thus was more upset, by his own admission, about its 1985 raid on the PLO headquar-
ters than he was about all the losses to date of the Iran-Iraq War. Of course, the Americans (and
assorted others such as UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali) supported the Zionists to
the hilt. Nevertheless, Saddam and his colleagues were willing to consider the possibility that
the “Zionist Lobby” was behind the 1993 terrorist attack on the World Trade Center."

Then there were the Jews. Saddam’s words suggest that he thought the difference between
Jews and Zionists was at best nuanced and subtle. He would sometimes slip back and forth be-
tween the two, as when he said: “the Zionists are greedy, I mean the Jews are greedy. Whenever
any issue relates to the economy, their greed is very high.”*® This identification among Jews,
Zionists, and Israel is evident elsewhere, as in Saddam’s hypothesis that the Jews spread around
the world were a resource that enabled the Israeli intelligence service to punch above its weight.
Similarly, it seemed important to him to determine whether Boutros Boutros-Ghali’s wife and
mother were Jewish, a question whose import is hard to explain without reference to conspira-
torial feelings toward Jews as such. Moreover, The Protocols, the most famous anti-Semitic text

ever written, played a role in the Iraqi leadership’s discussions that is hard to explain away.
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15

Zionism is an international political movement that believes that Jews should have a homeland in Palestine.

See Saddam Hussein and his inner circle discuss the recent attack on the World Trade Center, circa 1993. A full
transcript of this recording is available in Woods and Lacey, Iraqi Perspectives Project—Primary Source Mate-
rials, vol. 4, 63-83.

For an identification of Zionists and Jews, see Saman Abdul Majid, Les Années Saddam: Révélations Exclu-
sives, (Paris: Fayard, 2003), 134.
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Saddam’s treatment of Jews in his literary endeavors, a private sanctuary into which he re-
treated during his last days in power, is consistent with his views from the tapes. As the 2003 Iraq
war approached, Saddam was putting the finishing touches on a novel, entitled Be Gone, Demons!
The novel was an allegory set in an ancient time, but with a contemporary lesson. In this work, an
Arab warrior leads his people to triumph over a force representing Americans on dates coinciding
with those of Operation DESERT STORM. The triumph culminates with the destruction of two tow-
ers belonging to the Americans. There is, however, an additional strand to the plot. The novel also
features a character named Ibrahim, whose three sons represent Judaism, Christianity, and Islam.
While the Christian and Muslim characters are portrayed in a positive light, the son representing
Judaism, who is named Ezekiel, tells his father that the only important thing in life is money. Ex-
pelled from the household, he becomes a usurer. Subsequently he becomes a weapons producer
and uses his influence to stir up confrontations among the tribes so that he can sell more swords.
When he falls in love with a woman and finds himself spurned, he attempts to rape her. In the
end, he gets his just deserts alongside the characters representing America.*’

Saddam discusses the importance of The Protocols of the Elders of Zion.
(Circa mid-1990s)*®

Saddam: As for Zionism and its role in attacking the progressive movements throughout the
world, I applaud the words stated by Comrade Qasim that we have to read The Protocols of
the Elders of Zion." And after that, we will study this matter. Comrade Qasim, why don’t
you bring some books for us, books about The Protocols of the Elders of Zion.

Taha [Yasin Ramadan]: [Inaudible] at the Ministry of Media.

Male 1 [possibly Qasim]: It is available at the bookstores.

Saddam: It is available at the bookstores, I think I have a copy of it.
Taha: We need some copies.

Male 1 [possibly Qasim]: We want a number of issues so that we can circulate them
around [inaudible] for further study.

o Majid, Les Années Saddam, 131-33. See also Jo Tatchell, “Saddam the romancier,” Prospect Magazine, 100

(July 2004), www.prospect-magazine.co.uk/article_details.php?id=6171; Ofra Bengio, “Saddam Husayn's
Novel of Fear,” Middle East Quarterly, 9 (Winter 2002), www.meforum.org/article/125.

See Saddam and his inner circle discuss Zionism and “The Protocols of the Elders of Zion,” circa mid-1990s.
Saddam might be referring to Marwan Qasim, the Chief of the Royal Court in Jordan. If so, this is ironic be-
cause Marwan Qasim reportedly suggested that Saddam improve relations with Israel in order to end economic
sanctions on Irag. See section “Saddam and the National Command speculate that King Hussein is using Kamil
to provoke a confrontation with Iraq,” in Chapter 8 — Hussein Kamil.
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Taha: [Inaudible] we are among those who promote criticism.?

Saddam: | feel great about the State Command meetings, perhaps more so than any other
meetings.

Izzat: Your Excellency, because these are more than just meetings.
Saddam: Because of what they discuss, as they do not bring up daily issues—
Izzat: That depress people.

Saddam: Yes, but because these meetings discuss thoughts and strategy and this is a very
important matter, as it renews the vitality of the intellectual and political thinking in a
person.

Saddam’s inner circle discusses the greedy and aggressive nature of Zionism and ways
in which the Ba’ath cadre could be educated about this topic. (Circa mid-1990s)*

Saddam: What steps are we going to take after this discussion about Zionism? | believe we
need further analysis of the information and discussion, then to produce an announcement,
or produce a booklet from the Cultural Office, but this has to be done after the comrades
have reviewed their presentations and briefs. They will have to develop those briefs, because
this is the first time we have conducted such discussion about Zionism at the State
Command. At minimum, we should produce an analysis of the information that was
presented at the meeting. | believe that the comrades have gained knowledge that will help
them when they discuss a subject matter like this one. We are constantly facing Zionism as
Arabs, whether in Iraq or everywhere throughout the Arab nation. Yes, Comrade Taha?

Taha: Comrade [inaudible] the secretary-general, | believe in the importance and uniqueness
of this matter, it is true.

Saddam: [To an aide.] Bring us cigars.

Taha: That is one of the main subjects we have discussed after the conference, and | find
this subject to be a section of the conference, the conference’s political report includes a
section about the Gulf phenomena, it contained analysis and validation. It contained
analysis of the religious phenomena, an analysis that benefited from the two consecutive
state conferences, from Your Excellency’s writings, and discussions carried out by you.

20 Taha is unquestionably referring to criticism of Jews and Israel, as opposed to criticism of The Protocols.

1 Audio recording of Saddam and Ba’ath Party members discussing issues involving oil, the United States, ter-
rorism, and other topics, 1 March 2001.
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There was an analysis about the Communist camp, and its collapse.? | mean, there were
manifestations, like the non-aligned movement.

As for Zionism, Your Excellency, Mr. President, | mean, this subject matter was
embedded within all subjects of discussion. However, it was not discussed as a subject on
its own. The Party has rendered its point of view and analysis with regard to this matter.
Your Excellency, Mr. President, | believe that the Cultural Office should prepare for this
subject, so that we can learn and benefit from the study of The Protocols of the Elders of
Zion with all its constants and ramifications. This way, the subject of Zionism would
become comprehensive because this is one of the conference’s recommendations, to study
this subject of Zionism. It was one of the agendas of the national conference. This is a
subject that deserves follow-up, and anything that will be published as a result of such
follow-up could be addressed to leadership ranks only, or perhaps leaflets will be issued to
the lower ranks, but we aspire to achieve a level of a national conference decision. | mean,
we have to give it such stature.

| personally [inaudible], have started to reflect on many of the issues the comrades dis-
cussed. | started to think about the subject of Zionism and its dangers, because in the past,
we used to use words like colonialism. We have really made progress with regard to the sub-
ject of Zionism; this was due to the discussions we had, in addition to reading two complete
books. This will require more time to consolidate our thoughts, I mean this requires time to
relate our understanding with our leadership structures, and we have to enhance awareness at
the lower ranks, increase the general awareness about Zionism. Your Excellency, Mr.
President, the Zionist will overcome a simple media attack. There is no true understanding
of the dangers of Zionism, with its ramifications, its material influences, and such
understanding does not exist. In the past, Ba’athists had a backward thinking. We could not
sit down with them, but when Your Excellency convened the eighth state conference, and
before the publication of this manual about heritage and religion, a discussion took place
about what the party leadership published.” The Cultural Office started to research this
subject [Zionism], and by then, it had formed a solid foundation upon which it will build its
research. Not only general remarks, like we used to say simple remarks like, “the Zionists
are backward [and] they are linked with the English.”

Zionism now needs to be fully understood, its true dangers need to be comprehended, as its
dangers are linked with its history. This is because we are witnessing reconciliation with
Zionism. Why do you think we started to study and read about Zionism? Many authors
whom we used to say had nationalistic backgrounds are somewhat acknowledging the word
“Zionism,” and it will be banned from usage. In the same manner [as at the] Baghdad

Taha is apparently referring to the fall of communist states in Eastern Europe and Russia.

* Saddam’s 45-page On History, Heritage, and Religion was published in 1981.
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Summit Conference—whose anniversary is today—we were requested not to use the term
American imperialism.* I mean, this was part of the Conference’s recommendations. So one
day, even in the context of the Arab League, there will be talk about reconciliation, and that
there is no need to be harsh on the word Zionism.? That is why, Your Excellency, we should
concentrate on this subject of Zionism. It should be one of the chapters of the Twelfth
National Conference, to be the foundation of the next conference, this subject must gain
priority with regard to the political report. This subject should be published in booklets and
distributed to the main leadership; perhaps the National Cultural Office will be given the
authority to publish books from this report for the lower ranks, to the level of Command
members. Thank you.

Saddam: If we need to research the subject of Zionism to the extent that it is incorporated
within the Conference agenda, | think the research we talked about is insufficient. | mean,
we have to branch out to other topics, because we should not adopt a title like “a view about
Zionism,” but we should adopt a title of “how we should confront Zionist plans,” then we
could incorporate that into our conference. We have to adopt an Arab revolutionary
movement that will encompass the entire Arab World, whose future will be the future of the
entire Arab Nation. We have to say “how will the Arabs confront Zionism,” or a point of
view “on how to confront Zionism.” After that, we should reflect on all that we were able to
learn from The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, and to reflect on the nature of discussions
that took place. We should identify the methods adopted by these hostile Zionist forces; we
already know their objectives. | do not believe that there was any falsification with regard to
those Zionist objectives, specifically with regard to the Zionist desire to usurp— usurping the
economies of people.... This is in general terms.

Zionism, after it has chosen among the choices that it has discussed, has realized that the
promising opportunity at the moment is to build its foundation on Palestinian land. From
that time onward, it has transformed into an imperialistic claw used against the Arab nation.
Zionism has partnered with imperialism and participated in its economic and political plans.
Moreover, it relies on its unfounded, imaginary historical belief for the purpose of
destroying the Arab nation...destroying here may not be sufficiently understood. This means
maintaining the weak state of the Arab nation and gradually reinforcing and transforming

The “Baghdad Summit Conference” appears to refer to a 28—30 May 1990 Arab League summit, held in Bagh-
dad, aimed at preventing emigration of Soviet Jews to Israel. Before the meeting, the United States had sent a
memorandum to Arab League states which, Saddam complained, indicated “that we should not use the word
imperialism...” “Arab Summit Opening Speech by President Saddam Husayn,” BBC Summary of World
Broadcasts, 30 May 1990.

On 16 December 1991, the United Nations General Assembly revoked UN Resolution 3379, which had “de-
termine[d] that Zionism is a form of racism and racial discrimination.” An Arab League resolution from the
May 1990 Baghdad summit, backed by Iraq, had called for “vigorous opposition” to US efforts to repeal the
UN resolution. Ben Lynfield, “Rhetoric for Iraq, a Respite for Egypt,” Jerusalem Post.
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the feeling that it is incapable of forming an Arab nation, because the belief and the feeling
that it is an Arab nation will be a permanent impetus for its unity.

Zionism regards unity of Arabs as contradictory to its existence. Therefore, Zionism’s line
of defense is based on the principle that the Arab nation must be broken. And to reinforce
the feeling of non-commitment to the concept of Arab nationalism, in other words, the
Arabs are not one nation, but they are peoples and countries. Following that, it is necessary
for Zionism to revive all the old historical frictions that took place in the path of nationhood,
So it can use them as the foundation, as a first phase, to break up the fabric of Arab nations.
By this, Zionism strives to revive Pharaonic [civilization] in Egypt, revive Phoenician
[civilization] in another, it revives Berber [civilization]. It is as if Zionism is opposing
Arabism, and it revives and revives, etc.

If we notice that one of the items that Zionism does not revive or does not desire to talk
about is the history of Irag. | mean, Zionism does not say, you [lragis] are originally
Babylon, nor does Zionism say that you are Assyrians. It does not say that you are
Sumerians. | mean, this is because Zionism regards this history as a threat. So Zionism will
avoid talking about any part that it considers strong for a nation’s progress. However,
Zionism will talk. For example, it will raise the issue that Iraq is not a united nation; it is not
a people that has formed historically and in a mature manner. It would say that the Iraqis are
people who have formed recently, and this is what the Western media is saying about Irag.
How did Irag form recently? It formed recently because there are Kurds, and the Kurds have
[inaudible] element, and the Arabs are divided into Shi’a and Sunni, and there is a certain
percentage of Christians, and that some Arabs do not know their original roots, whether they
have an Indian origin in the south or whether they have peninsula roots. In other words, were
they from the Arabian Peninsula? Or are they so and so? It is true that there are new theories
about some aspects of these issues; they all originate from Western thinking.

However, Zionism talks about Sudan. It would talk about the Arab minority that settled
there and originally came in from the Arabian Peninsula, etc., and then talks about the true
inhabitants and then talks about religions and so forth. As for the economy, the first phase,
we said that Zionism has partnered with Imperialism with regard to usurping the Arab
national fortunes. This was manifested through direct colonization. However, as the era
developed, direct colonization became impossible. Then the indirect colonization theory
emerged, also the type of colonization that is expressed within Imperialism, this term that
the American rulers attempted to delete from the Arab political dictionary at the Arab
summit held in Baghdad.? So how will Zionism react, especially when it will have means
for dealing politically and economically with the Arab world, means that are different
from the ones used at its old fortified trenches? Will Zionism be satisfied only by

See Note 24, in this chapter.
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partnering with Western colonialism through its companies, through its institutions to
fulfill its ransacking of Arab fortunes? Or will Zionism gradually form the mentality of
independence, in other words, solely controlling Arab fortunes?

The occupied Arab land is supported by Zionism everywhere in the world that Zionism
has established its presence. | believe such a development will take place; however, the
Zionists, | mean, they will face two phenomena. The first is that greed sometimes gives
impetus to premature action, and the Zionists are greedy— | mean the Jews are greedy.
Whenever any issue relates to the economy, their greed is very high. The other aspect is
the Zionists’ feeling that they are in need of the West, that when they provoke Western
national companies in a rude, provocative manner, | mean this is an analysis of an Arab
mind, however, we see that Zionist provocation is rude. | mean, the Arab mentality,
regardless, even with the enemy, it projects a bit of its own character. In other words, the
Arab mentality does not think that the enemy could reach that level of rudeness or
belligerence or the extremes. This is because the spirit of the [Arab] nation, even its
[dealings] with its enemies, is different.

But look, | would say that we were not surprised. | mean, sometimes the enemies go to the
extreme, more so than what we envisioned; likewise with the Zionists. When you observe
the Zionists, you will find them to be very rude. They are rude; they speak very rudely in
America about the Zionist entity’s interests, even if it appears to the American viewer that
such talk contradicts his own national interests. Likewise, they do the same thing in
England, France, Russia, and other countries. Despite that, we would say that greed is in a
haste, and economic requirements necessitate that they [the Zionists] should not provoke
Western national institutions at an early stage—that is in terms of economic interests—
unless they assess that they have realized that they are incapable of establishing influence in
the Arab World, and secure a reasonable portion of their interest without observing this
aspect with the West.

After that, and | do not mean after that in terms of timing, but this trend of Western
division of ransacked Arab fortunes will be parallel to an independent Zionist line [trend]
in ransacking the largest possible portion of national fortunes, and to work according to its
approach in destroying the psyche of the sons of the Arab nation, through its economic
interest, interests that are not necessarily agreed upon by the West, or at least not accepted
by the Western phased political plans. After that, they will start talking about how to usurp
trade. However, upon reading, one would not know how they will usurp trade and
industry. But in light of what comrade Dr. Elias has presented, it became clear to me that
trade tactics are pretty old.?” | mean, it is the core nerve of inherited economic activities.
However, from the time humanity was capable of forging contacts outside their stated

Probably Elias Farah, a Ba’athist intellectual.
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countries, within human presence, extend bridges with humanity outside the countries’
borders, international trade was established. However, industry is the trait of the era.

So how will they [Zionists] use trade and industry? They will persuade some weak Arabs,
or those who are working on weakening the Arabs, to fall prey in their arms, for the
purpose of creating a trend of mutual interests between them and other circles within each
and every Arab country. And they will select the weak to promote such a call. Given
Zionist greed, its first phase planning necessitates the establishment of beneficial
interests—I mean small interests—and handing it to those who will be tasked to carry out
promotion activities for these plans. Despite that, and | say this from an Arab mind,
because it was proven in reality that Zionism—do they really like to abuse, usurp money,
and act unilaterally? To the extent that they are not ready to, | mean, even the people that
they could use, they give them any form of persuasive participation in Arab world fortune.
This is taking place in Jordan during such a short time. This is happening in Egypt. | mean
no one came to us and said that the Zionists are spending billions of dollars to streamline
their political activities, etc. These, in my assessment, are the tactics of big countries that
have a stable economy and have large resources, just like America’s methods at one stage,
British methods at one stage. | mean even if they give out crumbs, even though the British
are very stingy, they are not like Americans.

But | would say, there are problems, sometimes, when one speaks about them. They are
worse than one that would speak about them, I mean in terms of economic matters, and in
terms of envy and chicanery that is manifested in their policies, when they control the
Arab nation. Therefore, if we argued along these lines, we would ask ourselves how to
confront this, how to confront these plans. And after that we have to penetrate outside the
context of just talking about political and historical concepts of Zionist actions; we should
start talking about a view of culture, a view on economic issues, specifically financial
issues, funds institutions, trade, then talk about industry and how it is fortified, and how to
resist Zionism, etc., and other details. I mean, when we say that such a topic should be
included in the Conference agenda, it has to be presented with a political plan in mind. |
mean, this plan requires diagnosis of all pros and cons. I mean, confrontation, after that,
we will realize that whatever we covered in our last meeting is insufficient to cover all the
aspects pertaining to this matter.

Saddam’s View of the Threat Israel Posed

Saddam’s views of Israel were conditioned by his view of Zionists and of Jews, the majority
population in Israel. That said, whatever Saddam thought of Israelis as people, the two countries

were objectively antagonistic to each other. Saddam also felt that Israel was a threat to the en-
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tire Arab nation, which he saw as (or at least wished to be) a unified entity. Israel might also
have been a threat to him personally. The General Military Intelligence Directorate reported to
Saddam in 1990 that Israel might attempt to assassinate him because of his prominent role in
leading the Arab world and because they recognized that Iraq’s “scientific accomplishments” in
the military realm were only possible because of his leadership.?

Saddam and his partners perceived an expansionist threat from lIsrael. They saw a small
state, certainly, but one with a powerful military and a highly capable intelligence service. Israel’s
hard power, in their view, was comparable even to that of the United States. For instance, when
considering the 1991 air campaign the United States and its coalition partners launched in Opera-
tion DESERT STORM, Saddam’s point of comparison was the Israeli air campaign during the 1967
War.? Israel’s soft power was also seen as substantial, as evidenced by a 1981 discussion of the
cultural threat from Israel and the Pokemon issue reported to him in 2001.

Thus Saddam felt locked in a potentially deadly confrontation with Israel, “the Zionist ent-
ity.” While the war might not be hot at any given moment, Saddam thought that Israel was an
intrinsically expansionist, aggressive state ready to use military aggression or subversion. At the
same time, while not necessarily desiring war with Israel at any particular instant, he longed for
a world in which there would be no Israel and he envisioned himself as just the historic leader
to bring this about. Nevertheless, it is far from clear that he thought he had a realistic chance of
doing so. Whether this calculation would have changed once he had nuclear weapons will prob-
ably never be known.

After the Israeli air strike on the Palestine Liberation Organization headquarters in
Tunis, Saddam explains Israel’s threat to the Arabs. (5 October 1985)*

Saddam: Now the operation that we are discussing is a new technique worldwide. | mean
it never happened before, worldwide, where Israel or a country other than Israel would
carry out such an operation and have a superpower nation support it and have had prior
coordination with it. I mean the American position is not one of support, it is rather an
American attitude, and the action is a joint American-Zionist effort and not a mere Zionist

%8 See General Military Intelligence Directorate assessment of Israeli intentions toward Irag, 22 May 1990. Sad-

dam often used the phrase “scientific accomplishments” to refer to Iraq’s nuclear program.

Woods, The Mother of All Battles, 271.

Video recording of Saddam and Arafat discussing the Israeli attack on the Palestinian Liberation Organization's
headquarters, 5 October 1985.
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act. Fine, we agree that the Zionists, by God, strike. They would launch a strike and an
explosion, they would send a booby-trapped car, they conduct piracy at sea, but they
would not go to attack a country just because it hosts the headquarters of an organization!
A country [Tunisia] the West considers moderate, and one that, for two or three decades,
faced Arab criticism for its position over the issue of division. All of this gets thrown up
against the wall and it goes to Tunisia and strikes the [Palestinian Liberation] Organization
with planes.

Better yet, and what is more difficult in the new international relations, is that a super-
power like the United States declares its complete support. Furthermore, it justifies its
support by stating that the Zionists” act is a legitimate act of self-defense. This certainly
confirms what we have read between the lines a long time ago, that Zionism and the Arabs
cannot live together. Even if it achieved security in the manner that we now see—meaning
geographic security—the social and political security will absolutely never be achieved
between Israel and the Arabs. Because, tomorrow Israel would say, “Irag, you have
elected a president with a history of anti-Zionism. On such a date and at such a time he
gave a speech against us, 30 years ago. Replace him. And if you do not replace him we
will come and demolish your palaces over your heads. And, so-and-so employee in his
industrialized policy encourages aggressive Iragi acts. So, you must remove him from
arms manufacturing and from heavy civilian industries. Also, we believe that so-and-so’s
project is a preparation for a future field of operation, which means that you have
aggressive intentions towards Israel and you must change that course.”

| have discussed this subject years ago. This issue between the Arabs and Israel will never
be resolved. It is either Israel or the Arabs. | mean, there is no solution! Things will range
between two situations, a flexible action here, and another flexible action there, either by
Israel or by the Arabs. This is considered an in-between situation; that is the indecisive
situation. The decisive situation would be either this way or that way. Either the Arabs are
slaves to Israel and Israel controls their destinies, or the Arabs can be their own masters
and Israel is like Formosa’s location to China, at best. Without that rule, it is not possible
to ease the issue between the Arabs and Israel.

So, how long have we been? | mean we have been at war [with Iran] and we have paid
with thousands upon thousands of martyrs, yet | have never been so upset over an issue,
before or during the war, as much as | am over this one. | mean it suggests carelessness
and humiliation to every human being, not only to every Arab. Toward every human
being, toward every human being of the modern age and a violation of all human laws, a
violation of the simplest meanings of international conduct, and a disrespect for humans’
worth. In other words, “Arabs! Who are you? You are nothing.” Up until now, the reac-
tions from the Arab world do not exist. | mean, I called Comrade Tariq Aziz in New York
and he issued a statement. | called [Saudi] King Fahd and I told him that this issue is big
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and dangerous, and that he must act because before the American statement was issued
and before we learned that the Americans support the action—I told him that he must at
least present [trails off]. I told him, “What else do we have but to talk? Isn’t that right?
Talk is all that we have left. Or is it only hand signals now? At a minimum, a strong
statement should be issued by the [United Nations] Security Council. And no doubt, the
Americans will use the veto. And so, you must work on it and that’s it.”

[Possibly Na'im]: They did not use it. The resolution was issued and the Americans did not
vote.

Saddam: They did not vote! God damn them.

[Possibly Na’im]: Their representative issued a resolution; | mean a statement, condemning
the aggression without specifying the concerned side. The American representative to the
United Nations [pause]—but they abstained from voting. [Inaudible.]

Saddam: Who was it among them, who declared their support for the aggression in the
beginning?

[Possibly Na’im]: The American president, Reagan.
Saddam: Himself?

[Possibly Na’im]: Himself, himself. He said like this: it is a legitimate act and it is self
defense and that it agrees with the American policy. *

[Inaudible background conversations.]

Saddam: Let’s go on, Na’im?! Just let’s finish this issue, brother. But, I mean there is no
justice left, by God. I mean at least, that’s it? By God, do we remain silent? | mean, at least
from a national standpoint and a political standpoint, we should do something. Something
that would make humans feel, make the world feel, make the universe feel, that we tell
them, “Hey people, the Arabs reject this.” | swear by God if we weren’t tied up, we would
have attacked Tel Aviv, by God. I mean we won’t wait for Tunisia or the resistance or the
universe to get us going.

So I thought of putting this issue forth and seeing what the comrades think. There are two
suggestions on my mind. The first one is to rally people all over Iraq at the same time and
in every city and every place and divide up the cities. Divide up Baghdad into places, |
mean places where people can mass, because it is difficult to transport them from one

The UN Security Council voted 14-0, with the United States abstaining, to condemn Israel for the attack. US Sec-
retary of State George Shultz claimed the United States supported the raid as a legitimate act of self-defense, but
did not veto the resolution since doing so would likely lead to the overthrow of the pro-Western government in
Tunisia. Reagan announced that every state has the right to retaliate for terrorist attacks ““so long as they have the
right people.” Bernard Gwertzman, “U.S. Defends Action in U.N. on Raid,” New York Times, 7 October 1985.
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place to another. | mean, they can stand there and chant against the three; against America,
against Israel, and against the Khomeini aggression considering the connection is one and
that it is from one side. I mean, they will put together an activity so the Iraqi press can
broadcast it. Or see if it can be a massing of people in a central area, a courtyard, the great
festivals square and one of the comrades would deliver a powerful speech regarding this
subject. | mean, that’s one. The other one is to be an official Arab response. Since the
Arab foreign ministers are there, meeting, we can make it count. Maybe we should call the
kings and presidents by phone so they can study the rhetoric of a single unified letter
signed by all Arab leaders. | mean a single copy or multiple copies if it is an administrative
difficulty as far as timing is concerned. This same copy can be sent to the Americans and
to all the countries of the world and to all of the international organizations, containing an
Arab objection to this criminal act and considering it an unprecedented dangerous act in
international diplomacy.

The other action—since the Americans remained quiet and made such a statement, | mean,
they are still tyrants. The Americans are still conspiring bastards and this thing is their
doing. The Arabs all together should at least pull their ambassadors for a period of one
month as an objection to the American policy in supporting the Zionist entity. The
weaponry is American, the American president himself supported the act and the
conniving has been happening before then, and this is a country they call “moderate” and
they consider Yasser Arafat among “the moderate mainstream.” I mean any suggestion
from you comrades, the first thing, by God, what are the things that you would accept and
what are the things that you would reject from this? But by God, I'm not going to come
and go, like that, one doesn’t know what to do.

Saddam attributes the effectiveness of Israeli intelligence to the Jewish diaspora. (30
December 1996)*

32

33

Saddam: The best technically able intelligence outfits in the world are the British, the ex-
Soviet, and the Israeli. But the most technologically advanced are the British. Why? Because
the Jews use Jews from all around the world to sympathize with the intelligence service.*

Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing various intelligence services, Hamas, and other is-
sues, 30 December 1996.

In the intelligence business, this practice is known as “ethnic targeting.” Israel is one of several countries
thought to use “ethnic targeting” in intelligence recruitment. F. W. Rustmann, Jr., CIA Inc.: Espionage and the
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Tariq: The Israelis?

Saddam: Yes, the Israelis, they use the Jews from all around the world for intelligence
matters. The Soviets use all the communist movements and what you would call the inter-
national peace movements, all the names you can think of for the sake of their intelligence
services. But, technologically the British intelligence service is more advanced than any of
them.

Saddam in a meeting with military officers during the Iran-lraq War analyzes the

sources of Israeli military prowess. (Possibly late 1983 or early 1984)*

34

35

Saddam: Look at this Israeli general [name unclear], he is known for developing a famous
military tactic.*® He had the ability and background to develop the tactic from his
experience fighting four years with the Allies in World War 11. Therefore when he puts
[together] war plans, it is a normal routine for him. He knows ahead of time what and how
much it takes to have before he goes into battle. So their expectations and calculations are
as close to reality as they can be. The military exercises and wargames should resemble
what is anticipated in the battlefield. In addition, directing the battlefield is like doing an
exercise: the more you do it the better you get. And all know that the result of the battle
depends on how the battle is directed.

In contrast to the Israelis, the Arabs lack warfare experience. Consequently, leaders in Israel
are enraged and worried over the experience that our leaders, officers and army staff are
gaining in this [lran-Iraq] war. Israel is afraid that it would lose its edge over us in warfare
experience. Therefore, Israel will do its best to remove from power all the leadership
personnel and army personnel in our country; it would do away with the experience we
acquired fighting this war, so it would end up with a less experienced foe.

Male 2: Your Excellency, we cannot forget that the Iraqi people withstood in this war and
learned a great deal from it. It prepared them to face and overcome any obstacle the war
may bring in the next few years.

Craft of Business Intelligence (Washington: Brassey’s, 2002), 125; Duncan L. Clarke, “Israel’s Economic Es-
pionage in the United States,” Journal of Palestinian Studies 27 (Summer, 1998): 26-27.

Audio recording of Saddam and senior military officials discussing arms imports and other issues related to the
Iran-lraq War, possibly late 1983 or early 1984. Other people in the meeting include a Major General Sa’di, a
General Sami, and a man probably named Hamid. It is unclear which of these are quoted below.

Saddam is likely referring to the Israeli general and politician Moshe Dayan, who played a great role in the
Israeli victories in the 1956 Suez campaign as commander of the Israeli Defense Forces and as Minister of De-
fense in the 1967 “Six Day’ War” and the 1973 Yom Kippur conflict.
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Saddam: Death and its effect on people is usually overwhelming, but by now the Iragis
have encountered death in the martyrs of this war and are accustomed to handling it
properly. Human nature represented by the heart of the families and sisters of the Iraqi
martyrs in their own weeping and mourning will always be felt; but the Iragis are better
prepared than ever to deal with it. If it ever happens that the Iraqi people were in a conflict
with their Israeli enemy, then the Iragis would be able to withstand three years of fighting
in a war. However, the Israelis cannot withstand one year of fighting in a war.

Male 1: Sir, if you were fighting a war with Israel it would not have lasted for a year and
you would have won by now. Just with the sheer size of our force we would win,
regardless of how good their leadership is.

Tariq Aziz discusses Israel’s strengths and limitations. (2 November, circa early 1990s)*

36

Tariq: Just as the discussion that took place the last time and previous times, the Arabs,
throughout their conflict have either grossly underestimated Israeli strength or they are
very much scared of it. Both approaches are wrong. | mean underestimating the enemy is
wrong, and the excessive fear of the enemy is also wrong.

Saddam: The two phenomena are caused by ignorance.

Tariq: Ignorance, so we have to know our enemy, we have to know its points of strength, |
mean the factors that led to its strength, and we need to know the factors that contribute to
its weakness. The enemy’s strength factors have enabled it to achieve the current state of
success and we have to know its weakness factors so that we can counteract them, work on
deepening such factors of weakness. The enemy—just as Your Excellency and the
comrades stated—has studied the Arab nation, they have studied the current Arab realities,
they saw the weak points in it, and they have deepened them. They did not create new
weak points, just as I recall in the seventies, when we confronted the Kurdish issue and the
colonialist intervention in the Kurdish issue. Your Excellency stated that Imperialism,
colonialism, and Zionism did not create phenomena. They took advantage of existing
phenomena. I mean there are phenomena, our society is a historical one. I mean the entire
Arab society is a historical one. We are not an African nation that has developed recently,
our age is thousands and thousands of years. We have religions, sects, ethnic groups that
developed in the Arab world, we have problems and historical complications, we have

Audio recording of Saddam and Ba’ath Party members discussing issues involving oil, the United States, ter-
rorism, and other topics, 1 March 2001.
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conflicts among ourselves as Arabs, we have love and hatred, we have regional issues, we
have national feelings as a natural phenomenon. Zionism is constantly studying this, and it
continues to study these phenomena. It is not like it has studied and stopped. No, it
continues its studies through research centers and Israeli universities. They are all
interested in these phenomena and their development. The Israeli government and the
Israeli intelligence services as well as the Israeli diplomatic institution establish strategic
and tactical plans to deepen those phenomena and use them to achieve their objective,
which was stated by his Excellency, Mr. President, which is the weakening of the Arab
nation. So we, on the other side, study the weakness factors that also exist in Zionism and
the Zionist entity. It is not all factors of strength.

If we want to summarize, a few years ago, we used to ask about Israel and its capability. |
have described Israel as an exceptionally poisonous snake; however, its ability to devour
and digest is limited, and it is not a tiger or a lion that attacks its prey and eats it in one day
or in hours like what happened with the grand colonial powers. | mean, if we take Britain
as a big colonial country that had capabilities, it used to attack a region and capture it. It
captured and ruled India for 300 years. India is 20 times the area of Britain, no, not in
terms of area, in terms of population, and about four or five times the size, and beside
India there were other countries as well. Why did this happen? It is because of the
capability. Britain, in terms of size, it was not bad, its population at the time was big and
consequently it was able to conscript a large number of [citizens], and its objective was
colonialism and not settlement. France was able to colonize and settle for a very long time
in various parts in Africa and the Arab Africa. Israel occupied the West Bank, Golan
[Heights] and Sinai in six days in 1967. Just like the snake would bite its prey and paralyze
it, either to kill it or paralyze it, paralyze the area that it has bitten, especially if the prey is
large, so it bites it and paralyzes it. Until now, and Israel’s objective is the West Bank, its
objective is the West Bank, and the West Bank and Gaza do not exceed 5,700 square
kilometers in terms of size. Until now, Israel has not been able to devour or digest the
West Bank because it is a snake, its body is small, no matter how much it eats, its stomach
is small, but its poisonous lethality is high. I mean its poison is very lethal to the extent
that its prey either dies or is paralyzed, but Israel cannot easily eat up the prey.

Male 1: [Inaudible.]

Tariq: Yes, yes, the Arab nation is big; even the prey that is closer to it [Israel], which is
the West Bank, it is very small, I mean the West Bank is the same size as [the Iraqi city of]
al-Hillah. [Laughs.] It is like an Iraqi governorate, what is this? All these expeditions that
took place throughout history, 1 mean the nations that conquer other nations, and defeat
them militarily just like what happened in 1967, it takes the land and takes the people, the
local citizens, it either expels them or brings large numbers of its own sons and
consequently overwhelms the natives in terms of population, in addition to its occupation
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38

of the land. But it doesn’t have [sufficient] people. All the Jews throughout the world are
14 to 15, let’s say 20 million people. What is 20 million in a world of 6 billion people?
And in an Arab world of 200 million people, this is all the Jews. | mean this includes the
Jews from Japan, in Argentina, to the Jews who live in Israel.

Taha: They say 20 million.
Tariq: The—
Ahmed: ¥ [Interrupting.] They say 20, and this is an exaggerated figure.

Tariq: Let us say 30, comrade Ahmed. Those who live in Israel are 4 [million], 1 mean,
these are accounted for. Now, and in the future, there are no large opportunities for Jewish
immigration to Israel. 1 mean Israel, from the time of its inception, has absorbed the Arab
Jews, all of them. They all immigrated, throughout 40 years, the Jews who live in
America, in Latin America, those who wanted to go to Israel have gone already. There
were some Falasha Jews, Ja’far al-Numayri has transported them to Israel and no more, |
mean there are no more Falasha Jews in Africa.* There was a hope that Jews from the
Soviet [Union] and Eastern European countries would emigrate to Israel in large numbers,
and indeed they came in large numbers, and it is over, there is no anticipated intensive
wave of Jewish immigration to Israel similar to the wave during that period. During that
time, the Jew who wanted to travel [out of the Soviet Union] was not given permission.
There was no democracy during that time, but now, there is democracy. There was no
business during that time, now there is business.

Male 1: There was no free economy.

Tariq: Ha, so why would the Jew who lives in Hungary leave? He is living in Hungary, the
ideological motives, the feeling of discomfort and poor economic reasons do not exist
anymore. Consequently, it is not expected there will be large emigration to Israel. Therefore,
Israel, Your Excellency, will maintain this description during the upcoming period. The
description as a snake, that paralyzes here and paralyzes there, and it poisons more than it
devours, and | believe this applies to the economy as well as the land. Because if we talk
about the Israeli economy, there is a difference between the international Zionist economy
and that of Israel. The Zionists and the Jews have, and the numbers of those who own large
capital is not small, they integrate with many institutions, but they come through Britain,
France, and America. They do not come through Israel; their masks are Western in nature.
Israel, Your Excellency, just like we stated at the last meeting and following up on our

Possibly Ahmed Hussein Khudayr al-Samarrai, who served as Minister of Foreign Affairs (1991-92) and act-
ing Finance Minister and Prime Minister (1993-94).

Falasha refers to Jews from Ethiopia. In Ethiopia the term is pejorative. In Israel, where most of these Jews
now reside, they are called Beta Israel. Between 1984 and 1991, three covert airlifts brought almost all the
Ethiopian Jews to new homes in Israel.
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points, Israel’s economy is that of a state economy, more so than a business economy. There
are no private companies in Israel owned by large numbers of people like General Motors,
large oil companies, and the companies we know in Europe. Because Israel was founded on
socialist principles, and the public ownership in it is more than the private one. Generally,
Your Excellency, Mr. President, in Israel, | mean Israeli society, we consider it a part of the
Middle East, it is the least Middle Eastern society in terms of numbers of millionaires. |
mean, there are more millionaires in Lebanon than Israel. This is because Israel is a society
that does not have much private ownership, because he who becomes a millionaire, how did
he become a millionaire?

Saddam: This requires an environment that encourages the development of millionaires.

Tariq: The majority of Israeli industries and institutions are publicly owned, and if there is
a private ownership within them, it is usually in the form of partnership, just like we have
here—the mixed economy. Of course, we have to study that. | mean, I am talking here in
general terms, a general culture, my presentation is not a specialized one. However, what |
am saying is correct.

In the wake of Israel’s airstrike on Iraq’s Tamuz (Osirak) nuclear reactor, Saddam dis-

cusses the Israeli nuclear and cultural threat. (Probably mid-June 1981)*

39

Saddam: You will notice that [Israeli Prime Minister Menachem] Begin is concentrating on
two issues. Unfortunately the international media did not cover this as they should. At the
time, they talked about Iraqi nuclear power as if it is a dangerous project for the security of
Israel. The media concentrated on an issue that seemed to be trivial, however, they have the
right to cover it technically, but he [Begin] has no right to concentrate on it. In terms of
humanity or socially, this matter is the treatment of children. He stated in his announcement,
and | think you have paid attention to what was stated, | think this was published in the Iraqi
media, but the international media did not cover it as necessary. He said, how do you expect
me to be comforted by a regime, where the president of that regime [Saddam] asks the
children, he tells them, who is your main enemy? And he corrects their response telling them
that your main enemy is Israel. Therefore, the Zionist entity and its allies are afraid of two

Audio recording of Saddam and his senior advisors discussing Israel's attack on the Tamuz (Osirak) reactor and
Iragi civil defenses, probably mid-June 1981. On 30 September 1980, two Iranian F-4 aircraft struck and dam-
aged Iraq’s “Tamuz” nuclear reactor at Osirak. On 7 June 1981, Israeli F-16 aircraft bombed the facility again
in order to impede what it perceived to be Saddam’s march toward the acquisition of a nuclear weapon. The
raid succeeded in destroying the reactor. For an account of the Israeli strike, see Rodger Claire, Raid on the
Sun: Inside Israel’s Secret Campaign That Denied Saddam the Bomb (New York: Broadway Books, 2004).
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main factors, which are included in one container, they are integrated together, they are the
human in his pursuit of social development and the human in his pursuit of gaining new
scientific knowledge within a clear political context and methodology. This will make Iraq
very proud of its national experiment, will encourage Iraq to be eager to defend such pride,
and to enhance such development, and will make such scientific advancement available for
the benefit of the Arab nation as a whole. This is the case that made Begin suffer from
insomnia for the last two years, as he stated, didn’t he say two years?

Tariq: Yes.

Saddam: For two years, he suffered from insomnia because of the Iraqgi situation. This is the
case that caused him insomnia, and not his claim of Iraq’s production of an atomic bomb,
the same type that destroyed Hiroshima. All experts and officials of atomic bomb affairs,
and the so-called Middle Eastern affairs admit that Israel currently possesses a number of
atomic bombs. What if Israel said to the Arabs, if it has imposed conditions on the Arabs,
that if they did not comply with, it will use atomic bomb against them, what will happen to
the Arabs? But what will happen to humanity? What will happen to the Arabs in the shadow
of such blackmail, and in the shadow of such a dangerous situation? | believe that despite
the losses that have been inflicted on us as a result of this action Israel carried out, the
Zionist entity, the one who raped our land, the despised entity, the historically rejected entity
by the nation, the one rejected by humanity and by the nation, because Israel is a focal point
of aggression and hostility, the Zionist entity in reality is not the same as their claimed
intentions. They are nothing but a group of Jews who were subjected to Nazi persecution
and are looking for a peaceful land, who aimed to stay away from any frictions with Nazi
ideologies or fall under Nazi persecution like what happened in the past.

The Zionist entity now and in reality is the same as it was originally intended: They are a
focal point of aggression and hostility and expansion, they are a focal point in which many
parties are helping and enabling it for the purpose of subjugating the Arab Nation by the
laws of this Zionist entity, and it is not a state that will live in peace, just as they originally
envisioned before the year 1967. | believe that all of humanity free from corrupt influences
has started to realize that the Zionist entity is not weak and oppressed. It is not an
oppressed entity seeking peace. They realized that it is a hostile, arrogant entity that is
imposed on the Middle East region and that the Zionist entity’s main purpose is to prevent
the Arab nation from developing, progress, and living a lifestyle worthy of it. It is our duty
to clarify this point and to continue to clarify this point on a large scale, because the
Zionist entity may come up with various interpretations about its previous aggression
against the Arab nation. But this aggression, in my belief, they are not capable of giving a
convincing interpretation to humanity. We have to turn this aggression to lessons learned,
into a much deeper understanding that transcends the obvious loss of an important ring in
our scientific and technological development.
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The Arabs, as a whole, must realize that even if all the Arabs acknowledge what is called
Israel, and with safe borders within the entire occupied Arab land, and even if the Arabs
have honored on their part such a state, and even if they complied or, let us say, bowed to
it, the Zionist entity will not accept such a situation. Not only because they are determined
in their expansionist agenda on the land at the expense of Arab sovereignty, but the Zionist
entity will even interfere in all aspects to include a request to change the path of a road that
extends from a certain location in Saudi Arabia, as they will claim that such action
threatens the Zionist entity, or on the basis that this is a military matter, or considering it a
matter that is not acceptable to Israel. The Zionist entity will impose on the Arabs to
change their educational curriculum in colleges, in high school. They will ban the teaching
of chemistry, physics, math, and astronomy as these are the type of sciences that could
lead to forming and accumulating human experience in a military field considered
dangerous to its security. Israeli intervention will reach the level of interfering in changing
princes, the direct-changing of princes, the requests of changing princes, and replacing
them with others, and changing kings and replacing them with others, changing presidents
and replacing them with others, changing the ministers and replacing them with others.
And perhaps the Zionist entity’s requests will reach the level of requesting the changing of
the director of an elementary school because he is teaching the children in his school with
nationalistic studies and social sciences. And they will even reach the point of asking the
Arabs to amend their history and to rewrite it with a new direction, including the history of
Prophet Muhammad, peace be upon him, and his struggle with Beni Qaynuga and Beni
Nadir in Medina.®

Israel and its Allies

Saddam and his associates believed that Israel had a great number of allies. These included the
United States, of course, though the Iragis never seemed entirely clear about whether the United
States controlled Israel or the other way around. Israel’s allies also included Iran, the United
Nations, and others. Sometimes the commonalities that held these strange bedfellows were clear
(whether they were correct is another question): Israel and Iran’s shared interest in keeping lraq
militarily weak, for example. Other times, it almost seemed as if the very exposure to Jews, for
instance in the heavily Jewish New York City, was osmotically subversive.

" The Beni Qaynuga and Beni Nadir were Jewish tribes that Muhammad caused to be forcibly expelled from

Medina.

94



Saddam and his colleagues discuss the array of adversaries facing them: Iran, Israel,
the United States, and the United Nations. (Probably 1981)"

41

42

43

Saddam: This is a fact, | mean you should not belittle this [Iranian enemy], and regard
them as turbans.** No, they are not turbans, the Iranians are satanic turbans, and they know
how to conspire and know how to plan a sedition, and they know how to communicate
with the world, because they are not the ones doing the communication. Look, can we
communicate with the world? Let us try to buy weapons now from the black market. Can
we achieve that the same way the Iranians can? It is Zionism, it is Zionism that is guiding
them [the Iranians]. Zionism is taking the Iranians by the hand and introducing them to
each party, one by one, channel by channel. | mean Zionism—come on comrades—do |
have to repeat that every time, | mean is this the time that we should end the Iragi war, and
in this manner?

Male 1: Your Excellency, Mr. President, with regard to the latest announcements of [then-
former Prime Minister of Israel] Yitzhak Rabin, [he] frankly wants the [Iran-Iraq] war to
continue.

Saddam: Yitzhak Rabin is not important, the important thing is that we are convinced
there is a conspiracy being prepared, and even the [United Nations] secretary-general is an
accomplice in it.

Male 1: Oh yes, he is an accomplice.

Saddam: He is trying to present himself as if he were the lamb, but in fact, he is the Satan,
and he coordinates [this conspiracy]. And | have said this from early on. | have told you
that there is such coordination, | mean America has two faces, one face that it displays in
front of us, but there is another face that aims to contain the Iranians, but it does not want
the Iranians to be defeated.

Tariq: Generally, the secretary-general of the United Nations [Kurt Waldheim] at the end,
at the end, he is an American.” | mean, this is the position of the secretary-general of the

Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing the Iran-lraq War and UN Security Council resolu-
tions related to the war, circa 1981.

While Saddam used the word turban, his choice of words would have conveyed a connotation of Shi’a clerics
to his audience.

Though it is never explicitly stated, Saddam and his colleagues appear to suggest that UN Secretary-General
Kurt Waldheim is a lackey not only of the United States but of the Zionists. In 1985, four years after leaving
the United Nations, Waldheim ran for the presidency of Austria. During the campaign, it was revealed that he
had served as an intelligence officer in the Wehrmacht during World War 1.
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United Nations, no matter what he tries or how hard he tries to reduce his compliance with
American policies, this depends on the person.

Taha: The Americans can influence the weak ones.

Tariq: No, in reality, in the last 20 years, the United Nations was bought. Basically, after
the Second World War, the United Nations has become an American institution.*

Male 1: A quarter of its budget.

Tariq: A quarter of its budget is supplied by the United States of America, and conse-
quently, the American influence over the United Nations’ authority is very strong. The
secretary-general lives in New York, he lives there with his wife, and children, 1 mean.

Male 1: His residence.
Tariq: [Javier Perez] de Cuellar, the deputy secretary-general is an international employee.”
Previously he was Peru’s representative to the United Nations. In other words, he was an

ambassador. | mean he was there for 20 years living there in New York. So at the end, at the
end, he is American, an American who lives in New York, which is a Jewish city.

Shortly after Israel’s air strike on Iraq’s Tamuz (Osirak) nuclear reactor, Saddam thought

he saw collusion between Israel and an “international party.” (Circa mid-June 1981)*

44
45

46

Saddam: | also forgot to comment on something that came up in the statements of the Israeli
officials, including [Menachem] Begin’s. Which is that after the failure of their first attempt,
which was spoken of in the Iraqi media and official statements and which took place at the
beginning of the war that took place with the Persians, and after the failure of these strikes,
the strikes of the Persian Air Force against the [Osiraq] reactor. And after they [the Israelis]
concluded that the Air Force, the Persian Air Force, was demoralized and had lost a lot of its
equipment, they decided to train their pilots for a long period to carry out this task. And they
put in their schedule to train for several months, some said six months.

The United Nations was founded after World War I1.

Javier Perez de Cuellar was Undersecretary-General for Special Political Affairs from April 1979 to December
1981, when he became Secretary-General.

Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing Israel’s attack on the Tamuz (Osirak) reactor, circa
mid-June 1981. On 30 September 1980, two Iranian F-4 aircraft struck and damaged Iraq’s Tamuz nuclear reac-
tor at Osirag. On 7 June 1981, Israeli F-16 aircraft bombed the facility again in order to impede what it per-
ceived to be Saddam’s march toward the acquisition of a nuclear weapon. The raid succeeded in destroying the
reactor. For an account of the Israeli strike, see Rodger Claire, Raid on the Sun: Inside Israel’s Secret Cam-
paign That Denied Saddam the Bomb (New York: Broadway Books, 2004).
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Possibly Tariq: [Inaudible.]

Saddam: No, they said six months, and if they deny that for a reason, then I will say it.
What do they know of what all their targets were? | think they did not intend to reveal the
target at the beginning of the training, they intended to claim it as part of the war, but there
were factors that made them realize that we knew this strike was from Israel.

The experience of the first strike was one of the lessons, and that other parties knew of the
strike, whether before it occurred or during its execution. And that this matter was going to
be revealed and so they were forced and also as a re-election factor for Begin, they were
forced to reveal the strike. If they knew that the [Iran-lraq] war was going to extend at
least six more months, to allow them to go in under its cover and carry out this hit, which
they trained for several months to carry out, and if they wanted to carry it out under the
cover of war, then they must have been fully aware that the war was going to extend for an
additional six months.

And that is not possible with just the information and the knowledge of the Mossad [Israeli
foreign intelligence service]. There must have been another international party cooperating
with them, not only on the strike and on information, but also on giving them information
regarding how long the war was going to continue between Irag and Iran. We don’t know
who this international party is, so we will at least leave all the excuses because the strike is
directed toward us. So it must be in the Iranian nation. And through this and other factors
you can guess why the war took place. Not only to direct a strike against the Iragi atomic
reactor, but also to stop Iraqi development. And you are also aware why the war continues.

Saddam discusses Israel’s influence over the United States. (Circa 21 January 1988)"’

47

Saddam: | always sensed that | have [encountered] suspicion from everybody, even those
who say that they are our friends. No matter how bad the situation is with regard to the
Soviets, I still suspect the Americans more than the Soviets, because the Soviets do not have
a ready agenda that necessitates their hostility toward us. The Soviet nature is that they are a
communist party, and the communist party throughout the world has started to shift from the
Soviet affairs. Therefore, the Soviets, perhaps they are benefiting from serious friendships,
that is, in terms of economic affairs and other matters, more so than benefiting from a
particular matter that works against their intellect, even the communist methods. However,

Audio recording of Saddam and his inner circle discussing the performance of Iraq’s army in northern Iraq, re-
lations with the United States and Russia, and UN Security Council Resolution 598, circa 21 January 1988.
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the integration between the Americans and the Zionist entity, |1 know ourselves, | know the
extent to which the Zionist entity regards us as dangerous, and even our own realization that
we represent danger to this Zionist entity, this is for your knowledge, | know myself, at least
I know myself amidst my comrades.

Izzat: The Zionist entity knows you.

Saddam: And I also know my comrades to a great extent. So this integration, as long as it
exists between America and Israel, this will constitute an instigating, annoying state between
the Arabs and America. The Arabs should always aim for the reduction of this factor in
American policy. Because America is a superpower, and that is a fact, America’s influence
is wide and extensive with regard to other matters, more so than the influence of the Soviets,
that is in terms of influencing countries of the region, in the international economic aspect.
And as an advanced country, as Arabs, we should always maintain relations with it
[America] and to continue dealing with the variables that will benefit our country and our
people. But this is a fact in terms of our relation with America, at least in the long run, this
will continue. Every Arab national, a genuine nationalistic Arab, he has to always and
continue to be alert about this factor, this integration [between America and Israel] and its
ramifications.

Taha: We in Iraq, especially, we have to be suspicious and alert.

Saddam suspects Israel and the “Zionist Lobby” in the 1993 World Trade Center bomb-
ing. (Circa 1993)*

48

Saddam: There has obviously been a special technical arrangement in which the United
States seems to have a hand. These dirty games are games that the American intelligence
would play if it had a bigger purpose, which would be bigger than the losses and sacrifices it
would have to suffer. But this issue concerns the American public—you would expect losses
in the bombing of the World Trade Center. Losses. And they had losses; the media
announced it and you remember it. So how could— would the American intelligence do such
a thing even though they knew there would be American human losses?

See Saddam Hussein and his inner circle discuss the recent attack on the World Trade Center, circa 1993. On 26
February 1993, Ramzi Yousef, a terrorist associated with the Egyptian Islamic Group, detonated a truck bomb un-
der the World Trade Center, killing six people. A more complete translation of this audio file is available in
Woods with Lacey, Iraqi Perspectives Project—Primary Source Materials, vol. 4, 63-83.
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Because this is not in the preparatory stage for us to claim that it is just a technical tactic
intended for a certain party. It must be done by a party whose heart would not break over
the loss of American lives and who would not suffer direct political consequences. Of
course we immediately think of Israel. Israel, when it conducts such an operation is willing
to suffer losses and it also has its methods by which even if some plans lead to it, it is able
to cover the matter up and distract people from it. The Zionist Lobby is alive and effective
in the United States. So this is one of the options.

Izzat: Sir, it is possible the Zionists played a major role in it.*®

In the context of a discussion about the UN sanctions, Saddam and his advisors discuss

whether the Egyptian secretary-general of the United Nations, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, is
Jewish. (15 April 1995)°

49
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Male 1: All of us say that [Boutros] Boutros-Ghali is married to a Jewish female and he is
a Zionist. How can we talk, discuss, and speak with him? And his mother is Jewish.”
What can we say to him? How can he understand us, as well as his teacher [Egyptian
president] Hosni Mubarak?

Saddam: If his mother is Jewish, he must be a Jew because the son gains his mother’s
religion.

Male 2: His mother is married, Sir.
Saddam: | do not know.
[Inaudible background talk.]

Male 2: His mother is married.

Tariq: His wife is Jewish.

Belief that Israel was responsible for the 1993 attack on the World Trade Center was widespread in the Arab
world. For examples, see Pipes, The Hidden Hand, 253, 261, 271.

Audio recording of Saddam and senior Ba’ath Party officials discussing UN sanctions on Iraqg, 15 April 1995.
Boutros-Ghali is, in fact, a Coptic Christian.

Boutros-Ghali’s mother was a Coptic Christian. His wife was Jewish. See Dilip Hiro, The Essential Middle
East: A Comprehensive Guide (London: Carroll and Graf, 2003), 101. The reference to Boutros-Ghali as being
a Zionist may be a reference to the fact that he was Anwar Sadat’s foreign minister when Egypt and Israel made
peace. Stanley Meisler, United Nations: The First Fifty Years (New York: Atlantic Monthly Press, 1997), 281.
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Male 3: In Judaism, if a Jewish man marries a Christian woman, the son will not be
Jewish. But if a Jewish woman marries a Christian man, the son will be Jewish. The basis
here is what comes from the mother and not from the father.

Saddam: It means if his mother is a Jew, he is a Jew, not a Christian. Is his mother Jewish?
Male 2: His wife is Jewish. His mother is Jewish and his wife is his cousin.*?

Saddam: Anyway, there are people who are Arabs and their parents are also Arabs and
Jewish. There are many ethnicities to which Arabs are not connected.

Saddam and his advisors discuss the role of Jews in the Clinton Administration. (Late
1996 or early 1997)*

Male 1: Sir, another subject deals with the recent changes that Clinton has carried out in his
government. Such changes confirm the extent of Zionist influence in his administration.
[Madeleine] Albright became the secretary of state; and William Cohen, who is also a
Jewish Republican, became secretary of defense; and Anthony Lake, who created the theory
of “dual containment” [of Iraq and Iran], he, as well, is a Zionist, he became director of
[Central] Intelligence; and another one named [Sandy] Berger who is also Jewish, he took
Anthony Lake’s position as secretary of the National Security Council.** What draws
attention is that the Egyptian newspapers, the day before yesterday, the Egyptian media in
general has vehemently attacked Albright, even the government’s official newspaper...

Saddam: We do not attack anyone, because we regard Clinton or Cohen or Albright as all
the same. This does not make any difference for us; we should not adopt the same path the
Arabs are taking. They [the Americans] are obliged, whether they like it or not, to deal
with us, and Iraq will be here, they have to put up with us, whether his name is Cohen or
Clinton or whatever other name.

52
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Boutros-Ghali’s wife was not his cousin.

Audio recording of Saddam and his senior advisors discussing relations with Jordan and changes in Clinton’s
national security team, late 1996 or early 1997.

Much of what this advisor is telling Saddam is inaccurate. Cohen’s father was a Russian Jew, but Cohen is a
Unitarian Christian. While Clinton nominated Lake to become the director of the Central Intelligence Agency, the
president withdrew the nomination in the face of Republican opposition.
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Saddam meeting with Yasir Arafat, Chairman of the Palestine Liberation Organization and
head of Fatah (1959-2004). The date of this meeting is unknown, but probably around 1990.
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3 The Arab World

There is no escape from the responsibility of leadership. 1t is not our choice to accept it or not. It s, rather,
imposed on us. ... Iraq can mafke this nation rise and can be its center post of its big abode. There are
smaller posts, but it must always be Iraq that feels the responsibility, and feels it is the central support post
of the Arab nation. If Iraq falls, then the entire Arab nation will fall.

—Saddam Hussein, circa 1980-81"

Saddam struggled to find a balance between the secular and religious aspects of political rule. In
theory, Ba’athism was non-religious and Iraq a secular state. During the 1970s, there were vir-
tually no references to religion in the regime’s public language. In fact, the regime emphasized
language and symbols recalling the glories of pre-Islamic Mesopotamia. During this period, the
state increasingly banned Shi’a religious observances, which led to Shi’a rioting in Najaf and
Karbala in 1977. In his capacity as vice president, Saddam responded to this unrest by telling
state officials that they should not use religious terms to have a “momentary encounter” (i.e., a
temporary accommodation) with religious groups.” Years later, he expressed continuing distrust
of individuals who used religion as a political tool: “By God, | do not like them, | do not like
those who work politics under the guise of religion. My trust in them is not good.””

Saddam, however, was first and foremost a pragmatist in his dealings with Islamists; he
had no problem accommaodating religious groups or politicizing religion when expediency re-
quired. His modus operandi involved both punishment and accommodation. In an attempt to
placate Iraqi Shi’a anger over the state’s repressive intrusions into the religious realm, in 1979
Saddam spent up to $80.5 million on mosques, shrines, and other religious affairs, prayed at

Shi’a shrines on national television, and made a fantastic claim to have descended from the

See section “Saddam claims that Iraq’s history and scientific expertise uniquely qualify it to lead the Arab
nation...” in this chapter.

2 Bengio, Saddam’s Word, 178.

Saddam said this in January 2001 in response to an advisor’s mention of Louis Farrakhan and his “million
man” march. Audio recording of a meeting between Saddam Hussein and military officials pertaining to
reorganizing the Iragi Intelligence Service, 14 January 2001.
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prophet Mohammad.* In 1986, while fighting for survival against theocratic Iran, he explained
to his advisors that if foreign Islamist groups would cease advocating theocracy and were not
on the verge of taking power, then Iraq could work with them. Tariq Aziz added that fighting
imperialists and Zionists were more important missions for Iraq than opposing Islamists.’
Saddam’s public use of Islamic rhetoric and symbols to garner increased foreign and domestic
support reached its pinnacle just before Iraq fought the United States and launched Scud mis-
siles at Israel during the “Mother of all Battles.”® Later years saw additional public displays of

Saddam’s piety and support for state sanctioned Islamic undertakings.’

Saddam’s public expressions of belief in Islam, however, might not have been purely tac-
tical; the dictator’s private conversations also include numerous references to his belief in God,
Muhammad, and the Quran. Saddam attributed Iraq’s victory in the Iran-Iraq War to Iraq’s “de-
pendence on God.”® A week after conquering Kuwait, Saddam explained to his advisors that in
deciding to invade, God “showed us the path ... guided us ... turned us... [and] blessed us.”®
According to Saddam, the uprisings following the war were partially attributable to a failure by
Iragis to “remember the mercy of God, and that God is stronger than any other power.”™* After
the war, Saddam explained the need to execute rebels and cross-dressers by referencing a fat-
wa.' Saddam noted that even Muhammad had lost military encounters, and that since what
happened in the Gulf War was God’s will, Saddam would be grateful.”” Saddam’s expressions
indicating a fatalistic reliance on God resurfaced while discussing relations with the incoming

Bengio, Saddam’s Word, 179; Sandra Mackey, The Reckoning: Irag and the Legacy of Saddam Hussein,
(New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 2002), 248-49. Saddam was prone to boastful hyperbole. For instance, af-
ter hearing a report that Khomeini’s father lived until he was over 100 years old, and that Khomeini’s brother
was in his 90s, Saddam exclaimed that his own uncle was able to ride a horse with a “very straight back” as a
120-year old and had lived to the age of 125 by smoking a pipe and eating lots of onions. Audio recording of
a meeting between Saddam Hussein and a foreign official, circa 19 August 1987.

See section “Saddam and his advisors discuss their desire to find a modus vivendi with the Muslim Brother-
hood” in this chapter.

®  Bengio, Saddam’s Word, 191.

In 1994, Saddam fostered mosque-building and banned alcohol to shore up his image as a faithful Muslim.
According to Iragi reports, Saddam donated 28 liters of blood over a three year period so that a Koran in a
mosque memorializing the Mother of all Battles could be hand-written with his blood. Around 2000, Saddam
further shifted Iraq’s identity from a secular to a religious state. See Philip Smucker, “Iraq builds ‘Mother of
all Battles’ mosque in praise of Saddam,” Daily Telegraph, 29 July 2001; Ajami, The Foreigner’s Gift, 318.
See section “Saddam recounts some of his favorite war stories during the last month of the conflict,” in Chap-
ter 4 — Saddam’s Qadisiyyah.

See section “Saddam appraises American and international reactions to the invasion of Kuwait,” in Chapter 5
— The Mother of all Battles.

See section “Hussein Kamil informs Saddam that his inner circle was too scared to tell him about the low
morale...,” in Chapter 5 — The Mother of all Battles.

See section “Saddam meets with tribal leaders...,” in Chapter 5 — The Mother of all Battles.

See section “Saddam discusses how Iraq won the Gulf War...,” in Chapter 5 — The Mother of all Battles.
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Clinton administration, negotiating with the international community the disarmament demands
imposed on Iraq, and recognizing his descent from power while in US captivity."

It is difficult to determine the degree to which Saddam’s religious beliefs motivated, as
opposed to merely justified, his geopolitical ambitions.'* By all accounts, Saddam aspired to ex-
pand Iraqgi influence and lead the Arab world. A year before becoming president, Saddam told a
group of military officials that he could not guarantee them a quiet life. Iraq had formerly
reached China and southern Europe, he told them, and “We have the right to aspire to make the
shape of the present reflect the splendor of the past.”** Only Irag, Saddam told his advisors, had
the necessary historical experience, population density, and scientific and material capabilities
to lead the Arab world. “There is no escape from the responsibility of leadership,” he ex-
claimed.”® Saddam viewed himself on par with such historical leaders as Nebuchadnezzar and
Saladin. When encouraged to declare himself Caliph (leader of all Muslims) during a 1990
meeting with the head of the Palestinian Islamic Jihad, Saddam did not renounce such ambition;
instead he responded, “It is too early for that.”*’ Saddam’s ambitions for Iraq apparently per-
sisted even while he languished in US captivity. As he explained to his FBI interrogator, God
had destined Iraq for greatness. Few countries had ever led the world, he noted, yet God had

given Iraq a unique “gift” that enabled it to “go to the top” many times.®

Saddam’s pursuit of regional leadership, which he considered Iraq’s historical destiny,
lay at the heart of much of his foreign policy. Sadat’s decision to make peace with Israel pro-
vided Saddam with the opportunity of a lifetime to replace Egypt as the leader of the Arab
world. Baghdad headed the states rejecting the Camp David Treaty by hosting Arab League

B See sections “Saddam and senior advisers discuss Clinton’s desire for talks...,” in Chapter 1 — The United

States; “Saddam discusses areas in which Irag should continue refusing UN disarmament demands ...,” in
Chapter 7 — The Embargo and the Special Commission; George Piro Informal Conversation with Saddam, 11
June 2004, accessed 2 September 2009 at www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv. All subsequent citations to Piro’s interroga-
tion reports and reports of informal conversations are also found at the National Security Archive website.

For an argument that Saddam used Islam solely instrumentally, and was not a sincere believer, see Jerry M.
Long, Saddam’s War of Words: Politics, Religion, and the Iraqi Invasion of Kuwait (Austin, TX: University
of Texas Press, 2004), 56-58. One of Saddam’s interpreters, on the other hand, described him as “a practis-
ing Muslim who wanted to be a good man.” See Philip Delves Broughton, “The Nice Side of Saddam,” The
Spectator, 6 December 2003.

> Bengio, Saddam’s Word, 166.

1° See section “Saddam claims that Iraq’s history and scientific expertise uniquely qualify it to lead the Arab na-
tion ...” in this chapter.

See Minutes of a reception for Saddam Hussein and As’ad Bayud Al-Tamimi, the Chief of the Islamic Jihad
Movement (Bait Al-Maqdis), 30 September 1990.

George Piro Interrogation of Saddam, Session Number 1, 7 February 2004.
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conferences to discuss how to punish Egypt, and by leading the charge in implementing the
League’s decisions.

A few years later, Iraq found itself in a war with Iran that Saddam framed in terms of de-
fending the Arab world against an aggressive horde of Persian religious fanatics. In a September
1980 conversation on Iraq’s war objectives with Iran, Saddam noted that Arab public opinion
supported Iraq’s military actions against Iran. Retaking the Shatt al-Arab, he claimed, would
have a profound effect on the Arab psyche by showing Arabs that they could regain occupied
lands. He said that if the Arabs would provide him with a pan-Arab army, he would use it to
coerce Israel to cede control of the land it had occupied since 1967."

From Saddam’s perspective, Zionists and the Western media were primarily responsible
for Arab divisions. They sought to enervate pan-Arab sentiment, he alleged, by reviving Pha-
raonic, Phoenician, and Berber civilizations in different areas of the Arab world. Moreover, he
observed, they undermined Iragi unity by emphasizing Kurdish, Shi’a, and Sunni divisions.*
Saddam, by contrast, drew on pre-Islamic themes to unify Iragis. He funded festivals, mu-
seums, historians, and archaeologists to develop and draw attention to Iraq’s “deep” pre-
Islamic history. He also used themes from Shi’a Islam in his efforts to create an Iraqi identi-
ty.?* During his war with Iran and conflict with the United States, Saddam increasingly turned
to Islamic rhetoric to inspire Iraqis to fight, yet he was careful to use religious language only

in ways that would unify Iraqis and garner support from the “Arab street.”?

While Saddam drew on Shi’a symbols, one is hard-pressed to find explicit references to
Iraq’s Shiite population or “Sunni-Shi’a divide,” even during the war with Iran. The tapes reveal
that the topic was as taboo in Saddam’s private meetings as in his party’s public communica-
tions. This was clearly intentional. In 1975 Saddam, as vice president, instructed educators:

We must speak of the Iragi who comes from Sulaymaniyya [i.e., a Kurd] and he who

comes from Basra [i.e., a Shi’i], without pointing to his ethnic origins...Let us delete the
words Arabs and Kurds and replace them with the term the Iragi people.”

9 Audio recording of a meeting between Saddam Hussein and military officials discussing the Irag-lran War,

16 September 1980.

See section “Saddam’s inner circle discusses the greedy and aggressive nature of Zionism...,” in Chapter 2 —
The ‘Zionist Entity.’

Long, Saddam’s War of Words, 52, 66; Amatzia Baram, “Mesopotamian Identity in Ba’thi Iraq,” Middle
Eastern Studies vol. 19 no. 4 (Oct. 1983), 426-55.

Long, Saddam’s War of Words, 66—73.

Long, Saddam’s War of Words, 50.
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When the Ba’ath used the term “Shi’a” in public, it almost always referred to non-Iraqgi
Shiites in Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, or elsewhere. According to Ofra Bengio, “The regime had
enacted a ‘conspiracy of silence’ around the issue of the Shi‘is, lest they might have to share
power with them.” The Ba’ath used a variety of proxy terms to describe Iraq’s Shi’a popula-
tion. In contrast to the lack of explicit references to Shiites or Shi’ism, Iraqi leaders’ com-
ments on the Arab-Persian cleavage abound. In the transcripts reviewed for this study, com-
ments about Persians frequently refer to Iragi Shiites of suspect loyalty to the regime.*

While Saddam held Jewish and Zionists’ malevolence responsible for Arab divisions,
opposition to the “Zionist Entity” proved useful in unifying Arabs behind his leadership.
Iraq’s anti-Israel and pro-Palestinian behavior and public rhetoric bolstered Baghdad’s re-
gional standing and garnered it support from the “Arab Street.” Such behavior and rhetoric,
though heartfelt, were also strategically useful. As one of Saddam’s advisors observed, “Lea-
dership belongs ... to those who defend Palestine and those who cheer for it...”? Saddam was
a leading sponsor of Palestinian terrorists, though, as recordings quoted in this chapter dem-
onstrate, his relationship with Arafat and other Palestinian leaders could be volatile.® Evi-
dence of close ties or an operational relationship between Saddam’s Iraq and al Qaida does
not emerge from the recordings or captured documents.?’

24
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26

Bengio, Saddam’s Word, 99-102.

See section “Saddam and his advisors castigate Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak ...,” in this chapter.

On Iraq’s support for Palestinian terrorists, see Woo0dSs, et. al., Iraqi Perspectives Project. Saddam and Ter-
rorism: Emerging Insights from Captured Iraqi Documents, Volume 1-5, IDA Paper P-4287 (Alexandria: In-
stitute for Defense Analyses, 2007); Audio recording of Saddam and his senior advisors discussing the Pales-
tinian uprising, 6 December 2000; and see Letter from Saddam Hussein ordering that $25,000 be presented to
the families of suicide bombers in Palestine, 4 March 2002.

T Woods, Iraqi Perspectives Project. Saddam and Terrorism (2007), especially vol. 1, ES-1.
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Arab State Leaders

Saddam and Egyptian president Hosni Mubarak spent many years vying for leadership of the
Arab world. The Baghdad Summit, a meeting that brought together Arab leaders in Iraqg in
November 1978, came on the heels of Egypt’s peace treaty with Israel. Following this sum-
mit, Egypt, absent from the discussions in Baghdad, was expelled from the Arab League, not
to be reinstated until 1989 under Mubarak.? In this section’s first recording, from September
1990, the Iraqi leaders ridicule Mubarak’s pan-Arab leadership aspirations. In the second, a
retrospective 1992 conversation, they discuss the treachery of Egypt and Saudi Arabia in the
Mother of all Battles. Saddam says that Mubarak was a plotter more evil than King Fahd since
Egypt had no reason to fear Iraqg, and calls for assassination operations against the two lead-
ers. In the third, from November 1990, Saddam and his advisors discuss a decline in Libya’s
support for the terrorist Abu Abbas and the conditions under which Irag will sponsor terrorist
operations against various targets.

Saddam and his advisors castigate Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak, discuss Iraqi
Scud missiles in Sudan aimed at Egypt’s Aswan High Dam, and joke about Arab unity
under various leaders. (30 September 1990)”

Male 1: Have Mubarak’s words reached you yet Sir?

Saddam: What?

Male 1: Mubarak’s.

Saddam: No.

Male 1: Okay, I will brief you with regard to what | have done.

Saddam: He does not mean anything! He does not mean anything anymore!
Male 1: No, [inaudible] talking!

Saddam: | mean his role [pauses] has no more value.

Male 1: Right now he is saying that the whole problem revolves around the idea that we
want to take the leadership from him. [Whispering in background.] Yes, of course, |
found his report.

% BBC News, “Timeline: Arab League,” (17 September 2008), http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/middle_east/
country_profiles/1550977.stm (accessed 1 May 2009).

% Audio recording of a meeting between Saddam Hussein and several advisors regarding the Iraqgi invasion of
Kuwait, 30 September 1990.
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Saddam: Does this brother really think he is a leader?
Male 1: Yes, that he is a leader. So he is saying—
Saddam: Oh, what kind of brains we Arabs have!
Male 1: Yes, of course!

Saddam: Wrong, wrong, wrong! That is enough. If Mubarak is imagining he is our leader,
| swear to God nobody put it in his head other than us. Honest to God, he is such a good
speaker, | mean this extreme knowledge, some people are really not able to digest it.*°

Male 2: We [inaudible] Mubarak’s issue.

Sa’dun: [Inaudible] that he is generous.

Saddam: | know, he is not generous, but villainous.

Sa’dun: [Inaudible.]

Male 1: So he is saying that the problem is that we want to take a leadership role.
Saddam: Wrong.

Male 1: “But I will never give up leadership, period!” [Apparently quoting Mubarak.]

Saddam: No brother, he does not have to give it up. No, no, it is wrong, it is wrong. My
friend, we will give it to him, count on God. *

Male 1: Yes, he also said, “They put me up in the [Gulf] Cooperation Council, but this is
a conspiracy council. [Saddam laughs.] 1 have seen the way they talk about poverty,
wealth, and oil, and | found out that this is—"

[Laughter.]

Saddam: [Inaudible.]

Male 1: | cannot talk about it anymore.
Male 2: [Inaudible.]

Male 1: “So this is how it is. These folks intend to take over everyone.”[Laughter.] “This
is truly a conspiracy council; | do not want to conspire.” [Apparently quoting Mubarak.
Laughter in background.] With regard to the rockets that were supposedly set up against
him in Sudan, “I will strike them, I will destroy them!” [Apparently quoting Mubarak.]*

30
31

Saddam seems to be speaking sarcastically.

Saddam seems to be speaking sarcastically.

% In response to demonstrations in Khartoum calling for attacks on Egypt’s Aswan Dam and pyramids, and re-
ports that Sudan had deployed Iragi Scuds near its border with Egypt to attack the dam, Mubarak warned on 22
January 1991 that Saddam “cannot attack the High Dam, even if he has anything (such as Scud missiles in Su-

109



Saddam: Where are these rockets in Sudan?
Male 1: “I will not joke about it!” [Apparently quoting Mubarak.]
Male 2: We set up rockets in Sudan?

Male 1: Yes, we have Scud missiles in the north of Sudan where we want to hit the
[Aswan] High Dam.

Saddam: Okay, but somebody needs to respond to that! Do not let it slip!

Male 1: Sir, | told Your Excellency previously that the presidents are not my specialty.
Saddam: Yes.

Male 1: So, | sent you the speech, and please do not laugh at me! It is just fun.
Saddam: Where is it, where?

Male 1: | sent it to you a while ago.

Saddam: When did he give this statement? What month?

Male 1: No, it was just the day before yesterday, and yesterday | sent it to you printed on
papers yesterday.

Male 2: If he was talking about the others, then it was addressed to the others, not to Mr.
President.

Male 1: According to him, he said “The media is a little bit filled with insults, ridiculous-
ness, etc. We are civilized ones” [Interruption] No, our media, our media. “I will not lower
myself to the level of these insults. In regards to King Hussein, he is my brother and he is a
good man, but his media buddies are not polite.” [Apparently quoting Mubarak]

Saddam: Check this statement. How come he is a good man and a man of conspiracy at
the same time?

Male 1: Yes, according to Mr. Taha, [pauses] according to what Mr. Taha, who is a [in-
audible] representative with him, says. “He came to me and I told him that they needed to
withdraw.” [Apparently quoting Mubarak] Taha said, “We will never withdraw, period.”
“The Vice President of the Republic came to me.” [Apparently quoting Mubarak] He
means Vice President of the Federation Council and [he] said, “What have you done with
this statement of yours?” “I said to him, it is necessary that you withdraw.” [Apparently
quoting Mubarak] “We will not withdraw.” Let me give you the conclusion Sir-! | empha-

dan)... and even if he managed to get anything in Sudan, I wouldn’t allow it to remain intact, and Sudan would
pay a dear price...” See Naguib Megally, “Mubarak firmly backing Coalition,” United Press International, 22
January 1991; “Gadhafi Expected in Cairo to Restore Egypt-Sudan Links,” United Press International, 1 July
1991.
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sized to him under the name Sakhr Jasim.** What | am trying to explain is that Hosni
Mubarak does not have any nerves left.

Saddam: He never did, the man is gone.

Male 1: What is up with this leadership? What is up with him trying to become involved
with the leadership? Is it a building where we have a dispute about it? We said to him,
we said to him, “Leadership belongs to its people, to those who defend Palestine and
those who cheer for it from the eastern part of the Arabic homeland to the ocean to the
gulf. Leadership does not belong to the people whom Bush calls friends and believers.
Leadership does not belong to the people who devote themselves as servants of colonial-
ism. And it looks like, Hosni, you are a midget inside this giant body! We presented it to
him just like that! So the whole subject with Hosni is we are struggling with him and we
want to strip him from the leadership. He said, “Today he had an entire country to
himself.” [Laughter.]

Saddam: [Inaudible.]

Male 1: And they want him to stay in the [Gulf] Cooperation Council. [Mumbling in
background.]

Saddam: We need to look at the battle through the general creative and strategic lens.
Yes. These are all of the chapters from the battle and each chapter where we achieve
victory will be victorious, building up toward the strategic goal.

Male 3: The territories of 1967 have been liberated now without war. Once we confirm
[inaudible], two or three years from now, Saddam Hussein from Baghdad—the 1967
territories—

Saddam: Not in two years; right now [French President Francois] Mitterrand is going to
talk about it.*

Male 3: | mean the Soviets, China, [inaudible], the Italians. Right now the subject of
poverty, the case of the Middle East, the case of Palestine, and the case of Lebanon, all
of these things are considered to be our issue right now.

Saddam: These are our issues.

¥ Articles sometimes appeared in the Iragi media under this name. For instance, see al-Jumhuriyya, 4 April 1990.

% Saddam is apparently referring to Mitterrand’s 25 September speech at the United Nations in which the
French president said that if [raq would “declare its determination to withdraw from Kuwait and free the hos-
tages” then “everything might be possible,” including settlement of the conflict in Lebanon and a resolution
of the Palestinian issue. See Paul Lewis, “Confrontation in the Gulf: Mitterrand says Iraqi withdrawal could
help end Mideast Disputes,” New York Times, 25 September 1990.
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Male 3: This is what we wanted.

Saddam: Okay, we have to confirm this and come out with results from it.
Male 3: But—

Saddam: Otherwise, how could we leave it unsettled?

Male 2: [Inaudible.]

Saddam: Today | am against them with this; | am against them openly. If | do not do so,
it will still be okay. I even crossed them off my list and said, “I am afraid you wanted
[inaudible] against them so that we can remove them.” Go ahead and read, Hamed.

Hamed:* This is what it says up until Monday, “The borders between the Arabic and
Islamic states are illegal. It is a religious proclamation. The situation of Kuwait and its
legitimate aspect is illegal.”

Saddam: Well, we would remove our borders.
Male 3: Right?

Saddam: We have no borders. We would like to be integrated with Syria and Egypt and
anyone who wants to take us in can do so [pauses] can take us. [Laughing]. If the Saudis
are okay with the idea, we can establish a union with them tomorrow. The King can stay
King and we are his deputies.

Male 3: [Inaudible] the presidency of the republic.
Saddam: [Inaudible. Everybody laughs.]
[Inaudible background talk.]

Saddam: What is he going to ask us for?

Male 1: He even told them that he became a higher ranked leader in the armed forces.
[Inaudible. Laughing.]

Saddam: May God forgive them.
Male 3: When Mubarak says his battle is going to take place in a year.
Saddam: He is crazy.

Male 3: [Inaudible] look Mr. President accused me of this [laughter]. | have not said this
one [inaudible].

Saddam: Let him wait three months to see what is going to happen!

% Hamed’s identity is unclear.
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Male 3: And the [inaudible], how could Mr. President accuse me of such a thing!
[Another male laughs.] [Inaudible.] He said he did not say it; he contacts [inaudible] and
this one sends a telegram and [inaudible].

Saddam: It happens that if you limp and you are upset, your deformity will surface more
when you are upset. | mean, we are very good human beings, we are polite and smooth,
but if someone pushes us and tries to walk all over us, we will retaliate, that is all. We
will line up all of his wrongdoings, one by one.

Male 4: Mr. President, | sent you two telegrams, which you received in the last six
months [inaudible].

Saddam: No, itis clear.
Male 4: [Inaudible.]

Saddam: He is an actor and a liar. He wants to gather issues so that he can find a cover for
his conspiracy against us. This is a conspirator; he appeared to be a conspirator, this villain!

[Inaudible background talk.]

Male 4: [Inaudible] but he said that you said a lot of things.

Saddam: | have not said that, but right now | am telling you that. [Voices overlap.]
Male 4: One, two, three, [inaudible].

Male 3: [Inaudible] why did King Hussein [of Jordan] [inaudible] Mubarak’s behavior

and the way he humiliated the presidents. | was delighted because his case was
[inaudible].

Saddam: He is not a noble person, and it looks as though he has been humiliated a lot in
his life. And he accepted the humiliation to the point that he does not behave nicely
toward people.

Male 1: Unfortunately it is because he has no decent communication skills. His language
is not—

Male 2: | mean, it hurt me to see Your Excellency [inaudible].

Male 1: I mean he did not give up the leadership, period. | mean that is the point.*

% saddam had a longstanding rivalry with Mubarak for leadership of the Arab world. While Iraq gained influ-
ence among Arab states at the expense of Egypt after Egypt made peace with Israel in 1979, Iraq’s invasion
of Kuwait and subsequent military defeat enabled Egypt to emerge from the war with the strongest Arab mili-
tary. Moreover, unlike Irag, it could plausibly claim to have helped protect the Gulf States. See Gregory L.
Aftandilian, Egypt’s Bid for Arab Leadership: Implications for U.S. Policy (New York: Council on Foreign
Relations, 1993), 30-31.
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In a retrospective conversation, the Iraqi leadership discusses the treachery of Muba-

rak and King Fahd during the Mother of all Battles; Saddam expresses a desire for as-

sassination attempts on the two men. The Iraqis also talk about how to strengthen
Baghdad’s historical claims to Kuwait. (9 May 1992)*

Saddam: Sometimes, | hear a story from the comrades and | tell them I must see the
original and see how it was written and expressed. We did not insult them. We simply
said that the first responsible person was Hosni. We also said that [Saudi King] Fahd
was the second responsible one, and Bush was the third.

Izzat: Fahd is the first one; the first responsible one was Fahd.

Saddam: Yes, but Hosni played a big role. First, he was the tool behind bungling any
Arab solution.

Izzat: He was a saboteur.

Saddam: He was also the first to announce official Arab support before the world that
the Arab Summit Council made the decision. That was very important. There were also
the dirty intelligence games and curtailed information, which Westerners know are lies,
but they depend on them. They say, “President Mubarak said such-and-such a thing, and
Fahd said such-and-such a thing.” It was important to use Egypt’s moral power in a
devious way. The reason | placed Fahd in this sequence is because he had the excuse of
fear, so what was Hosni’s excuse? This is what I need to understand.®

Izzat: Hosni was an old plotter.

Saddam: And I explained it. Hosni sat with us to the end where we talked to him about
the evils, the circumstances, the plotting against us. We were annoyed. He came without
any justification. On the other hand, Fahd was next to Kuwait. He said whoever attacks

7 Audio recording of a meeting between Saddam Hussein and government officials on Ba’ath party issues, in-
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ternational sanctions, and other political concerns, 9 May 1992.

In the days before Iraq invaded Kuwait, Mubarak and Fahd mediated between the two. After Iraq invaded, Mu-
barak publicly accused Saddam of dishonesty for telling him that Iraq would not invade. Moreover, Egypt was
the primary author of a resolution, appearing under the name of the Gulf Cooperation Council, that condemned
Iraq’s invasion. The Arab League voted in favor of this resolution on 11 August 1990. Egypt also dispatched an
armored division to Saudi Arabia to participate in the liberation of Kuwait. See “Egypt President Mubarak
Comments on Gulf Crisis,” BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 10 August 1990; John Kifner, “Confrontation
in the Gulf; Arab Vote to Send Troops to Help Saudis; Boycott of Iraqi Oil is Reported Near 100%,” New York
Times, 11 August 1990. The Iragi leadership castigated Saudi Arabia for providing financial assistance to states
that sided against Iraq during the Gulf War. Without Saudi money, Saddam argued, the United States and other
countries would have been unwilling or unable to fight. See section “Saddam discusses the role of capitalism in
America’s involvement in the Mother of all Battles,” in Chapter 1 — The United States.
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Kuwait will attack us. This was possible. There is logic in what he said. But, why did
Hosni volunteer from behind the borders?

Male 1: [Inaudible.]

Saddam: The main thing is, it was Mubarak and Fahd among the Arabs who brought
these foreigners to attack us.

Male 1: [Inaudible.]

Saddam: These people—they are moving because whoever wants to stop at a certain
point, that is it, it is over with Kuwait [inaudible]. True, they want to hurt us, but is it
easy to antagonize us? Are we so simple that one can antagonize us and stay next to us,
and continue to Kill our children? Is it so easy?

Male 2: [Inaudible.]

Saddam: In this period, after we gave the Arabs all this opportunity to retreat, they still
continued with their evil. One must strike the evil ones, Hosni and Fahd, and leave all
the others; especially Hosni and Fahd, and leave the others, even the Saudi family.* Hosni
and Fahd because they don’t seem to have given up their evil. They have not given up
their evil. Yes, comrade [inaudible].

Male 3: Excuse me, Sir. That is why the sense of guilt will remain and they will continue
to feel it. They will always worry about everything in Irag. Comrade Tarig’s visit to
Morocco was successful and good, but I think the visit must diplomatically be followed
by a visit to the United Nations.” It might be better if he were there to explain the
contents of the letter.*

Another point | wanted to talk about is that we should follow up on these issues with the
Arab states that are either friendly or at least are neutral. It is important to move on the
Arab level, in addition to what the comrades said, in terms of the friendly and neutral
countries. Thank you, Sir.

In late 1990, I1zzat al-Duri told Saddam that he expected to see assassination attempts on these two leaders for

siding with the United States against Irag. See Audio recording of a meeting between Saddam Hussein and
his political advisors discussing the possibility of a US attack and perceptions of other Arab countries, circa
late 1990.

Tariq Aziz visited Morocco in early May 1992 in search of Arab support to end the sanctions. On 4 May, he
gave King Hassan a message from Saddam. See “King of Morocco receives Iraqi Deputy Prime Minister,”
BBC Summary of World Broadcasts / The Monitoring Report, 6 May 1992; “Tareq Aziz seeks Arab support
to end sanctions on Iraq,” Agence France Presse, 4 May 1992.

This might refer to the 57-page letter to the UN Secretary General in which Iraq’s foreign minister described
the UN’s demarcation of the Iraq-Kuwait border as “illegitimate.” During this period Iraq, Kuwait, and the
United Nations exchanged a number of letters regarding the work of the Irag-Kuwait boundary demarcation
commission. See “Iraq Balks at Border,” Newsday, 2 June 1992.
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Saddam: Therefore, by the grace of God, we will proceed and if something new and
important crops up, we will revise our position. Concerning the other point on the inter-
national borders committee’s decision, which has not been approved by the UN Security
Council—am | right?** We have also realized it is logical to behave and express ourselves
in the same way—even though we were not easy to deal with, even on the subject of the
border, our memoranda have been essentially the same in terms of the contents.

But after all this time and after the issue became [inaudible], are we not required to
present another paper for history? What is required is to present another paper for
history, because it has been proven that papers and history continue to work. No one can
get rid of them, especially on the subject of land and sovereignty, and history—I mean
historical documents that speak.

It is clear that the strongest card is that we went, ruled, and sat [in Kuwait]. But it is also
necessary because there might be some confusion about our approval of decision number
such-and-such, being forced, so that no one can use the Iragis as an excuse in the future.
The weak always try to find an excuse to go inside. We want to set documents for the
strong ones, to support them, whether in the ranks of the people or the authority. An
endeavor was made within this limited committee to develop a document so that we can
explain again the old historical background and how Kuwait was such-and-such through-
out history. Despite all this, you [possibly referring to the United Nations] now come to
make such a decision, when they themselves admit that there were Kuwaitis there. Even
in the case of the oil wells, during the Saudi talks, they said that their money is not so
much; that it was about $2 billion and plus. Even the Kuwaiti rulers agreed to that. They
[Kuwaiti rulers] wanted more to take new oil wells and add them to the other ones.

This is injustice that completely conflicts with every historical and equitable situation. We
must establish them. Some say, we will fight you until you say that Kuwait is—[pause].
No, it is over. It doesn’t help. They [possibly the Kuwaitis] are annoyed and I do not know
why. Let them get annoyed. But we must establish it as a document. There will come a
day.

Even the Western newspapers are not satisfied with this decision. | read articles after |
received the memorandum. Almost on the same day | received new articles other than
the ones they cited. They [probably the Kuwaitis] cited these articles cleverly by refer-
ring to an article from here and there and referring to a statement from there. What are
they doing? This means they are giving the Iraqgis justification to continue this subject.

Izzat: They are strengthening their justification.

On 26 August 1992, the UN Security Council expressed approval of the commission’s demarcation of the
Irag-Kuwait border in UN Security Council Resolution 773.
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Saddam: The diligence reached this point. If the comrades have something to discuss
about the idea, the discussion is open, and if they have something to discuss regarding
the drafting, the discussion is also open. Is this not the essence of the subject, comrade
Tariq? Comrades Tarig and Izzat were [inaudible]. Yes, comrade Muhammad?

Muhammad:* If you allow me Sir, in line with what Your Excellency said and the
amendments, it is clear what Your Excellency means by them. On page 40, a paragraph
says, “After sometime, Sa d al-Abdallah visited Iraq.”* In my opinion, it should be he
visited Baghdad, from a historical point of view.

Saddam: Visited Baghdad, yes. Wherever Iraq is mentioned based on the meanings we
changed, it should be replaced by Baghdad.*

Muhammad: Yes.

Saddam: You may notice that in some forms | used the name of Kuwait, etc., but in
other forms related to our part and how we speak [inaudible]. The other ones remain as a
cover, but the essence expresses it better.

Izzat: Kuwait is an area, [inaudible] a name of a state. You say Kuwait [inaudible] but
we do not say the State of Kuwait. Kuwait is an area.

Saddam: Comrade Abd-al-Ghani*® says a book has been published under the title of
“The Gulf War: Who is Responsible?” The author is Dr. Awdah Butrus Awdah.*’ In this
book, there are clarifications about the positions of Hosni and Fahd and their conspiring
even before 2 August.

Izzat: Send us copies of the book.

Male 4: | will send a copy to Your Excellency.
Saddam: What?

Izzat: We want copies for all of us.

Saddam: All comrades should read it [inaudible].
Izzat: [Inaudible] valuable book. Sir, let us assign—

Saddam: [Interrupting] Yes, but | have not read it. Abd-al-Muhsin [inaudible] some-
body expresses thanks to you, etc. Okay, but | have not read it.

This is probably Muhammad Saeed al-Sahhaf, Iragi Minister of Information.

Sa’d al-Abdallah al-Salim al-Sabah, Kuwait’s Prime Minister and Crown Prince.

This apparently is in keeping with the position that Baghdad is an historic Arab city, immoveable and perma-
nent. The borders of Iraq, like those of Kuwait, in this context, however, are not fixed.

Abd-al-Ghani was a member of Saddam’s cabinet from 1982-91.

The Arabic title of the book is Harb Khaliij min al-mas‘ul?
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Izzat: Let us ask the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Tariq: The book is good and it has a very good pan-Arab tendency.
Male 4: Dr Awdah was a Ba’athist.

Saddam and the Revolutionary Command Council discuss Libyan leader Mu’amar

Qadafi’s (and Iraq’s) terrorist affiliations and potential operations. (1 November 1990)*

Male 1: I am not comfortable at all with the decision Mu’amar al-Qadafi made yesterday.
Saddam: What did he decide?

Male 1: He closed Abu-al-’Abbas’s offices.” This guy, Qadafi is such a malicious guy.
Is he not Abu-al-’Abbas’s friend? This means that he wants—I don’t want to accuse
Abu-al-’Abbas. I just met him one time—he only wants to prove to people—

Saddam: He is the type you can expect anything from.

Izzat: [Inaudible.]

Male 1: What?

Izzat: [Inaudible] from Abu-al-’Abbas.

Male 1: | have no objection—

Male 2: It is not because of the Americans, he just wants to stick his nose in—
Tariq: [Inaudible] Hosni Mubarak.

Male 1: My opinion is that, with his [inaudible] Qadafi feared there was something
guaranteed and then he would say to his bosses, “Look, I don’t have any, I kicked them
out.” This is from the Brothers.

Izzat: No, he figured he was going to be [targeted] next and decided to come out and be
truthful with the Americans.

8 Audio recording of Saddam Hussein and his political advisors discussing Iraqg's foreign policy, Security
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Council decisions, and the possibility of war with the United States, 1 November 1990.

Abu Abbas was the leader of the Palestine Liberation Front, a terrorist organization, and the mastermind of
the 1985 hijacking of the cruise ship Achille Lauro. In early November 1990, Qadafi reportedly shut down
Abu Abbas’s four training camps in Libya and expelled the group. See Salah Nasrawi, “Leader of Radical
PLO Unit Confirms Libya Closed his Camps,” Associated Press, 5 November 1990. Also see Woods, Iraqi
Perspectives Project. Saddam and Terrorism (2007), especially vol. 1, 27-30, for more background on Abu
Abbas.
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Male 1: They attack him for what?

Male 2: This is his opinion. They will not attack him, they will consult with him.
Male 1: By God, I can’t believe Qadafi is scared.*

Izzat: | was sitting next to him in Cairo.

Male 1: Anyway, it’s just an observation. I emphasize the observation Mr. President
presented that we should monitor it, because once we get to next year—Sir, people—

Saddam: It will be its two-year mark.>*

Male 1: The indications are something else. Every day in the world—
Saddam: When it will be its two years mark—

Male 1: It will be two years—

Saddam: Psychologically, the year 1990.

Male 1: Yes.

Saddam: And we are in 1991. [Inaudible group background talk.] I mean, handling the
situation on a public level is possible; I mean after six or seven months, it will be consi-
dered a year.

Izzat: They might carry out a fedayeen operation.*

Male 1: Huh?

Izzat: They might carry out a fedayeen operation and blame it on us.
Male 1: The Americans might even do it.

Izzat: [Inaudible.]

Saddam: The Israelis—

Male 1: It could be the Americans, the Israelis, etc. So, we should monitor the situation
and deny anything of this sort.>

%0 This disagreement between Saddam’s advisors is an interesting foreshadowing to the debate that would take
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place after Operation IRAQI FREEDOM over the causes of Libya’s nuclear reversal. In this recording, Sad-
dam’s advisors debate whether Qadafi decided to limit support for terrorists and to come clean with the
Americans out of fear that the United States would punish him after it had dealt with Irag. A similar debate
ensued in the United States in 2003 over whether the US-led regime change in Iraq caused Qadafi to accept
verifiable WMD disarmament for fear that he would be next.

This might refer to Libyan-sponsored terrorists’ 19 September 1989 bombing of France’s UTA DC-10 airlin-
er. The attack killed 170 persons, among them seven Americans.

The term fedayeen (trans: one who sacrifices) has several connotations, including high risk military “com-
mando” operations and terrorist operations. It can also refer to untrained fighters who risk their lives reckless-
ly and are prepared to sacrifice themselves for a cause.
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Saddam: If Qadafi has any dealings with the group and this work will still be ongoing, it
will continue. But, he announced it officially that there will be a break.

Male 1: What is going to happen? Yes, obstruction.

Tariq: Sir, any work [inaudible]. They can’t prove Iraq is responsible, only partly
responsible.>

Izzat: [Inaudible] And if we attack Saudi Arabia?
Saddam: What?

Izzat: From the point of view of responsibility, it is not going to go well if we attack
Saudi Arabia?

Saddam: What time?

Izzat: Because we are ready now.

Saddam: No, all of this is insignificant, but we will discuss everything.
Izzat: Not at this time, Sir?

Saddam: We discuss everything. What do | want from this issue? | want us to win. |
want time and everything else to work in our favor.

Male 1: Excellent.

Izzat: It took us two months to reach this point!

Saddam: It does not matter, but we have it guaranteed, right?

Izzat: Yes.

Saddam: Yes, in our hands.

Izzat: They went twice to the locations—they went to five or six locations.

Saddam: Very good. So, we stop. Up to now, we gained information, we trained, and we
were there. Now we work on the role of collecting information and drawing plans.

Izzat: We don’t carry out anything?

%% In February 1993, when a terrorist associated with the Egyptian Islamic Group detonated a truck bomb under
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the World Trade Center, Saddam and his advisors immediately suspected the United States or Israel of carry-
ing out the attack. See “Saddam suspects Israel and the ‘Zionist Lobby’ in the 1993 World Trade Center
Bombing,” in Chapter 2 — The “Zionist Entity.” A more complete translation is available in Woods, Iraqi
Perspectives Project—Primary Source Materials for Saddam and Terrorism: Emerging Insights from Cap-
tured Iragi Documents, vol. 4, 63-83, www.jfcom.mil/newslink/storyarchive/ 2008/pa032008.html (accessed
9 February 2009).

Years later, Tariq noted that “It has never been proven that Iraq participated in a terrorist operation.” See, Audio
recording of Saddam Hussein and political advisors discussing the production of biological materials in Iraq,
the Iran-lrag War, and UN inspections, circa 1996, in Woods and Lacey, Iraqi Perspectives Project—Primary
Source Materials, vol. 4.
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Saddam: | would rather not carry out anything at this time because time is going to work
out fine. But, we won’t wait for the strike.

Izzat: Yes.
Saddam: Meaning everything is permissible.
Male 3: In yesterday’s meeting between Mitterrand and the Israelis, he stated—

Male 1: Mr. President, the individuals in the Egyptian arena— there will be an insurgency
against us even if we prevent it—

Saddam: No, we don’t prevent it, but we don’t lead it.
Male 2: We are not Egypt or the Americans.

Tariq: [Inaudible] Egypt is an arena.

Saddam: No, Egypt is not a field.

Male 2: Yes.

Saddam: And even the officials, we are—for example, when a gas explosion takes place
in a such a location, it could kill about 2040 Americans.

Male 2: No, no, not like this.
Tariq: Even in Egypt [inaudible].

Saddam: Whether here or abroad, anyway—we prepared specific operations, otherwise
all of this will not constitute an excuse. On the other hand, some of them will indicate
that Arab people are dissatisfied.

Male 1: This is what | wanted—

Tariq: Sir, if | understand you correctly, if something happens inside the country since
they are concentrated on the border, if an American enters—

Saddam: Inside Iraqg, yes.
Male 2: Yes.

Tariq: Yes, an attack might take place at an ambassador’s house or embassy location,
something like this.
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Saddam: The only thing | am pursuing now is a sabotage explosion taking place in a
sensitive place that will impact the Americans, or that they flee in masses and the
[Republican] Guard opens fire and kills them all.*®

Tariq: Yes.

Saddam: From a certain location. That is all and | think we can take care of it.
Male 2: God willing.

Tariq: Yes, and other than that [inaudible].

Male 3: Sir, on the contrary, | think this will serve us—

Izzat: [Inaudible.]

Tariq: [Inaudible.]

Saddam: Very much.

Tariq: Because [inaudible.]

Saddam: This is a quick summary if the comrade is finished with his opinion. We are
not here to boost each other’s morale, so I am not going to talk to you about morale now.
There are things we all agree on, that we should pay attention to, and not take lightly.
We did pay attention, we did it openly because our army and our people listen to us, I
mean they get the news from us, and when Saddam announces news, it will not be just
regular news.

Izzat: | personally and psychologically feel comfortable with what we heard from you.

Saddam: Everyone listens, and that is what happened. Therefore, we are required to take
everything into account. There are no changes in our plan. When the enemy confronts us,
we confront them with all our means and fight them [inaudible]. In essence, once we fight,
we continue to fight.

Izzat: We defend ourselves.

Saddam: This is what we will continue to do. I don’t believe we have any new develop-
ment, but once we are attacked, we will strike Israel. I mean this was included in the old
plan, I mean we will adhere to it.

*® By Lawrence Freedman’s count, roughly 160 instances of terrorism occurred during the Gulf War, about half
against American targets. Most, however, were “freelance operations by local sympathizers.” See Lawrence
Freedman, A Choice of Enemies: America Confronts the Middle East (New York: Public Affairs, 2008), 245.
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Regional Non-State Actors

In the following recordings, Saddam discusses issues pertaining to non-state groups in the Arab
World: the Muslim Brotherhood, different Palestinian groups, and the Organization of the Is-
lamic Conference. In the first conversation, Saddam criticizes Yasser Arafat and discusses the
proper level of autonomy and freedom of action for Baghdad to allow different Irag-supported
Palestinian groups. Saddam’s famous pragmatism is evident in the second discussion, in which
he tells his advisors that Iraq will fight Islamist opposition groups in other countries if these
groups attack Ba’ath cells, take control of the state or come close to doing so; otherwise, he em-
phasizes, Party members should avoid conflict with such groups. The third recording documents
an April 1990 meeting between Saddam and Arafat in which the two discuss the coming con-
flict with America and potential terrorist operations against Americans. In the fourth, recorded
sometime around February 1991, Saddam and his advisors discuss how the Ba’ath Party has in-
itiated suicide missions and inspired “freedom fighting” activities in the Arab World.

Saddam, as Vice President, discusses various Palestinian groups and leaders and
criticizes Yasser Arafat. (9 August 1978)>

Saddam: This Party is a genuine party that developed through a revolution. Therefore, we
do not use the struggle or any other means as a tool or cover to carry out any operation,
unless we are convinced it would serve the revolution or would help an Arab cause. Our
leadership position from the beginning was always and still is against turning Arab
contenders in Iraq into mobilization means, benefiting from Gamal Abdel Nasser’s experi-
ment that was condemned by all the Arab contenders in Egypt.>” And during which Abdel
Nasser made them negotiate with their respective government they were in opposition to
because that was not in the adversary’s interest. Consequently, Abdel Nasser lost the
support of all the true Arab contenders during the last period of his rule. This is the basic
point: is it possible to turn the Arab contender into a part of our apparatus or should we
give him freedom of action? ... He might make a mistake and he may regret it, but we
should not make him a part of our apparatus, neither the Party nor the government.

*® Audio recording of Saddam Hussein and political officials discussing Palestinian issues, 8 September 1978.
" From the context, “Arab contenders” appears to refer to Arab political parties or activist groups.
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In fact, we do conduct our communication through means of dialogue and under-
standings with the people and entities that reside on our soil. Abu Nidal did not deny the
assassination of Hamami. Isn’t the name of that one in London Hamami?*®

Male 1: [Inaudible] Sa’d Hamami.

Saddam: Hamami has connections with Zionist components and so forth, which is a well-
known fact within the Palestinian circles. While this is denied, we believe it was true
because in many cases, we don’t need to wait for anyone to come and tell us what to do or
where to go, nor did our politics cause us to accept it from this man. But when we ask
whether he [Abu Nidal] knew with whom such and such a person met, his answer will be
[inaudible]. He insisted he had nothing to do with the issue of Abu-Yasin’s office.>® He
also insisted that the assassin is someone from Abu-Ammar’s [Yasser Arafat’s] group.
Mas’ad’s group is centralized. So, when we accept it as an ally we should make it a part of
our apparatus on the Arab arena, we will give it the freedom to be diligent, yet consistent
with our strategy and its general objective and general guideline.

If we force those allies to accept, they would become weak and would become part of the
Iragi political apparatus or the Party apparatus. Sometimes those allies would have
judgments that are, according to our point of view, mistakes, but according to their point
of view, correct. If their points of view always agreed with ours, then they would become
Ba’thists like us or we would become like them. Usually the differences in the political
make-up or the system between different entities is acceptable and is expected. So is the
difference in judgments or points of view, but there should be an agreement on the central
issues relevant to the corresponding political stage. On this stage, the main issue is that
planning and laying out policy must be centralized and that the Palestinian masses are in
control to take the initiative, and guide their people in the right direction that they will
decide. According to those principles, we find an ideological meeting point with Abu
Nidal and George Habash and their organizations as well as any other group.*® As long as
we do not think they are taking advantage of our alliance with them, as they think they are
doing us a favor whenever they unite with us, then we can go a long way with them. We
are assuming that we are willing to offer them more than they are willing to offer us, as we
are willing to defend them and defend the positions they would take, and so forth.

Additionally, if we would take a position supporting those allies, we have to bear in mind
that it would cost us credibility and support in the Arab political arena. Our regime in
Baghdad would directly pay the price it would cost to support those allies’ positions.

%% Sa’d Hamami was Fatah’s representative in London. He was assassinated there in December 1977. Abu-
Nidal, based in Baghdad, claimed responsibility.

%9 Probably a reference to the June 1978 assassination of Ali Yasin, the PLO’s representative to Kuwait.

% George Habash founded the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) in 1967.
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Outsiders would not pay it, because the regime became influential now and so did the
Party.... But now our party became and gained considerable weight in the Arab and inter-
national political arena, as well as [gained] leverage, not in the cheap talk or media propa-
ganda. The leverage is what scares and not the media. | mean the leverage that is consis-
tent with the general guidelines and expressed by the media, giving it its integrated dimen-
sion, is the one that scares. So, when you gain leverage, you need to take into account the
[inaudible], how much you pay out of it and how much you keep to yourselves.

However, we are not going to talk or discuss this subject any further. Let us talk about
another subject that involves our national revolution. We have mentioned previously that
we would be faced with attacks from different entities like the ones we are facing now
from the right wing of the Palestinian resistance, because the goal of those attacks is to
keep this revolution inside Iraq and diminish its effect outside Irag. Since they could not
bring down the revolution inside Irag, they will try to limit its influence outside Iraq, and
they will not allow its influence to spread outside Iraq unless that influence is in line
with an existing international policy. In that case, its influence will be serving the
interest and goals of that international policy and will be independent to serve the
national interest. However, if the revolution’s influence outside Iraq was not serving
anybody’s interest like the Americans, the Soviet Union, the French, [or] the British, but
would serve only the interest of the Arabs, then this is not allowed to take place.

So, if there were a tactical mistake—a big mistake we could have made—it would be the
fact that we embraced the rejection wing, including Abu-Nidal.®* However, it is a mistake
to expect anything from a regime that has some appealing or favorable parts while the rest
of its parts are disgraceful and shameful. We have issued only one order so far in that we
asked the comrades at the embassy in Paris not to let the perpetrators escape alive and to
kill them even if that meant killing them while in the custody of the French police. In fact,
one of the comrades was shot dead by the French police as he tried to approach one of the
perpetrators in the custody of the French police. Consequently, the rest of the comrades
opened fire on the French police as they saw their comrade become a martyr. This is the
only thing we did so far. Although we have Ba’athists everywhere and we could have
reacted, we have not yet issued any other direction or order to kill or to carry out a reaction
except the one that had to with the incident in Paris.®

81 After Arafat turned down an offer to join the Iraqgi cabinet as Minister of Palestine Affairs, Saddam began
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supporting Arafat’s competitors within the PLO and creating rival Palestinian groups. Abu Nidal, a terrorist
who had previously belonged to Fatah, received Iraqi support. From 1976-1978, a conflict between Iraq and
the PLO raged throughout the Middle East and Europe. See Said K. Aburish, Saddam Hussein: The Politics
of Revenge (London: Bloomsbury, 2000), 115-16.

On 2 August 1978, a group called The Rejectionist Front of Stateless Palestinian Arabs claimed responsibility
for assassinating 1zziddin Qalag, a PLO representative, in Paris. When French police arrived on the scene,
they coordinated the surrender of a Palestinian terrorist who was occupying the Iragi embassy. As he was
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Yasser Arafat is not a true representative of the Palestinian revolution; you can tell when
he talks about the revolution that he is reluctant and not confident. Accordingly, let us
distinguish between the Palestinian revolution and the revolution of the Palestinian
people. There is a big difference between the Palestinian revolutionaries and others. The
revolutionaries are true noble fighters and are willing to sacrifice their lives for
Palestine: they die as martyrs. Others are willing to compromise Palestine’s cause as
they operate houses of prostitution and deal with drugs. Although our leadership is
highly organized and efficient, we still need to conduct meetings at least at the higher
level. That should bring us together; there should not be a controversy about whether or
not we should meet. Furthermore, we should always make a point to talk about those
meetings. Actually, we have illustrated what is called the Palestinian revolution, which
does not pose a worry or threat to us, because we are not a regime like any other regime
that can be overthrown or removed and is worried about its well-being. However, the
enemies think of us as a regime, even though our leadership stated in the declaration
released a month-and-a-half ago that we are not a regime.

We can say, “Who the heck is Yasser Arafat?” but we do not want to put down anyone.
However, when certain people mean to act against the revolution or mean to harm the
revolution in any way, we would react. In fact, we will not hit the Palestinian people that
carry a status similar to ours; but we will hit Yasser Arafat personally as he wears his
headband.® If Arafat continues with his bad behavior, then let one of the brave Iragis
among the crowd draw a pistol and shoot Arafat in his chest and surrender himself
afterward. Everything has its limit, but what Arafat is doing exceeds the limit. Behind
that headband of Arafat there is an evil brain that has a plan for people in Iran, Saudi
Arabia, Iraq, Syria, and everywhere else to execute his attacks against us. As the Syrian
slaughtered hundreds of men and large masses of the innocent Palestinians, Arafat did
not move a whisker and was not the least shaken. This shows people the treason of
Yasser Arafat and [just] who are Arafat’s people.*

At present, we are not to engage in battle. We have no plans to engage in battle nor do
we intend to engage in battle. But when he insists on battle, we will know how to
engage. Once we engage in battle with the [inaudible, possibly Nizar the Palestinian]
they are very optimistic, although the report we received—mno their spirit [inaudible] as it

being taken away by the French police, several Iragi embassy staffers opened fire, killing a French policeman
and an Iraqgi guard. Paul Chutkow, Associated Press, 3 August 1978.

This is apparently a reference to Arafat’s well-known keffiyeh, the traditional headdress worn by Arab men.
This is a reference to the massacre of Palestinians at the Tel el-Zaatar refugee camp, in Beirut, by Israel’s
Lebanese Christian allies in 1976. Many observers shared Saddam’s criticism that Arafat was unconcerned
about the Palestinian casualties. As Robert Fisk wrote, Arafat was “a man who was prepared to watch his
people massacred in the Tel el-Zaatar refugee camp ...so that he could show the world the brutality of his
enemies.” Robert Fisk, “Vain leader playing a dangerous game that he can’t afford to lose,” Independent, 14
October 2000.
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is in Paris, but they are very optimistic even on that one, I don’t know what his name is
[inaudible background talk]. However, if things change and we have to engage, then let
nobody be misled, as we know very well how to handle such an engagement. Although
the Arafat camp has conspired in every issue with which it was involved, there is no way
we would engage in a battle with them or anyone that would harm the cause of Palestine.
What happened in Paris left an emotional scar with us since Kupti the Palestinian, who
was involved in the incident, was harmed.® We feel a deep sorrow for him not only
because he is a Palestinian, but also as an Arab like any Iraqgi is living in the street of
Rashid [a famous street in Baghdad] or any other Iraqi living in Salaamed or any Iraqi
that lives anywhere else. We are not going to let the Paris incident end with the small
guy paying the price, but everybody who plays a role will be paying accordingly. We are
not amateurs and we are not lightweight players; we know where the big guys in our
opponent are and we know how to hit him hard.

Actually, we have no interest in engaging anybody nor do we care who should hit whom.
However, if someone tries to cross us or attempts to hit us, we will hit him so hard and so
deep, he will feel it in his bones. Furthermore, we are not going to be intimidated, nor are
we going to stay put and not hit back if we are attacked, because that is not our nature - nor
is it our party’s nature, nor the nature of our regime, and we are not used to it. It is clear
and understood by now that we have no intention of engaging in any battle with Arafat and
his camp, but they are counting on the strength of the message in the speeches Arafat is
going to deliver in the next few months. This message is aimed to agitate the feeling of the
masses and turn those masses against the regime in lIrag. Consequently, those speeches
will give excuses for any mob or any irresponsible party to commit crimes in Irag. There is
nobody that is more dishonorable or could have such a dishonorable make-up as Arafat.
No creature could fit in such a dishonorable make up as him.

% See Note 62 in this chapter.
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Saddam and his advisors discuss their desire to find a modus vivendi with Islamists, in

this case the Muslim Brotherhood, and the limits to such cooperation. (24 July 1986)®

Saddam: ... I don’t believe it would be wise to clash with the religious current in the
Arab world when it is possible to avoid it. On the other hand, we would launch a big
attack on them if they are close to taking power. One of the issues | understood from
comrade Badr is that a truce would be in their favor to jump into power.®” The reason |
raised the issue now is because through the developments in Sudan, this issue no longer
represents a permanent threat, but a possible and temporary threat. So, until it becomes a
permanent danger, let’s make them go through this stage, and after that, we will be
stronger when we open fire on them once they become a permanent danger for the
command. That’s when it will be allowed in the political movements to open fire on
them. Meaning to expose them, to attack them and so forth because taking power is
against our Party in the strategic results at the Arab-world level. But weakening the ruler
is not against our Party. Many governors in the Arab world, whether from the religious
current or others, if it wants to weaken them, this will not be against our Party, | mean as
a direct situation. So, why should we be the direct clash aspect of it?

The danger of the religious current in the Arab world now is that Khomeini would gain
from it, because in the general politics we seem to be with the regimes since we have a
regime and a state, while Khomeini in the general sense does not have it. If he did have a
regime—it is obvious he is not against Syria and Libya, and Muslims are persecuted in
both places, and there are persecuted religious, political, and Islamic movements also in
both places and yet, he is the rulers’ friend. It is true we recognize this situation, but we
have to understand that when the religious current emerges in Saudi Arabia, with whom
we are friends, it is psychologically closer to Iran than it is to Iraq. Therefore, if we engage
in a battle with him, it will be a case of Iran against Iraq regardless of the other issues.

Badr: In the Maghreb, in Tunisia—

Saddam: In all these places. Therefore, there is an additional factor that requires us to
handle these religious currents with flexibility so that our strategic enemy will not gain

% Audio recording of Saddam Hussein and Ba’ath party officials discussing the status of the party in the Arab
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world, 24 August 1986. In April 1985, a military coup overthrew the president of Sudan, who had introduced
elements of Sharia law. Parliamentary elections in April 1986 brought a broad-based coalition of Islamist
parties to power. The National Islamic Front, the Muslim Brotherhood-affiliated party, gained seats to be-
come the third largest block, with 51 seats. By contrast, the Ummah Party had 100 seats and the Democratic
Unionist Party 63. After the election, the primary concern in Sudan was how the parties would share power,
and the main debate involved the role of Islamic law. Peter Woodward, The Horn of Africa: Politics and In-
ternational Relations (London: I.B. Tauris, 1996), 53.

“Comrade Badr” likely refers to Badr al-Din Muddaththir, Secretary of the Arab Socialist Ba’ath Party in Su-
dan, who appears to have been present at this meeting.
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it, and upon which the future of one of us will be built as a result of the clash. Or, let’s
not say the future of one of us since his future is guaranteed, as well as the future of
anyone who would follow in his footsteps, but it affects our Party’s future strategically
and not tactically. Let’s put it this way. So, why don’t we act with flexibility toward the
political and religious movements whenever possible? We can do this without isolating
or paving the way for it to become a permanent danger trying to take power. On the
other hand, criticism will always be allowed, but criticism in a way— | mean it is known
that non-contradictory political criticism is one thing and the criticism from two
opposing positions—I mean as two political adversaries—is known, as well. It is enough
for us to define the [type of] state that we believe it would be useful for Sudan to be; we
also believe that the religious state does want [favor] Sudan for these considerations.

Badr: They might consider it a battle. [Laughter.]

Saddam: That’s why we can initiate a dialogue with them stating that an attack is one
thing, while expressing the doctrine is something completely different. We can also tell
them, “You are our brothers and your talk about the religious state is an attack against
us.” When they ask why that is, we reply, “We establish a state not through religion; we
establish a secular state, but believe in religion as rituals and a road for its associates, but
do not interpret religion as a state formula. If you stop talking about the religious state
we will stop criticizing the religious state. [If] you continue to talk about the religious
state, we will criticize the religious state, but not the Muslim Brotherhoods [inaudible] in
the past, Numairi was recently overthrown,® his shortcomings are known, people chose
him—they brought 28 members from the Muslim Brotherhood to the Parliament—

[Overlapping voices debating the number of members.]

Saddam: Fine, 53. This means they have popular impact, otherwise they would not have
been selected!®

Badr: It could have been much more than this, Mr. President.
Saddam: True, true, comrade Badr—
Badr: If it were not for—

Saddam: Of course, there are factors! Okay then, they are not in power now to be our
target and neither are those in power now our target, and their opportunistic political
situation became a part of Numairi’s situation, so why don’t we conclude a truce with
them? The only difference between their technical danger and others’ is that they came

%8 Jafar Numairi, president of Sudan (1969-85).
° Saddam is apparently referring to the number of National Islamic Front seats in Sudan’s parliament. It con-
trolled 51 seats. See Note 66.
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to power— | mean they were in power more recently than others. So, they know people in
the army that, some of them, belong to the old regime. Therefore, the Muslim Brother-
hood are the closest people to them because the Muslim Brotherhood was a part of the
old regime ...

Badr: [Inaudible.]

Saddam: ...we know that once we topple Khomeini, these [religious] currents are going to
be very much affected. The enemies of religious currents, other than us, even the gover-
nors, after Khomeini is toppled and [inaudible] the religious currents, even the investi-
gators with the lash and the executioners are going to say, “Where are you going, come
and see what Khomeini did to Iran?” I mean they are going to benefit from this situation.
But in our daily behavior, we should not let the religious political currents believe that the
fall of Khomeini means their collapse. So, one of the factors that will alleviate this feeling
is our good relations with them because this fatalistic condition is not good— not good for
us as a Nationalist Socialist Party considering the nature of conflict between Khomeini and
us. This is something brief and quick so that we can solve this issue.

Tariq: ... The religious current now in Egypt is not going to fight an atheist government
and the fact that we are supporters. It is going to fight a civilian and regular regime,
which it wants to oust and [then] control the country—not even the Shah’s surprised
regime that was against the religion. We are talking about Mubarak, and his government
consists of Muslim people. He fasts, prays, believes in Islam and his social behavior is
good, but they want to oust it because it is a regular civilian government; they have the
chance and they want to take advantage of it to the utmost. Well, if we were a big party
now in Egypt, wouldn’t we engage in the political and ideological battle? You know
people are engaged in Egypt. | mean, there are writers and politicians, some of them
from the delegation and some from the ruling party, and other figures engaged in the
battle this far, I mean not against the religion, but against the religious groups’ concept
or the Islamist groups’ concept of the state whether they are Brothers or others—

[One minute, fifty-seven seconds blank in the recording.]

Tariq: | believe we must engage in this battle. We cannot do anything in Egypt but
engage and participate, one way or the other! We engaged in it in Irag. | mean, what
comrade Saddam said in the ‘70s explained our position toward religion because it was
brought up; we had a strong religious movement that struck us with bullets. I mean, we
had armed demonstrations that launched bombs at us. Therefore, we had to face them
with an ideological position in addition to the popular, and even repressive, measures
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that were necessary. So, comrade Saddam spoke clearly and said, “We do not accept the
religious state, but we are Muslims and believers.””

So, it depends on the situation we are facing. If we stop the ideological struggle against
the Muslim Brotherhood in Sudan, are they going to stop their ideological struggle
against the nationalistic concept? We have to find a way to reach an agreement, comrade
Abu-Nadia [Taha Yassin Ramadan]. Comrade Badr did not create an agenda for himself
in Sudan to take power. He may compromise tactically, but Al-Turabi will not. He wants
to take the power in Sudan, instead, and he is right. | would have thought the same thing
if 1 were in his place! Is he going to abandon his ideological struggle and ideological
mobilization for a plan, so that we can abandon our struggle? In this case, we would
leave the arena in Sudan for them or for the weak people from the Al-Ummah Party and
the Unionists who do not have the appropriate ideological weapon to face this current.
We should take this into account as well. We cannot say the other party is willing to
compromise so that we can do the same. Yes, if we can reach a compromise that guar-
antees they are not going to provoke the nationalistic ideology and within the state’s
nationalistic concept while we cannot provoke their concept, it—politics accept this, |
mean. But for us to leave the ideological struggle while they stay and keep bringing in
young men [i.e., fighters] and the public [opinion] is with the religious state, this means
we are going to give up Sudan and even Egypt, but at least willingly! It is true we are not
in control of everything, but we will be outside of this struggle.

The position toward Iran—the Islamist groups’ position toward Iran—is internally
contradictory and known to us. From one side, all Islamist groups, with few exceptions,
look at the regime in Iran as a power and an example to follow. At least, what happened
in Iran makes whomever believes in establishing the religious state that became possible
even in the twentieth century—because as you know and as we assume, in the ‘50s, ‘60s,
and ‘70s, those people used to say, “Yes, we are believers and we want to establish a re-
ligious state, but maybe the era does not allow us.” But once the Islamic state is estab-
lished in Iran, this experience may repeat what happened to Communism. When
Communism was established in the Soviet Union, Communism around the world
supported it and said, “In this case, Communism is possible!” The problem they are
going to face is that [because] Iran is a Shi’ite [country] first, they did not wish for the
first experience to be Shi’ite. They wanted the first experience to be Sunni instead. This
is a fact from the sectarian point of view. They wished for this to happen in Egypt,
Pakistan or somewhere, | mean [where] they could more easily blend with it ideo-
logically. The other thing is that what happened in Iran clashed with Iraq and patriotism,

" For Shi’a demonstrations in Iraq during the 1970s, and the regime’s responses, see Efraim Karsh and Inari
Rautsi, Saddam Hussein: A Political Biography (New York: Grove Press, 1991), 138-46.
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which is a power and essence in Islam, as well as the Iranian acts that are hard to defend.
All of this makes some of them hesitant to follow Iran, but sincerely, | sincerely believe,
with some exceptions, that no one can believe in establishing the religious state unless he
considers the Iranian experience an allied experience one way or another. Not fully an
ally—not the ally wanted from the heart, the one he wishes for, but objectively it is an
ally and we are going to witness it. This is a fact.

Saddam: Comrade Tariq came late, so we agree with all the concepts he mentioned as a
general direction. We wanted to talk about the phase in addition to the ideology back-
ground mentioned by Mr. [inaudible], the religious current in the Arab world is ruled
[pause], it strives against the Arab governments, the Arab governments in their
approach. We have Ba’athists striving against these governments—so, do we launch the
battle against the religious current or do we launch the battle against the religious current
when it has certain specifications? The answer is we launch the battle against the
religious current with certain political or behavioral specifications. If it launches a battle
against us, we will launch a battle against it and if it gains power or gets close to it, we
would launch a battle against it. And if it gets closer to power alone, we would be forced
to come closer. Through criticism we try to come closer and use the [public] exposure
means—the exposure method, and if it reaches power it will launch a battle against us,
for sure, wherever we are, whether as a party or a state. This is certain whether this was
the Muslim Brotherhood in Sudan or Egypt or anywhere else. Unless [there are] excep-
tions, this would be a different story because we are general and so are they.

We aren’t satisfied with preaching our theory at the state level that we reach only
through power; rather, we make a model out of it that helps, one way or another, our
comrades to strive in other regions ...

Those who talk about the Arab Unity—those Nasserites do not understand those who do
not talk about the Arab Unity in the first place. They do not understand the Islamic
religion, otherwise, they would first build a base in the Arab world to be able afterward to
spread Islam in other Islamic countries—the religious state! They are private, we are
private, too. We want to build a state and they want to build a state, too, and therefore,
clashing is inevitable in one area and over the issue of building the state and which one is
right, the nationalistic socialist state or the Islamic state? This is expected. We don’t wish
it, they may not wish it, but this is one of the strongest and expected cases. But when they
are in strife, we can prevent clashing with them if the chance to avoid clashing is available.
It has not yet happened in Sudan. No, we are going to talk about Sudan. We are going to
talk about Sudan and that’s why this issue is interpretative since it is an existing political
situation and a circumstantial situation that is different than Iraq’s situation, Syria’s
situation. This is in Sudan and therefore, it allows their interpretation to set the parameters.
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So, is it required to stop our ideological strife? The answer is no, because once we stop
our ideological strife, we stop the polarization process toward our way of thinking, as
well as the awakening process of our members and the capability to influence our
surroundings. But the ideological strife always expresses itself in forms related to its
circumstance. For sure, when it changes from general ideology to specific ideology, the
phase is going to play a role here. So, when they talk, when they raise slogans that
insinuate the possession of exclusive power in Sudan, we have no other choice but to
face them. But to raise slogans to develop the power within a collective work, this would
be a normal issue for them, for us and for others.

Badr: [Inaudible.] The first—

Saddam: | cannot go into details, comrade Badr. | am going to discuss at the end what
we are going to do, I mean the regional command in Sudan, in light of this talk....We
talked before comrade Tariq started and asked why there was a resurgence in the reli-
gious current. | mean with regard to one aspect and not all of them, because there are
many aspects we talked about before in two meetings of the National Command,
including that nationalism was against the foreign state persecuting the Arabs, national-
ism was placed face-to-face with the foreign religious state persecuting the Arabs.

Male 1: The Ottomans?

Saddam: The Ottomans, yes, against the Ottoman Empire that used the religious cover,
but wanted to persecute the Arabs and carried out nationalistic persecution of the Arabs.
Therefore, the slogan of Arab nationalism is a political weapon in addition to all its
ideological and historic backgrounds in the face of the occupying foreign invader. |
mean under different covers. ...This is one of the main reasons why Abd-al-Nasser
emerged as the Arab Leader. If Abd-al-Nasser emerged now, he would have had a
different chance than before. He would have had his chance and the chance of the big
slogan of the nationalistic Arab state as a case in the face of the people whom the British
brought in and the Ottoman Empire persecuting the nationalistic Arab and the Arabs,
and even the Muslims; persecuting Muslims in the name of Islam and persecuting the
nationalistic in the name of the Islamic state.

Tariq: | have a clarification, in fact, I may not have been able to express myself accurately,
but I don’t consider our main mission before or at present as striving against the religious
current at all at the expense of other key missions. And | agree with what our comrade the
President said about dealing with this issue within the tangible circumstances: if there is
danger, we resist it, and if there is not, then we don’t engage in an unnecessary ideological
or political confrontation. But let us study our experience in Iraq with more depth and see
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whether this religious current is easy or not and consequently, can we reach an agreement
with it?

As of the second half of the ‘70s, our main regime in Iraq was against the religious
current, and we have been fighting against it and not against the Western state. If Iraq
were a pure Western state like Turkey—not Muslim and had no religious inclination—
the matter would have been different. People who carried out the revolution—some of
them still resist us while others are a generation of this revolution itself. I mean, we have
been in power for 18 years, and anyone who wants to resist us is 24, 26, 28, and 30, even
36 years grew up during the revolution’s era.

We are not the Shah of Iran, but a national, pan-Arab, anti-imperialist regime, socialist,
and working for social justice, and like Mr. President said, we even provided a living to
the insane. We eliminated unemployment during our regime. During our regime, the
worker whose wages were 300 Fils a day, became three Dinars. Our regime is not corrupt,
we are not crooks, and we are people with good personal morals, unlike the Shah of Iran
and his sisters, and the wives of people in power who were adulterers in Paris, London,
and Switzerland, and yet we are facing people who want to slaughter us from ear to ear
and in tens of thousands. We slaughtered tens of thousands of them here in Irag. In the
history of the national striving of Irag, no narrow-minded people were slaughtered.

Saddam: [Interrupting.] No, there is no [overlapping voices].

Tariq: Huh? In the thousands. In the history of national striving— in the history of
national striving, no narrow-minded, no communist and no others were slaughtered as
much as those who, because of the way they acted, reached the highest level of national
treason. When they used the aircraft and the missile as an amusement at the beginning of
the war, they killed the Iragi Arab Muslim who was their colleague at the air base as a
favor to Iran, while they were Iraqgis, too. Some of them might be of Iranian descent, but
the other part was non-lragi because this ideology is not easy.” I mean let’s think, yes, it
IS not our main task since we are still striving against imperialism and Zionism, as well
as striving for unity and socialism. Yes, but this is an easy ideology and we should deal
with it diplomatically until we see the reason for that ogre [the religious current] that is
going to emerge in the Arab world. One of the main reasons could be ideological
tolerance toward it, being more courteous than resistant to it. Being more courteous than
resistant to it would help the emergence of a ghoul in Egypt, Sudan, Tunisia, Morocco,
and everywhere, but we are ideologically very strong, very strong as a regime, leader,
and command. So, we don’t underestimate this current and think it is easy to deal with it.

L Aziz appears to be referring to sabotage activities by Iraqi Shi’a. During the Iran-Iraq War, members of the
Dawa party, a Shiite opposition group, reportedly attempted to sabotage Iraqi aircraft. See Letter authorizing
the execution of an Air Force warrant officer for damaging a plane engine, 30 November 1985.
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The Muslim Brotherhood in Sudan, we need to study the situation in Sudan. They [the
Brotherhood] did not assume power. They became like the communists during the era of
Karim Qassem.” | mean they have a court that they control, but as far as police station
or newspaper, look at what he did to people. Didn’t we discuss here at the command
what we are supposed to do regarding the trial of Ba’athist comrades? He wants to cut
off their heads. You know that one, what was his name? [Inaudible background talk.]
What? Yes, this is that governor with the strange name [from] Magashi.” He wanted to
execute the Ba’athists as atheists while he had not yet assumed power; I mean the power
was not his!

Male 2: Al-Numairi, Al-Numairi was against the Ba’athists [inaudible].
Tariq: So, the opposition they have in Sudan against the [Ba’ath] Party and others is not

a regular and limited matter where we can be tolerant toward it. It constitutes a very
dangerous opposition! [Laughter.]

Male 2: [Inaudible.]

Saddam: Well, this is something good.
Male 2: [Inaudible.]

Male 3: The issue of the Maghreb—
Male 2: [Inaudible.]

Saddam: It is just the [pause] so, we authorized our comrades in Sudan to act, because if
the strategy does not take privacy into consideration, it will fail as far as implementation.
| remember the analysis of the National Command and that we should prevent clashing
with the communists the same way—but when it is time to implement it—had we
implemented it before 1974, it would not have had a chance to succeed—I mean before
1972—it would not have had a chance to succeed, but we would have led the operation
at that time until we established a relation, but it was not successful!™ So, privacy is

2 < Abd-al-Karim Qassem was a Nasser-like military nationalist who seized power in Iraq in 1958 and ruled the
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country as Prime Minister until the Ba’ath coup of 1963.

Magashi is the name of a village in northern Sudan.

An “uneasy coexistence” with the communists existed in the early 1970s, apparently since Saddam needed
domestic support and sought rapprochement with the Soviet Union. During these years, the communists were
allowed increased freedom of expression and opportunities to organize. By late 1975, however, Baghdad had
begun arresting and persecuting Iragi communists. In May 1978, the regime executed 21 communists and be-
gan ruthlessly stamping out the communist party as a force in Iraqi politics. Karsh and Rautsi, Saddam Hus-
sein: A Political Biography, 96-98.
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required and we leave to the field command the freedom to act in this regard, so that we
don’t lose strategically or tactically.”

Saddam meets with Yasser Arafat (aka Abu-Ammar) and a Palestinian delegation to

discuss a variety of topics, including potential terrorist operations against the United
States. (19 April 1990)°
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Saddam: [Recording starts in mid-sentence]—the Iragi politics. They said they wanted
to state that to Iraq before the American congressional delegation meets me, but, since
the American congressional delegation met me and couldn’t deliver these points to me,
they want to deliver them now. One of these points that they wanted to tell me is, “Your
deployed missiles threaten the American bases.””” As you said when you prayed in
Beirut and you said “it is time to die, and now I can smell the breeze of heavens,” it is
the same for us. As long as the small players are gone, and it is time for America to play
the game directly, we are ready for it. We are ready, we will fight America, and with
God’s help we will defeat it and kick it out of the whole region, because it is not about
the fight itself. We know that America has larger aircraft than we do. America has more
rockets than us. But | think that when the Arab people see the action of war is real, not
only talk, they will do the same and fight America everywhere. So, in order to be fair,
we have to get ready to fight America. We are ready to fight when they are. When they
strike, we will strike. We will strike any American troops in the Arab Gulf with our air
force, and then we will state it, saying that our air force has assaulted the American
bases on that day.

Therefore, when the battle is on, you do not say “how much did you lose,” and do not
have expectations, or even have some expectations for the end of the battle. It is what

Saddam’s generals had recently persuaded him to grant them additional control over military operations. A
July 1986 Ba’ath Party congress confirmed these changes. Phebe Marr, The Modern History of Irag, second
edition (Boulder: Westview Press, 2004), 188.

Video recording of a meeting between Saddam Hussein, Iraqi officials, Yasser Arafat, and a Palestinian del-
egation, 19 April 1990.

Saddam is referring to a recent meeting he had in Baghdad with a US Senate delegation. The US ambassador
to Iraq, April Glaspie, cabled Washington, “Senator Dole masterfully covered the points suggested to him by
the Secretary [of State]” in his meeting with Saddam. She mentioned nothing in the cable about any omis-
sions in the message the Senators delivered. The Iraqis released a “full text” transcript of the meeting, though
Glaspie’s predecessor in Baghdad (David Newton), who accompanied the Senators to the meeting, claims
that this Iraqi record “left out anything that was unpleasant to them [the Iraqgis] and made the Senators look
like a bunch of saps.” See the following sources: Baghdad 02186, “Codel Dole: Meeting with Saddam Hus-
sein,” 12 April 1990, available through the Declassified Documents Reference System; FBIS-NES-90-074,
17 April 1990, “Saddam Husayn Addresses Visiting Senators,” Baghdad Domestic Service in Arabic, 16
April 1990; David Palkki telephone interview with Ambassador David Newton, 25 March 2008.
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happened for us during the war with Iran. We had a lot of expectations for that war ...
but when the war occurred, we did not have expectations about how much we were
going to lose, because it was inevitable. So be ready for this level of battle in your land.
You don’t have a state, you don’t have oil or a factory to be struck, unlike us. We got out
of eight years of war.

Frankly, let me tell you something. If America strikes us, we will hit back. We said that
before, you know us. We are not that talkative type of people who holds the microphone
to say things only. We do what we say. Maybe we cannot reach Washington, but we can
send someone who has an explosive belt to reach Washington. Our missiles do not reach
America, but I swear if they did I would strike it. We can’t keep silent like this, while the
Americans are hitting Arabs or Iragis, and say we can do nothing. Yes we can: we can
send a lot of people to Washington just like the old days.” For instance, the person with
an explosive belt around him would throw himself on Bush’s car.”

However, the American bases, which are all over the world, in Turkey, etc., we can
sweep them. We have to be ready for that level.... We know their conspiracies, those
Americans and Israelis. Maybe we stop for 20 days, and then we hit back one time with
rockets and air forces hitting Tel Aviv. We don’t have to strike them daily. We will
choose times so they will never know the meaning of sleeping. We are powerful and we
may look nice and flexible, but once we grab someone who provokes hostility, we will
not have mercy on him, we will not let him go unless he gets on his knees or crawls on
the ground. We don’t have something in the middle, we don’t want to negotiate, we
don’t want any mediators. Right Abu-Ammar?

Yasser: Yes, 100 percent.

Saddam: Today, one of my Arab brothers stood by my side and said that if someone
says “hi” to you, he is on your side. I told him, “Tell him ‘hi’ back and tell him that I
know his attitude.” We don’t know the mediators. We don’t know how to work with
them. This war we had with the Iranians, we didn’t know how to mediate with them.

Yasser: In spite of my efforts in the Islamic-, non-alignment-, and eastern countries.

There is no evidence indicating that the PLO had ever sent individuals to Washington, DC to perform acts of
terrorism. Saddam’s mention of “the old days” likely refers to Iraq’s sponsorship of PLO attacks in Lebanon
and perhaps elsewhere in the Middle East.

In June 1993, President Clinton announced that Saddam had sought to assassinate former President George
H.W. Bush. One of the alleged Iraqi assassins was reportedly given a “bomb belt” and instructed to wear it, ap-
proach Bush, and blow both men up if earlier efforts to kill Bush with a car bomb were unsuccessful. David Von
Drehle and R. Jeffrey Smith, “U.S. Strikes Iraq for Plot to Kill Bush,” Washington Post, 27 June 1993.
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Saddam: We don’t know this way. You either have an enemy or a friend. You can’t
have something in the middle ... So Sabawi® [talking to one of the Iragi delegation
members], get all of your old books, coordinate with the intelligence director and our
Palestinian brothers to check every single place the Americans exist in the Middle East.
Even if some American man came to Greece for trade, we have to know about him also.
This is the battle. We have to be beasts in the battles, to remain beasts to the next—

Yasser: Yes, beasts.
Sheikh ‘Abd-al-Hamid Al-Sa’ih:® We have to get ready for the battle.

Saddam: And the battle develops. For me—it may not be a bad idea to take the Ummah
[the Islamic nation] into consideration—I do take the Ummah’s capabilities into
consideration, but I don’t consider traditional considerations, such as how many cannons
do we have, how many aircraft do we have? These are important, but what is more
important than this is what we have seen in the war, | mean every case.

[Tape pauses and then resumes mid-sentence.]

Saddam: —the information to Israel, they would get in and strike us, so we have to be
ready for that level of war.

Yasser: Almost like what they have done in Panama.®
Saddam: No, not like Panama.
Yasser: | mean the way that they got in.

Saddam: | wish, [inaudible] evil, but maybe the USA needs some discipline. | wish
America would bring its army and occupy Iraqg. | wish they would do it so we can kill all
Americans and sweep all of them—sweep all of them, by God.

Male 1: But as you know, Mr. President, this is an oil region and it will be burnt.

Saddam: No, what oil? I will give them guarantees that | am not going to burn the oil.
Just let them bring their American army in and occupy Iraq. Let them start from Al-Fao
borders and watch me demolish them all in Al-Mamlaha.

Male 1: But they won’t risk that.

Saddam: Panama! Panama is nothing compared to us. | swear Abu-Ammar, we are
something different. We will roast them and eat them. [Pause in the tape and resuming
mid-sentence] these words are stronger than action. So, Abu-Ammar, when it comes to

8 Ppossibly Presidential adviser Sabawi Ibrahim Hassan Al-Tikriti.
81 < Abd-al-Hamid Al-Sa’ih, President of the Palestine National Council.
82 A reference to the December 1989 US invasion of Panama.
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timing, if the matters of Arabs were fine and the matters of Palestinians fine, we would
not have said what we are saying now or we would even be ashamed of saying it. But
considering the way our matters are and that the enemy does not give us a chance—does
not give a chance—seeing one missile made it so sure that Irag has missiles that can
reach Tel Aviv! Well, Tel Aviv has always had missiles that can reach all Arab capitals!
Irag has chemicals it used successfully on the Iranians, and Iraq will not hesitate to use
them again on Tel Aviv. Well, instead of asking Tel Aviv, “Why would Iraq use it on
you,” you should [tell them to] give the Arabs back their Palestine and do not attack
them. That is all, why would you worry about the chemicals after that? But it is okay if
Israel has the atomic bomb, it has the right!

Yasser: And the germ bomb is okay.
Saddam: It has the right!

Yasser: And the chemical. The germ, chemical, and atomic, and it has been proven. It
[Israel] has 240 nuclear warheads, 12 out of them for each Arab capital and yet this is
not a threat to Arab security!®

Saddam: | say this and | am very calm and wearing a civil suit [everyone laughs]. But |
say this so that we can get ready at this level.

Saddam: We did not forget Palestine and our Palestinian brothers. They call us the
invaders while Israel occupies Palestine, rapes the Palestinian women, and kills the kids
daily. And they are not invaders! This is an old excuse, the diplomatic language. No one
has talked about Palestine for a long time, and the Arab union, as if it is shameful to talk
about it. It is like when someone is talking about the Arab union and Palestinian issue
with his head down because of being ashamed of talking about that thing. Israel did it
because no one talked about it and if someone talks about it he is not Palestinian, he is an
invader. It is the same for us. Have you ever seen someone who has been in war for eight
years and at last you call him an invader? Even if he is an invader from the start, is there
any invader who can keep going in a war for eight years? So do you want to step on
Arabs’ dignity daily and everybody has to keep silent, so you did not call anyone
invader? That’s it, when we get mad, we get mad for a while, but we get really mad.

Yasser: Beware of the patient one’s evil [Arabic proverb].
Saddam: Rely on God.

Yasser: Together until victory.

Arafat seems to be speaking sarcastically.
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Saddam: With God’s power, I can see the victory in front of my eyes.

Saddam discusses the role of the Ba’ath Party in initiating suicide missions and inspir-
ing “freedom fighting” activities across the Arab world. (Circa February 1991)*

Saddam: You need not forget that the [Ba’ath] Party was the first to introduce the
fedayeen experiment in the Arab world.

lzzat: In 1948.

Saddam: The Party was also the first to initiate militarized civilian suicide activities.
This was not publicized at the national level due to the distortion to which it was
subjected. As a result of the fighting for the sake of Palestine, however, the Party’s
experiment in Iraq was very clear.

Male 1: In Lebanon.

Saddam: No, there were large-scale fedayeen fighting activities in Lebanon, but in 1959,
the party organized fedayeen activity against ‘Abd-al-Karim Qasim. In 1963, the party
organized a fedayeen activity carried out by armed Ba’athists who took to the streets on
the side of the Army in attacking the strongholds of ‘Abd-al-Karim Qasim, and conse-
quently, all these strongholds collapsed. As did the control of power, and after that, the
fedayeen activities began in the Arab World.

Izzat: Sir, in 1968, we also organized a fedayeen activity group [inaudible.]
Taha: Your Excellency, Mr. President.

Saddam: Oh yes, in 1968, but 1963 was before it, 1959 was before it, in 1968; the
Palestine Liberation Organization started in 1965. | mean, there could be some distortion
in that regard, as the beginning was in 1965, the Palestine Liberation Organization.®
However, in addition to the Party brigades that were formed, the fedayeen brigades
formed in Syria, the Party’s fedayeen work emerged with the highest ulterior motives
and with its highest strength in terms of sacrifice and the Party as a Party and not as a
resistance to imperialism like what took place in Algeria ... but it was an organized
Party, armed fedayeen activity. It began in 1959 and was crowned in 1963, and then it
continued, | mean it has continued.

8 Audio recording of meeting between Saddam Hussein and Ba'ath party officials discussing the status of the
party in Iraq and the spread of its ideology worldwide, circa February 1991.
% The PLO was, in fact, founded in May, 1964.
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Taha: It was present also between 1959 and 1963.

Saddam: Yes, | said, it started in 1959 and was crowned in 1963, and then it continued.

Arab Unity

Saddam was committed to advancing himself, Iraq, and the Arab nation, devoting much energy
and ample resources to shape the pan-Arab agenda. In the first recording he describes Egypt’s
recognition of Israel as a dangerous precedent and discusses how Irag will punish Arab states
that follow Cairo’s lead. In the second, Saddam explains the factors that “imposed” leadership
of the Arab world on Baghdad, “the central post.” After 1985, he states, Iraq’s enemies will no
longer be able to harm Iraq or stem its progress. In the final tapes, from 1988 and 1989, Saddam
and Tariq Aziz analyze the sources of disunity in the Arab world and the need for Arabs to fol-
low the example of European states in taking unified military, economic, and political stands.

Saddam and his advisors discuss how to punish countries that sided with Egypt after
Anwar Sadat made peace with Israel. (27 March 1979)®

Male 1: On the other hand, | do wish to direct a question to the Deputy.®” The position
we all heard and rejoiced over was when you said that any Arab regime that does not
implement Baghdad’s decisions, which are the least, and that anything less is treason and
whoever does that would be considered a traitor. My question is, do you have an idea of
the course of action [to be taken] against these Arab nations that do not abide by the
decisions?

Saddam: We have said it publicly and it was broadcast with our recorded voice and
before the ministers conference took place. We stated that he [Sadat] is a traitor and we
would deal with him on that basis, by instigating the people to give all they can to topple
him as a traitor. We said it publicly and they heard it before they came here. We repeated
it today, the same words. | fear that they think that those are just words for the public,
but not that it is for them also. We stand by what we have said.

8 Audio recording of meeting between Saddam Hussein and top advisors after the 1979 Baghdad Conference,
held in the wake of the Camp David Treaty between Al-Sadat and Israel, 27 March 1979.

8 This is a reference to Saddam. Before becoming president on 16 July 1979, Saddam was the Deputy Chair-
man of the RCC and insisted on being addressed as “Mr. Deputy.” Though he was technically only second in
command at the time of this recording, he was easily the most powerful man in Irag. Karsh and Rautsi, Sad-
dam Hussein: A Political Biography, 86.
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Male 1: | emphasize Mr. Deputy, it is clear as of today, that there are at least three Arab
nations that refuse to abide by the Baghdad decisions and even refuse to attend the
Foreign Affairs Ministers conference in Baghdad.®® And to be honest, in my estimate
there are other Arab countries that are candidates for the same position. So, taking these
measures—Dbinding the other Arab nations to these measures is a key and central matter
in my opinion, in order to prevent other Arab countries from having positions of
vacillation and non-commitment. This is a central matter...

The USA, Mr. Deputy, is threatening the Arab nations who refuse the treason deal, that it
will take measures against them.®® Therefore, we should form an Arab [inaudible] stance
that refuses this surrender deal. This issue will also need an initiative. Without an initia-
tive, we will be leaving every Arab nation to behave as it wishes in this specific issue....

Male 2: The point that comrade Saddam stated, in that Sadat did not arrive in Jerusalem
by accident, is a very important and dangerous point, which we have discussed at length
for many years! .... We stated that a settlement would mean an end to our Palestinian
cause. And we said that we if looked upon it from a national view and considered the
struggle with the Zionist enemy as a struggle for our lives, and a struggle of civilizations,
in which we either defeat and wipe out this Zionist enemy or are wiped out by him, this
means we must not accept a settlement. And we must not educate the Arab and
Palestinian populace with the ideology of settlement.

Saddam: As for the regimes that stoop, | mean that go below the minimum level in the
joint relation, and, as we said, this is to the extent of the level of treason, which of course
has no level. Maybe we can say that nationalism represents a level in expressing the
national stance, but we cannot say that there are levels to treason. But we assumed this
hypothetical assumption, in order to emphasize to those who support Sadat that they are
traitors like him and to the same extent. What is our stance toward them? In fact, we did
say what our stance toward them is. We stated it publicly with a live audio recording
which was broadcast and distributed. But is that a style for the governments or for the
revolutionary work of the revolutionaries and the people?

Actually, the idea of holding those who supported or will support Sadat, holding them
responsible for treason, is first of all the idea of—first and foremost—the populace and rev-

% This advisor’s reference to “Baghdad’s decisions” refers to decisions associated with a November 1978
summit meeting in Baghdad, in which Arab League states discussed how to punish Egypt for making peace
with Israel. The Arab League’s Foreign Ministers would meet in Baghdad on 28 March 1979 to continue the
discussion of how to punish Egypt. Sudan, Oman, and Djibouti all refused to attend the March 1979 meeting.
Thomas W. Lippman, “Arab Plan Moves to Counter Treaty: Arab Foreign Ministers Meet to Plan Retaliation
for Pact,” Washington Post, 27 March 1979; Associated Press, 28 March 1979.

8 The “treason deal” apparently refers to the Camp David Accords.
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olutionary organizations. At another level, as national organizations we must not give any
importance to the stance of other governments. And imagine the possibility of any kind of
agreement to punish the regimes that stoop to Sadat’s level. We only want these regimes to
adhere to the Baghdad Summit resolutions by boycotting Sadat; if they had expected him to
sign, they probably would not have signed on to the Baghdad Summit resolutions.

But some of them thought the matter would go on for a long time and so some regimes fell
into a sort of trap, thinking that Sadat really signed, and that they really signed these
resolutions and they are now expected to adhere to them. This method is from us, the
revolutionary fighters, and the revolutionary fighters have their own methods of dealing
with traitors that are well known and that I don’t want to explain. As for national regimes,
the stance changed only from a general, preliminary, practical one to a public position,
meaning a position where we don’t feel ashamed at all to take a shipment of weapons and
say it is coming from Iraq against the Sudanese regime. We will also state on the radio
that, yes, we did send it to the fighters in Sudan, we state it out loud.

Because that does not mean a new position. Our relationship with the fighters of Sudan
goes back much earlier than that with the backward regime. But now the situation has
taken another position from this backward regime. It is excusable for us to say it
officially and broadcast it that we consider such people to be traitors. And today, before
we came here, it was possibly announced in the six o’clock news—

Tariq: Eight o’clock, there was no six o’clock news—

Saddam: [Interrupting.] Not the talk with the ministers, but the comment on the situ-
ation in Sudan, because the Sudanese position is no longer—their position is obvious
where they officially said they will not attend. So, practically, they sided with Sadat, and
therefore, we thought we should announce in all the newscasts the fact that Sudan will
not attend and that the ruler of Sudan supported the traitor Sadat and thus became his
partner in treason.* In the past we would not say that. But now we do. We state it
officially, meaning as the position of the government. And not the position of the
freedom fighters, meaning the position of the nation. So let us act on that basis.

There were two nations that officially expressed their displeasure at what was stated on
the news, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait—to different degrees but with obvious displeasure.
And we told the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to contact both ambassadors and to tell them
that they should not imagine that what was announced was incorrect, but to tell them that
it was the position of the Iragi nation, and that we will apply it to the letter. It was not a

% The event that Sudan will not attend is apparently the March 1979 Arab League meeting of foreign and
finance ministers, in which Egypt was kicked out of the League for making peace with Israel. Numairi was a
close US ally and backed Sadat after Sadat signed the Camp David accords. “Gaafar Numeiri: Sudan Leader
Backed Camp David Accord,” Boston Globe, 31 May 2009; Marr, The Modern History of Iraq, 168—69.
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slip of the tongue or a mistake. But rather it is a policy of the Iragi nation, stated with all
its capabilities and political power, which we will apply and consider any ruler who does
not adhere to the resolutions of the Baghdad Summit to be as much a traitor as Sadat.
This definition of our position has created a new framework and new look.

Any national regime can work in the same framework, so we need to encourage it, but we
must not expect the other governments to behave like those who are not national or not
progressive or not national progressive. However, as freedom fighters you must not be
silent. We must not expect that an official ruling regime we [inaudible] and instigate the
people in an organized manner to plan to destroy the regime. ... You must express and
state with [inaudible] that Numairi is a traitor, a traitor like Sadat.”* Our people have asked
that we revolt against him and we are required to demand of him like Sadat wherever we
see him and not be embarrassed at all. And if one of you needs weapons and wants to kill
Numairi that [inaudible] these weapons from our embassy in France. And if it is
discovered that the weapon was sent through your embassy by diplomatic pouch, and is
officially stated to be from Irag, we will admit that it was sent from Iraq, for killing the
traitor Numairi, who is as much of a criminal as Sadat, just as we would do with Sadat.

Saddam claims that Iraq’s history and scientific expertise uniquely qualify it to lead

the Arab nation, but expresses concern that Israel will seek to stem the Arabs’ ascent.
(Between September 1980 and November 1981)*

91
92

93

Saddam: It is what we call in the military jargon, the local field. This is what happened
in Yemen. This is what happened with the Syrian unity. This is what happened in 1967. |
mean if a regime is toppled in Syria it can be replaced by another one, but for some
issues— Syria will have a weight and a big part to play to save the Arab Nation when it
becomes part of Iraq.*”

Jafar Numairi, president of Sudan (1969-85).

Audio recording of Saddam Hussein discussing characteristics of neighboring countries and military prepara-
tions, circa 1980/1981.

After Egypt signed the Camp David agreements, Iraq and Syria temporarily set aside years of hostility in or-
der to better cooperate against Egypt. Leaders in Baghdad and Damascus even proclaimed a common goal of
politically unifying their countries. While Saddam formally ended unification talks only after becoming pres-
ident, they had been dead since early 1979 and were likely never entirely sincere in the first place. Thomas
W. Lippman, “Iraq and Syria: Two Old Foes Move to End their Hostility,” Washington Post, 17 May 1979;
Karsh and Rautsi, Saddam Hussein, 104-07; Malik Mufti, Sovereign Creations: Pan-Arabism and Political
Order in Syria and Iraq (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996).
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But it cannot do it on its own, even if a sincere ruler takes the helm and so on and so
forth and with the cooperation of the others, it cannot be the central post of the Arab
Nation. There are necessities that must be available for it to be the center post. In Saudi
Arabia, the rulers will go and others will take their place. There is a great deal of money.
Yes, in billions and without sweat, but the human being is missing. There is no density
of population and no quality. The one who is going to raise the Arab Nation should be
the one who is richer in scientific knowledge than the others. However, Algeria, because
of its distant location and the limit in the depth of its national thinking, cannot assume
the leadership. There is no escape from the responsibility of leadership. It is not our
choice to accept it or not. It is, rather, imposed on us. The fact is that we say that we are
the Nation, we must take this direction. It must be Iraq due to the fact that Iraq has
everything going for it. It has the depth in its civilization, it has the depth in the
population density, and has the various types of advanced sciences in comparison to the
others and has the material capabilities as well as the historical events to support it. It has
Baghdad and its recent role, as well as the historical role it played during the Islamic era
in addition to Babylon and Nineveh before the Islamic era. Baghdad is all of this.

This is all necessary, so that when you tell someone these facts he will believe he is part
of a great message. You will tell him he is part of those great people. Those people would
not have been so great had it not been for these subjective capabilities. Who can carry out
this role? It is no one else but Irag. Irag can make this Nation rise and can be its center post
of its big abode. There are smaller posts, but it must always be Iraq that feels the
responsibility, and feels it is the central support post of the Arab Nation. If Iraq falls, then
the entire Arab Nation will fall. When the central post breaks, the whole house will
collapse. You cannot build this house in an area of thunderstorms. It means you build it in
a valley, because you cannot build the house on high ground. We will then continue
charging our people with this feeling. | prefer to build our army on a sound scientific base,
and | want to talk about this to the young and the old, to the soldier, the officer, and the
atomic scientist, and the university professor. We should tell it to the woman so that she
can play her role at home and at the work place. We should also tell it to the old man so
that he can let his children benefit from his experience and so forth. Is Qassem coming?

Male 1: You will see him.

Saddam: If they are going to hit Iraq, they will hit it before 1985 with an atomic bomb.
After that, they will not be able to hit it. That means all of its enemies. May God protect
Iragq from the stumbling blocks placed in its path. May God protect Iraq from, what shall
| say, the sons of the pure who are accompanying the people of Iraq in the principles. We
shall remain, God willing, after ‘85 so that any weakening or as the Arabs say, Zubair,
will not be able to harm Irag. It will not be able to stand the momentum while Iraq is on
the roll. He will be the knight and the ruler who will be concerned about Iraqg and a
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patriot who will continue the forward march. However, before ‘85, it is not so. The
building posts have been put in place, but the structure has not taken its final form.

Male 1: Sir, after ‘85, even the Iranians cannot do anything. You mean the Iranians?
Saddam: No. | mean all of the enemies of Iraq, including Iran.

Male 1: I mean even Iran was not able to do anything before “85.

Saddam: No, Iran cannot do anything without the help of the Zionist enemy.

Male 1: A Zionist attack, as Your Excellency mentioned, is something else.
Saddam: Only with the atomic bomb and this is a complicated operation and not easy.
Male 1: That means from now until ‘85 God will protect us.

Saddam: God willing in 1985 the structure will take its final form. |1 mean its relative
form. Of course, the final shape will keep up with the pace of the advance. | do not mean
the final structure.

Male 1: With God’s protection you shall return.

Saddam: There are matters that need our attention after the war is over. We must put up
a schedule. We must take advantage of the experience we gained to implement what we
did not attend to before so that we finish the job.

Tariq Aziz explains how imperialists have fostered disunity in the Arab world. (Circa
1988)*

Tariq: | believe that the challenge we faced during the last eight or ten years and since the
advent of this Iranian regime is the most dangerous we have faced since the fall of Egypt.*
Because the challenge of imperialism—despite the fact that it is dangerous from the
materialistic perspective and to a great extent from the spiritual perspective—Imperialism
is strange—strange where some people became agents of the imperialist, but it could not
be frozen in the society, as the writers express it and despite the imperialists’ attempts to
divide the Iragi society and the Arab Nation. The reaction in the face of the imperialists
was Arab unity. Likewise with the Israeli danger. It is very strong from the materialistic
aspect. It was and still is a very real danger. However, it is unable to isolate the self-
structuring and the social result of the Arab society. The danger that emanated from Iran—

% Audio recording of Saddam Hussein discussing general issues and Iraqi military history, circa 1988.

95

This might refer to the 1979 peace treaty between Israel and Egypt.
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it came along with the tremendous material strength it possessed. Yes, it was backward,
but nevertheless it was tremendous as we witnessed. At times, we used to receive
tremendous attacks from the Iranians indicative of great strength and energy. It was,
admittedly less strong than the forces the Israelis deployed in the 1967 war.

Saddam: Every attack by Iran had such an insistence and a great number of fighting
forces and capabilities, that, if things were different, were much more than the capabili-
ties imparted in 1973 for an entire year.

Tariq: It used to carry with it a tremendous amount of energy in addition to an energy we
can figuratively call spiritual, but, in fact, it was backward and dark and was based on a
superstitious insistence on destruction and venom, because the motto Khomeini raised
from the beginning of his movement and before he was in authority was that if a person
wished to reach martyrdom in order for him, as he called it, to “reach the goal,” then he
should kill. Killing, then, becomes a sacred duty as he calls it in his devious thinking. He
represents forces that are dark, twisted, and bent on killing and insisting on destruction. It
was trying to reach out and penetrate the Arab and Muslim masses claiming it belonged to
the religion of the Nation. Its danger was, if left unchecked, to divide the Arab Nation into
segments that would be difficult to reunite in our modern days.

We notice, based on our experience as Arabs and as Arab Ba’athists, how unhappy we
were with the division of the Arab Nation affected by the British and the French in the
Sykes-Picot agreement.® We tried to bypass it in the early years of our independence.
Lebanon, which is the size of an Arab county, became a state. Imagine, Lebanon is an
independent state. Qatar, which is a small, tiny municipality, is now spoken of as one
with history, culture, and literature of its own. It is like someone comes and talks about
the inhabitants of Mahmoodiyah.”” One can then talk about the history, literature, and
culture of Mahmoodiyah. Qatar is about the size of Mahmoodiyah as far as its popu-
lation. Therefore, if we allow the Arab Nation to be divided a second and third time in a
new form of Sykes-Picot on a sectarian basis, such a division will have the same result
as that of Sykes-Picot.

These little countries will fight each other in political terms, in propaganda and other
means of destruction. They did not need to enter a war. However, the Khomeini-type
countries will enter into wars with each other for backward sectarian reasons. We will
fight to divide the water resources among us, and the railroads, and the electricity

% The Sykes-Picot agreement was a secret agreement between Great Britain and France, with Russian 