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Transcript

R. Haass. Good afternoon. Welcome to the Brookings Institutibm Richard Haas.
I'm the Vice President and Director of Foreign Bplstudies. And as you know, this
afternoon, the topic of the briefing is Iran: teeent elections. And the way we titled
it: "What Happened? Why?

To answer these questions as well your questioes/ewassembled a group that is
short in quantity but long in quality. The firstrgen up is going to be for the home
team--is going to be Suzanne Maloney, who is nawsaarch associate here in the
Foreign Policy Studies program at Brookings. Sheemdy wrote her doctoral
dissertation on the role of the so-called foundetiof Bonyat [ph] in Iran, and is a
real expert on those institutions. And she is l@lsigoing to present an analysis of



the elections that just were completed. Over tsé th\@o summers, she has spent an
awful lot of time in Iran and can also give us sdaidy fresh perspectives.

After Suzanne, we've got Professor Mark Gasiorowskio's not from across the
street, but is from across the country, from Lansi State University, LSU. He's also
taught at Teheran University. Like Suzanne, he&ntsgonsiderable time in post-
revolutionary Iran. He's the author of a book @hll®).S. Foreign Policy and the
Shah." He's edited another book with Mickey Kennexhe of the real leading lights
of Middle Eastern studies, and is currently writeagook on Iranian politics since the
revolution, as Suzanne is writing a book on theagion in Iran and U.S. policy.

What we thought we'd do is have each of them sfmaddout 10 minutes. As | said,
first Suzanne, then Mark, and then we will opempitto your questions. When you do
ask questions, | only ask that your questions loet€ind you let us know in advance
who you are. And we will try to complete both th&tks and the conversation in
about an hour so those of you who have bowling #fisrnoon will not be late.
Suzanne.

S. Maloney: Thank you all so much for coming out this afternocamd thank Richard
for the introduction. We titled the presentatiomatiian elections: What Happened?
Why? And What Does it Mean?"

As Richard mentioned, I've spent about four momhkan over the past year and a
half. And one of the things that I've learned abloah--one of the first things that

becomes clear when you go over there--is that ngthiever clear in Iran. Not the air
in Teheran, one of the most polluted cities inwloeld, not the way that people talk to
one another on a daily basis where simply sayinglltd¥ and "Goodbye" can take

about 10 minutes of ritual. And certainly not th@ifics, which are some of the most
convoluted in the world.

And so, even after a very clear set of electionltedast Friday, there's still a lot of
questions to be answered and | think there'sastitit of discussion to be had about
what that means. And so that's what we're goinigytto do--answer those questions
and hold that discussion for you here today.

After a campaign marked by bitter factional rivedriand unprecedented public
liberties, record numbers of Iranians walked to plo#is for parliamentary elections
last week. Results are still not quite yet finautBhe early returns point to a very
extraordinary outcome: it's an overwhelming victéoy supporters of reform and a
very humbling finish for the stalwarts of the rewibn.

You've probably seen the headlines in the newspapegr the past five days. It's a
landslide for the liberals. Seventy percent ofrileev parliament will be people to the

left of the majority of the current parliamentldbks as though three- quarters of the
seats have been won on this first round of elestemd approximately two-thirds of

those that have already been won have gone tontefandidates. Only about 15

percent have gone to the conservatives, who now hotommanding 85 percent

majority in the current parliament.



One of the most interesting results was the fimglof former President Rafsanjani
and that of his daughter. President Rafsanjanildvag been considered a moderate
and only a few years ago was considered an icomeform in Iran. He appears to
have finished 29th in the polling in Teheran, ptaiggust high enough to secure a
seat in the first round of elections, although thself will not be finalized until
tomorrow.

And his daughter, who was one of the most commandendidates in the fifth
parliamentary election four years, Fayez Hasheumning on a platform of feminist
activism, appears to have finished 57th. All ofsttbmes in a massive turnout of
approximately 80 percent of the Iranian peoplepde®nly a week of campaign time
and disqualifications of some of the most promirrefdrm candidates.

The obvious question at this point is why? Whatsdideall mean? | think for the
specifics of the elections itself, we see thatréfermists ran a very polished, well-
organized campaign. And this in fact began sevei@hths ago, with a strategy to
deal with the issues of the Council of Guardianspaservative body of 12 clerics
who tend to control the parliamentary situation #relpolitics of Iran as a whole.

The Council of Guardians has the power to deterrmthe can and cannot run for
parliament. And so what the reformists did veryesidly was essentially flood the
polls, and nominate hundreds and thousands of pgopiun for the parliament. The
Council of Guardians was extremely restrained snvietting, and disqualified only
about half the number of candidates that it dithenprevious set of elections.

We also see that one of the major ploys by the erwasives to try to swing the
elections in their favor backfired very spectadylarA few weeks before the
elections, the conservatives passed a law in tméapeent which meant that the
threshold for victory in these current electionssw@ be lowered, meaning that each
candidate only had to secure 25 percent of the astepposed to 33 percent of the
vote in all of the previous parliamentary elections

This was considered a way to deal with the floodeddrmist candidates--essentially
that if there was one conservative running and fieermists running, that the
reformists might split the vote, the conservatingght be able to score 25 percent of
the vote.

Instead, this worked overwhelmingly in favor of tteformist coalition. It looks only
that about 25 percent of those elected on the mangihis room between 25 percent
and 33 percent were people coming from a consee/aickground.

But the larger question of why? really requiredaitake a look at Iranian society, and
the way that it's changed since the revolution. ©h¢he most stunning statistics
about Iran is this--the extent to which there'snbaegenerational change. And this
again is something that we've seen a lot in thespapers over the past few days.

Seventy percent of Iranians are under the age .of8€y're younger than | am. They
don't remember the revolution. They have only wague memories of the war, and
they certainly don't remember the royal regime tphedceeded the current one.



They're people who have a history of voting, whe \aery politicized. As one young
girl said to me: "That's all we have to think abmupolitics.”

And they're people who are very attracted to theofadeas and issues that the
reformist campaign communicated very clearly ireaes of rallies and briefings over
the final days of the campaign period.

| think in Iran you see a situation of revolutiopdatigue. There's general widespread
support--readiness for reform, readiness for change

What does it all mean? Some of these question®mes that Dr. Gasiorowski is
going to answer and I'm going to leave more for dhestion period. But | want to
point out one thing: that the vote tallies thatreveseeing so far very much mirror the
tallies that we saw in the 1997 presidential etetiand in the election for Islamic
Councils--essentially city councils--that were hiddthe very first time a year ago in
March.

What we're seeing is over three years and ovee thliections, the Iranian people, 70
percent of them and more, have consistently vatddvor of change and in favor of
reform. This is the beginning of a new shape f@mnian politics. We're seeing
platforms and parties and organizations that readlyer existed before. And we're
seeing new individuals in positions to be poweokiers.

It's almost stunning to look at the names and fHtatswere so familiar from previous
parliaments, and realize that most of those peaple ran in these current elections
did not receive the endorsement of the voters.

The center of gravity in Iran is shifting ever \géird. It's been interesting to watch
how the people who four years ago were consideredenates and centrists are now
considered conservatives. The issues that werankatilie to be discussed in public
forums only a few months ago are now commonly dised in the papers. One of the
leading candidates, who received the highest--foigbthe fourth or fifth highest
number of votes in Teheran--has been quoted aagadVyhere is no law and there is
no Islamic reason why the guardian--the supremieleaf the Revolution--should not
be criticized openly and in public.”

This is the sort of statement that would have radeone arrested only a few years
ago, and would have seriously endangered somelifieess/en a few months ago. |
think that what we're seeing in Iran is a dramatidft and a dramatic movement
toward the future. Iranians for the first time,ca® of the people who's been speaking
over the past few weeks at events like this in Waghn suggested, for the first time
in this election they had the choice to vote inofaef something instead of simply
against something. And they voted overwhelminglfawvor of reform.

This will obviously raise a number of questions atbloow U.S. policy responds, and
those are ones that | think we'll let Dr. Gasiorkved Richard deal with a little bit
more in this forum and leave to the question-ansiaan period.

But | will suggest two things. That the push foarntsparency within the Iranian--
within domestic politics--this push to investigdtee serial murders committed by



rogue agents of the Ministry of Intelligence thashbeen a very big issue in the
Iranian political sphere for the past year and i tvaso, and the other push to be
more transparent and open about the politics amavily the system is run--the rules
of the game. This will be a push that will have ajon impact on some of the issues
that are of concern to U.S. policy.

Those issues, as you all probably know as welldxs toncern terrorism, programs of
development of weapons of mass destruction andsijopo--active opposition--to the
Arab- Israeli peace process. The Majlis has vetig lauthority over those three areas.
But the push for greater transparency, for greateountability, the sense of political
responsibility that we're seeing develop in a magudran, is going to certainly
impact those three areas in the long run.

In the short run, we see now a parliament assenthécas a very hard task in front
of it. It has the high expectations of the Iranipaople who have come out
overwhelmingly in support of change. And many o# tteforms that they need to
make will be difficult ones. It requires the asséanbe of coalitions and working

together with some of their conservative oppondtissgoing to be a very interesting
period over the next six months in Iran, and it \wé a very interesting period to see
how and when the U.S. is able to respond in some wa

One thing that we know for sure: it won't be cleathe short term. Thank you.

M. Gasiorowski: Richard and Suzanne asked me to talk a little biua the
implications of these elections, and so I'm gomtatk about the implications of these
elections for basically three things.

First of all, what they mean for the compositiortloé Majlis--what's going to happen
in the next couple of months as the Majlis eledi@ontinue to play out and the
Majlis establishes itself. Secondly, what thesetalas mean for the power struggle
that has been going on in Iran for the last sevgears between reformists and
conservatives.

And then thirdly,, what this is likely to mean fpolicy in various different policy
areas coming out of the Iranian government. So dirgll, implications for the Majlis
itself. Most of the information about the electidres already come out, and Suzanne
did a good job of summarizing it.

There's really only two things that remain uncleend in fact one of them already is
pretty much clear. The biggest issue that is stitlear at this point is what the
distribution of votes has been on the reformiste slibtween the two reformist
factions, what we can call the left and the cetsris

There's not really been much attention to this. tMdghe press just talks about the
reformists as if they were all one. But in fackgyhe quite factionalized. And in the
campaigning for the election, there was a lot epdte between these two factions.

So that the immediate question is: What has beer#fance of votes for those two
factions? That remains to be seen. It probably twma'clear for a while. I'll come
back to that issue in a minute.



The second issue that's not entirely clear thaals® very important is whether
Rafsanjani himself will be elected, whether in thist round of elections or in the
second round that will occur in about two monthsar It's looking he probably will
just barely squeak by and get elected in this fiosind, but that still remains to be
seen.

So, how will this play out in the next couple of mlas within the Majlis? First of all,
there will be a second round of elections sometinodably in the month of April. It
looks like roughly somewhere around a quarter ef¢andidates or a quarter of the
seats will not be filled in this first round ancetibfore will go to the second round.

My guess is that the second round will probablgben slightly more positive for the
reformists than this first round has been. This was trend in 1996 in the last
parliamentary elections. And so therefore, prob@btpe end, when all the seats have
been filled, we'll probably see a balance of sometlike 75 to 80 percent of the
seats in parliament for the reformists, the renmgr20-25 percent for conservatives
and a few independents.

Nobody should be really very surprised by this.sTikiroughly the same balance that
the two last major elections have given, as Suzamneationed--the presidential
election of about three years ago and the municipaihcil elections a year ago.

More important even than the second round andyré#flink in some ways the most
important thing to look for in the Majlis in the xtdfew months is the elections for the
speaker. When the Majlis convenes, which will ptdpabe sometime in May,
perhaps early June, the first order of businesk heilto elect the leadership of the
Majlis. And the big question is: Who will be eledtas Speaker, who is, you know,
the number-one person in the Majlis.

Up until a few days ago, what was widely expectexs that Rafsanjani would be
elected Speaker. This seems to be pretty unlikdlyig point. | would say, you know,

probably less than a 5 percent chance this wilungeartly because he still may not
even be elected at all to the Majlis.

I myself think that probably in many ways, this webinave been the best outcome,
because Rafsanjani would have been able to playdleeof sort of moderator--
conciliator between the reformists and the congeres He would have been able to
reduce the polarization that is the likely outcoofig¢hese elections. But as | said, it
seems quite unlikely that he will be elected Speake

Indeed, | wouldn't be surprised at all if he resigrom his seat in the Majlis if he's
elected, just because he has had such a humiliatitegso far.

Second, and a much more likely possibility is itynhe that the leftist faction, which
is largely dominated by what is called the Islainén Participation Party, they may
elect one of their leaders to be Speaker, pos$telya Khatami, perhaps somebody
else like Beza Nababi [ph] or maybe Kharrudi [psdmebody like that.

They will probably have the votes to do this. Ise that probably the leftist faction
of the reformist grouping will probably get abou®,560 percent of the votes



altogether, though this remains to be seen. Anthap probably have enough votes if
they want to elect one of their own people as Speak

| don't think this would be a very good idea, antthihk that probably a lot of the
leaders of the leftist side of the reformist fasti@alize this and would be inclined to
go to a compromise candidate. But it certainly resma possibility that they may
elect one of their own. If so, that certainly woulttrease the polarization that has
been existing in Iran for some time.

The third possibility is that a compromise candeidaf some sort might be elected
Speaker--either somebody say more leaning towagdcémtrist faction or perhaps
even somebody who represents a compromise betweenreformists and the
conservatives.

The real problem with this at the moment is thatets nobody who really stands out.
There's not any prominent people who are really, kwow, in the middle who have
been elected at least that | know, and who haviegat very large share of the vote.

So anyway, this is something very important to Idok how will the speakership

elections go when they're held sometime in Mayeayhaps early June? This will not
only determine who the leaders are of the parliarbahalso | think will give a good

indication of what the character of the parliameitt be in terms of, you know, how

leftist, how centrist it will be.

Okay. Second set of issues--what will these elastimean for the big picture in Iran,
the power struggle that has been raging for mamrysyaow and very obviously for
the last three years since President Khatami veasesl?

The election will have a number of important imptions, one way or another, for
this power struggle. So I'm going to go throughesaldifferent consequences.

First of all, reformist control over the parliamesill be a pretty important step. It's
true that the Guardian Council has veto power owgat the parliament passes--over
legislation--but nonetheless, that notwithstandnedprmist control over the Majlis is
an important step forward, in several ways.

First of all, reformists in the Majlis now have a&her very prominent position from
which to speak--a bully pulpit, so to speak.

Secondly, now that they control the parliament,ytheill be able to prevent
conservatives from impeaching government ministdreh has been occurring in the
last several years. In other words, they will nogvdble to protect the government
much more from the threat of impeachment, whichlieen sort of a sword hanging
over members of the cabinet since President Khatasielected.

Thirdly, the third way in which reformist controlver the Majlis is important is that
while it's certainly true that the Guardian Courtah veto legislation passed by the
Majlis, the Guardian Council can't write legislatioAnd so one thing we can be
certain of--we can't really be sure how much of té®rmist program will finally
make it into law, because a lot of it will probabigtoed. But we can be certain that



no more conservative bills will be approved by aasg, at least by the Majlis, at
least not for the next four years.

And in particular, there's a pretty harsh press that has been being debated in
parliament for the last several months. That celgavill not be passed. And other
draconian legislation certainly will not be comiogit of the Majlis, and that is

certainly an important step forward.

The second interesting implication of the electisrthe following. There's another
important body that has a bearing on what the graent can do, and that is the
Expediency Council. The Expediency Council is agaoization created in the late
80s to essentially mediate between the Guardiam@iloand the parliament. So if the
parliament passes legislation and then it's velgeitie Guardian Council and they go
back and forth on that--well, in the end, it's optthte Expediency Council to decide
whether the legislation will actually be vetoedot.

Rafsanjani has been the head of the Expediencydildanthe last several years. But
in the last several years, it's not been a tremasigamportant body, because the
parliament and the Guardian Council have both hedhe hands of conservatives.
Now, with the parliament in the hands of reformistel the Guardian Council in the
hands of conservative, the role of the ExpedienourCil will become much more

important in mediating between those two bodies.

And so an important question then becomes: WillsRaani remain as head of the
Expediency Council or not? And my understandingthat if he is elected to
parliament and takes his seat, he then has todstep from any other government
office, and therefore would have to step down gsefliency Council head.

My reading is that being head of the Expediency r@dus a much, much more
important position than being a backbencher inpdudiament. So | think that that's a
powerful reason to suggest that Rafsanjani maytal¢ a seat in the parliament,
simply because heading the Expediency Counciliisggm be much more important.

If he does continue as head of the Expediency Gbihe question remains how will
he act? Will he be angry and bitter at the refotsni®r having denied him the
speakership of parliament? | certainly hope not.tlsat's a big question mark.

If Rafsanjani does not stay on as head of the Hepeg Council for some reason,
then the crucial issue is who will Khamenei appamtis place? If he appoints a
conservative, then the Expediency Council can hgzkhe Guardian Council to a
large extent, and the parliament will be muzzlédd appoints a Rafsanjani type or
even a reformist, then the Expediency Council wilu know, be in the position of
playing an important role in moving reform forward.

So anyway, the status of the Expediency Couneilvisry important question now.

Thirdly, as has been pointed out quite a bit in finess, although, as I've said,
reformist control over the parliament is importahg conservatives still do control a
lot of other important institutions. The leader@spion--Ayatollah Khamenei. The
security forces, the radio and television media.altarge extent, they control the



National Security Council, which has played the anaple in foreign policy. And
even still today, much of the judiciary.

So, while this is one important institution in thands of the reformists, it's only one
of seven or eight important institutions in Iran.

Finally, one last issue and very much an unknowmow the election will affect the
posture of the reformists and the conservatived. tAé reformists be emboldened by
this election and try to move forward rapidly? inth that that would be pretty
dangerous myself. That could really anger the cwasiges and lead them to do
something drastic. And | think the reformist lead®p at least is aware of the
importance of moving slowly. this was certainly derstrated last summer when
President Khatami essentially turned his back enstiudent protesters of July. So |
certainly hope the reformists will go slow and get too hotheaded.

On the other side, will the conservatives disappetar the woodwork or will they
lash out in desperation in some way? This remaimgetseen.

Depending on how these issues play out, we may laaveven more polarized
situation in Iran than has existed in the last sdvgears, which could be very
dangerous. Or perhaps the polarization will redadgtle bit. I think it will remain
fairly polarized as it has been in the last fewrgemeaning that there will continue to
be a possibility of political instability in Iraneven there will continue to be a
possibility of a coup by hard-liners, although Irtaenly would not rate that very
likely. Iran will remain a relatively scary place.

How this will play out of course depends a lot mwhkey people like Khatami and
Khamenei conduct themselves in the coming montlfts yeears and whether they
restrain the hotheads in their respective camps.

Okay. Finally, what will the Majlis election meaarfpolicymaking in Iran? It's very
important to disaggregate different areas of refanot just to talk about reform in
general. So let me talk quickly about four areasvimch | think you'll see very
different outcomes of the election.

First of all, economic reform. | think economicaah will be the big winner of these
elections. Up until now and for the last severahrge the parliament has been the
main obstacle to economic reform and has emasduldte economic reform
programs put forward by Khatami last fall and poexly by Rafsanjani.

Now, with the parliament and the presidency bothhe hands of reformists, you'll
have much more cooperation. | don't think that @&eardian Council will do very
much in the way of vetoing economic reform--you wmnaninor concern for them.

So | think economic reform has a much better charme, and that's an important
issue for Iranians and even for domestic politician.

Secondly, the other real big issue is politicaloref. Again, up until now, the
parliament has been a major obstacle to politiefdrm, passing some unpleasant
bills and blocking various things. Now obviouslgr the next four years, they will no



longer be in a position of rolling back politicakédoms. But it remains to be seen
how much progress forward it can make. And agie,kiey question is whether the
Guardian Council will veto a lot of what the panfiant tries to do.

| think, in my own view, political reform is the ptroversial issue in Iran. It's the big
issue that the conservatives will dig their healon and so it's probably much less
likely to go forward than economic reform. And tlgl be the main focus of clashes
between the two factions.

Very quickly, the third issue area: socio-cultuchlange. Issues like dress codes in
Iran, gender mixing, access to Western culturesghare very important issues,
especially for young people. And | think these gsinwill continue to move forward.
There hasn't really been much success by the c@isess in the last several years of
stopping these things. They're largely outsidecibr@rol of government bodies. This
will just continue to move forward inexorably.

Finally, from the American point of view, the mastportant set of issues is foreign
policy: how will the Majlis elections affect foreigpolicy? | don't think that they will
affect foreign policy very much at all.

The overwhelming focus of the reformists has beerdomestic issues, especially
political reform. They will continue to face strolmgposition from the conservatives,
even though the conservatives now have lost paglnAnd so there will continue to
be, you know, very tense fighting between the refsts and the conservatives.

The reformists will want to avoid confronting thenservatives as much as possible
and getting them angry. They have limited politicapital to spend and | think they
will spend it mostly on domestic reform issues eattman foreign policy issues.

So | don't think that there will be much movementMard at all, absent efforts by the
United States on rapprochement, with the U.S.,othe big issues that the U.S. is
interested in--weapons of mass destruction, temorand the Middle East peace
process.

And I'd add to that, not only are there importaniitical obstacles to moving forward
on those issues, but also reformists do not sesetissues quite the way Washington
sees those issues. They're not that important frenpoint of view of Iranians. Many
reformists feel very ambivalent about relationswite U.S. and these other issues.

So in the absence of strong inducements from théetlrStates--and | can't really
myself see that happening before November--1 dbiik that there will be any big

change in the near future in U.S.-Iran relationad Af course there are plenty of
things the U.S. could do to move this forward, bakon't really see it happening.
Specifically, the measures that were mentioned WSA Today article yesterday--
allowing imports of pistachio nuts and nuts andets into the United States--1 don't
think is really going to have much of an impact lcemians. So | think that these
things will--that relations with the U.S. will reimalargely frozen for the time being.

R. Haass: Thank you both. Let me just say one or two thingsua the U.S. side and
then we will open it up for questions. Two pointeabtically, then a few
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prescriptively. Even if what happened over the fast days was not a transformation
or a revolution, it's still significant. And it m&iorces some of the political changes of
the last few years.

Clearly there's no backsliding. Clearly things cmm to move forward in Iran.
Secondly, it's also clear--and Professor Gasioroyusit pointed out--that foreign
policy was not at the center of the election, se can't expect suddenly a new foreign
policy agenda to emerge from Teheran, at leasamptime soon.

That said, | think there are a few things the UhiStates can and should do. These
would be things that might elicit a response, mggttthe stage for real change down
the road. In any case, | don't see them involvimg r@al thaw. So let me just suggest
three.

One is on something we can stop doing. And we cakenit very--we can stop using
the dual containment language. We can stop clagtdran and Iraq. They are very
different countries, they pose very different chiafles, they have very different
standing in the international community. And thexeno reason to paint them or tar
them with the same brush. So simply by stoppinghi-use of that rhetoric--1 think
the United States over time can send an importgnak

Secondly, | think the time has come for the UniBtdtes to reconsider its opposition
to lending to Iran by the part or on the part & thternational financial institutions.
This is something that, in many cases, can be stggbon humanitarian grounds. In
other cases, it does not pose a strategic thréat.United States can keep all of its
opposition to the transfer of dual-use technolagything with military significance,
anything that will lead to weapons of mass desioact

But to stop opposing World Bank and other formstérnational lending--1 don't see
any real problem with that strategically and aghathink it would send a positive
message.

Thirdly, and this may be something for a new adstration to consider, the United
States is insistent that any contacts betweenntbegbvernments be carried out on an
official basis. | expect this has something to dthwhe history of somewhat "being
burned" by a question of who is authoritative arftbws not.

That said, to demand that any contacts betweebJtited States and Iran be only on
an official basis is given even now the politics Icdn essentially to put off this
possibility. It is simply putting more traffic thathe bridge can bear, given how
sensitive the question of ties to the United Stegasains.

And | would think that one thing a new adminisioatimight want to consider is the
idea of unofficial but authorized contacts. Andtliat's what it takes to begin a
dialogue, which only when after it reaches a cerfaoint could then move into
official channels, that to me would seem to beep storth considering very seriously.

With that, let me open it up to you all. We havemple here with microphones who

will come up to you. I'll call on you. Again, if yocan indicate your name, where
you're from, keep your question short, and if ydikd to direct them to anybody up
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here, or we'll just field them with whatever aréily rule | can impose. There you go.
Barry.

Q: Professor and the others, | wish you would go tteliturther. You did make

reference to limited capital and that it would Ipergt by the reformers on domestic
change. But I'd like your impressions, please, detiver the policy positions that Iran
takes and the U.S. objects to so strenuously aflyranathema to the so-called
reformers. In other words, is there something-ti®rntirely a conservative/liberal

situation? Or is there something about it endemidran? In other words, an anti-
Israel policy, persecution of Bahai, lining up thews of Shiraz and putting them
under a death sentence, supporting terrorism, grytn acquire weapons of mass
destruction.

| mean, on the last, for instance, is that an esgpo@ of nationalism that transcends
dress codes--which | don't find terribly signifitaor interesting from an American
standpoint--or is there more to be expected, if fjgdow me, along those lines--if the
reformists keep gaining ground.

M. Gasiorowski: There are pretty substantial differences, I'd say.all those big
iIssues between the two camps on average. | meaoudcfe, there are some people in
the conservative camp who hold, you know, viewg Hra much more palatable to
Washington on these issues, and still some peoptee reformist camp who hold
views that are less palatable.

But generally, there is a pretty substantial défere between the two | would say. But
there's not very many people that I've ever métain who hold the kinds of view that
the U.S. wants.

| mean, just to take weapons of mass destruction. Rhow, this is not just an issue
of nationalism, as you're suggesting. Iran livesigery dangerous neighborhood. |
mean, the Pakistanis now have nuclear weapons;llragan, who really thinks that
Irag will never have nuclear weapons or will novéghem in 10 years? If | lived next
store to Iraq, I'd be very concerned about that.

The Israelis of course have nuclear weapons amgifamge strike aircraft. The U.S.
fleet in the Persian Gulf probably has nuclear weap Iran lives in a really
dangerous neighborhood and essentially all Iranifmet that they need strong
defense. And, you know, if you can't do it with gentional means, nuclear weapons
or weapons of mass destruction as a deterrent wraaninimal deterrent force make
a lot of sense.

So, you know, while there are some differences qeston those views, they're not
really that big. And | wouldn't look for a big chgenon that particular issue from the
reformists--not to mention the fact that of counsarliament doesn't really have any
say in foreign policy anyway.

On the other issues--support for terrorism. Of seurthat's also viewed very

differently in Iran and the Middle East than it here. You know, Hezbollah in
Lebanon, for example, is looked at by most Iraniangh more as a kindred group--
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blood brothers, so to speak, or people with whomshare the foxhole--than, you
know, than they are looked on as we Americans &idkem.

Hamas--the same thing. | mean, Hamas is largelkeldoat as the legitimate
opposition by the Palestinians to Israeli rulentgst Iranians.

So again, there are pretty big differences on thisgs, and how much Iran should
support those groups--there is certainly a lotificence on that. But, you know, the
reformists don't see things quite the way we Anagrscdo.

Q: If that is true, then, Richard Haas, how could &md of dialogue work to the
benefit of the United States? Given--you know, pgen to agree that dialogue is
good generally, and there are lots of countries @uba we ought to have one with,
but how would a dialogue, that if the professorsmg are correct--I'll bet they are--
what would the dialogue do so far as changing thihthey're deeply rooted? Do you
need a Shah again and could you get one again?

R. Haass: | would see how a dialogue could advance U.S. aster For example, on
weapons of mass destruction we've had a dialogtie sauntries as obnoxious to
ourselves as North Korea. And I'm not necessatiygesting that model would be
appropriate for Iran, but simply to say that thetets of different ways to deal with
the proliferation threat. And it's clear to me tisahply trying to isolate Iran while
slowing down the process or the pace by which Igans weapons of mass
destruction is not going to prevent it.

So we have to think about if this process is gdmgontinue at some speed, do we
want to try to influence in ways other than simpiytrying to erect a regime of export
controls? The answer is maybe.

On the question of terrorism, but particularly lre tcontext--if the Middle East peace
process once again resumes, | would think thatobtiee things that would obviously
be required is a very different Syrian policy todsr facilitation of arms
transshipments through Damascus into Lebanon.

And in the context of some resumed dialogue betws®el and Syria, | can imagine
that it might be interesting for the United Statestalk to Iran about perhaps
reconsidering, to say the least, its policy thémeterms of the peace process more
generally. And there's a long tradition of Isrdedinian contacts. And you know that
as well as | do, Barry. And for various strategiasons, there's always been a group
of people in Israel that have been somewhat inédgu

So | don't take the idea of permanent Iranian liysto the peace process necessarily
in the whole--I don't take that as a given. | mdeom where | sit, and I'm surrounded

here, I'm bookended by two real experts and | dometend to be one on this subject,
so I'll stop speaking very shortly. And | want iwegSuzanne a chance to chime in on
your question.

I am struck by how in two decades, there has begmfisant change here. We have

clearly begun and probably over the last few yead#ferent era in Iran, which again
does not suggest a tipping point, a fundamentahgdaBut clearly there has been
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appreciable change. And Iran of today is no lortgeriran of the immediate post-
Shah years. And for the United States to ignoregbams to be unwise.

Now it may be a very long process by which we cetually begin to reestablish
some relationship, which is not to me an end ielfit&Vhat I'm really interested in is
the goal of seeing some changes in Iranian beha&iad it would just be unlikely if
ultimately there were not some correlation betwdemestic political and economic
change and foreign policy change.

It would be odd and it would be uncharacteristidto$ country that sooner or later
domestic change did somehow not translate into ssone of change in external

behavior. So | would just think ultimately a dial@gmakes sense, if only to explore
those possibilities. Suzanne.

S. Maloney: Let me just chime in on a couple of points that yaised, because you
really raised a wide range of issues on which reéws and conservatives don't
necessarily have a single platform amongst them.

But particularly on the issue of weapons of massrdetion, | want to point out, as
I'm sure most of you know, that Iran's nuclear paogbegan 30 years ago under the
Shah, so it really isn't particularly a programtthaeally intrinsic to the Islamic
Republic per se.

But your question of why it is that we actually agg a country which over several
regimes might undertake these sorts of policy getbe real issue of why Iran takes
the sorts of policies that it does. We may or may agree with them, but it comes
down to their own definition of their regional sety and their sense of threat
perception coming from their neighbors, coming fribra U.S. position in the Gulf.

We may not find that a justifiable stance. But ymve to understand that the people
who are defining their own national security dowriare people who have lived
through a war and have a very different sense efwtbrld than we do. And in that
case, | think, rather than negate the need foogied, the Iranian continuing support
for terrorism, programs of weapons of mass destmiatevelopment mandates some
sort of dialogue between the two countries.

Let me just chime in on one other point which isi yoentioned the position of the 13
Jews who were arrested, just a little under a ggarin the southern city of Shiraz.
There are 13 people of Jewish descent who werstadeThere are several others
that we've heard about who are non-Jews, Muslinestad for the same crimes.

Some of them have been released on bail. And inwveks coming up before the
elections, there's been a lot of talk behind thenes that in fact, they'll either be
pardoned or they'll receive very light sentencesdoh't think that there's any
likelihood of those people being executed or baiogvicted in a capital crime. So |
think we have to be careful about the sorts of gdsahat we use in discussing these
issues.

M. Gasiorowski: Let me have a moment, quickly. The one last thingay is these
issues are very negotiable in Iran. And especiallythe part of the reformists. These
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are very pragmatic people. And so, you know, yoveha distinguish between what
they want and, you know, what--you know, who thapmort and what they want to
do on the one hand and what they're willing to @@dhieve their goals on the other
hand.

| think specifically on weapons of mass destruciomn support of terrorism, there's
quite a bit of room for negotiation between the LABd Iran. Indeed, this should be
the main goal of rapprochement between the UnitteS and Iran from the U.S.
point of view.

R. Haass: All the way in the back. Yes, ma‘am.
Q: Thank you. | wanted to ask a question about--
R. Haass. Please identify yourself, miss.

Q: Oh, I'm sorry. Carol Brookins [ph] of World Perspees. | wanted to ask a
question about the economic dimension and the esmnieform dimension because
of the relationship of the Bazaaris [ph] to the semvatives and the state ownership of
the control of virtually anything that was importaor through special arrangements
with these other participants.

The young people are likely not just to want tochlbnds or change their dress code
but to actually have jobs and move forward. Sdike your thoughts about the issue
of economic reform and what do you think will be ftirst targets for the reform, and
where the real opposition will come.

S. Maloney: Yeah, I'd like to answer that one. I'm a littledesanguine about the
possibilities for short-term economic reform or &e&s in helping economic reform in
this new parliament. That's largely because thi®rmast--this grand rainbow
coalition of reformists--includes people who haeg&ly technocratic views of what
the economy should be, which means a fairly strpngate sector, a small public
sector.

And it also includes people who have kind of oldHi@ned leftist views of the world,
and they really do favor a much more active staetos and one in which the
government takes a very direct role for the seguaid economic fortunes of the
general public.

So | think they're going to see a lot of internecimarfare which has gone on up until
now--it's going to become more focused on somehefdconomic issues. This is
obviously a very big problem for Iran. About 80000people come on to the job
market every year and the economy creates someweéreen a third and a half of
that number of jobs. So you've got almost a halfioni people each year and
currently it's adding to 16 percent unemploymerd arwhole of underemployment
and simple economic despair.

So it's a very big issue. There's a presidentietteln that will be coming up in
another year or so, so this is certainly somethivag's going to become an issue for
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President Khatami--whether or not he's able tovdelon the real material well-being
issues that | think are the bread-and-butter kindsues that people vote on.

And | don't know where the first attacks are goingoe. They may be on issues--
economic reform program issues that are a litlartmre "feel good" kind of issues,
and that is looking at some of these foundatioas you hear an awful lot about and
that are very powerful actors in the Iranian ecopdmat don't contribute anything to
the government tax coffers.

And so that's something that | know that IslamaniParticipation Front has already
mentioned in its first press conference as a plespibce to look.

I don't know. | think the other issues are goindp¢ofairly tough ones: looking at the
labor law, looking at the laws that prevent--thatit foreign participation in joint
ventures and in foreign investment. But those aiagyto be much tougher things to
pass in the short term and | think we have to befgbhnot to get our expectations too
high.

R. Haass. Nora? You have to wait for the microphone. We hawerules here.

Q: Nora Bustani, Washington Post. | just wanted to&iskanne, because this is your
area of expertise about these foundations. Nowytbathave a reformist parliament
what are the parameters that it will have in deglimth these foundations. In the past
there were all these memos for investigating them mothing ever came to any
results.

So, will they take them on? And what are their tations?

S. Maloney: This is sort of my pet issue so I'll just give tdi bit of background for
anyone who isn't familiar with what the foundatioae. You'll often hear them
referred to as Bonyaz [ph] which is the word indrar by the way for "foundation.”

And they're economic organizations--several largesoin particular--that were
created after the revolution and in several casek over much of the property that
was confiscated or expropriated during the upheafathe revolution and the
immediate period thereatfter.

There's already been some talk of what can be ddrexe already have been some |
think moves toward reining them in as the directiothe most prominent foundation,
the Foundation for the Oppressed and War Wounded,changed last summer, and
the new director has worked somewhat cooperativelgh the Khatami
administration. These foundations have no respditgiko the formal government
per se, they're supervised by the supreme leader.

But this new director has promised to work veryperatively with the government. |
spoke to the old director, Mohsan Rafiq Duest [@}p is also the former head of the
Revolutionary Guard in Teheran about three weeks agd he was very distressed
about the current situation because he sees thaé tfoundations are being pulled
within the government wing. And frankly, he thinkkat's fairly bad for their
economic position.

16



You would find a lot of, you know, Keynesian econst®who agree with him on that
sort of thing. The real answer is how to privatikem and get their assets out--not
only outside of the control of some hardline peopithin the power system, but
outside of the government as a whole. And thatisggto be a very difficult thing to
do, because right now there just isn't the capitéthe Iranian economy to absorb their
holdings.

Q: But will there be any authority over them?

S. Maloney: | think there will be a lot of talk about it in thEarliament, but frankly |
don't see it happening because they were creattde atecrees of Khomenei in the
year after the revolution. And that's a word thaesy hard to go against. So if
Khomenei set them up to operate independently, snaie essentially got to take him
on and contradict what he created.

And that's something that happens all the timean-tdon't get me wrong. The word
of Khomenei doesn't stand--doesn't make the traffop. But it is something that
requires a certain amount of political courage andertain amount of coalition-
building among conservatives and reformers.

R. Haass: To be fair, it doesn't take a lot to make the icafftop in Teheran, as
anyone who's spent any time there. Yes, ma'arthallvay in the back.

Q: I'm with Petroleum Finance Company. As someonewaat with Suzanne in Iran
and met Rafiq Duest [ph] with her--and | am a geshihirer of her work because she
knows a lot more about the Iranian economy thant pesple that | think look at this
IsSsue.

I look at it mostly from the oil sector side. Andnlust say that having been in Iran, |
disagree with many of the professor's views on tlowgs are shaping up, because
having met Khatami's key strategist and understandn the ground in January what
was going on, | felt immediately that the reformesmsre going to have a major win
and that Rafsanjani would be out. And there wasdaabt in my mind that he
wouldn't be speaker of the parliament.

| think to refer to Iran as a place of instabilibf,coups, of, you know, this is a scary
place--1 think is probably the wrong terms to baagsiow. | think if you think--if you
look at what's going on with the parliament and yook at who some of the key
winners are and you see that Khatami's brother, hd®led the reformist slate, is
married to the granddaughter of Khamenei.

If you see that Khamenei's brother is one of the ftee winners--if you see that
across the board--you know, the difference betwberhardliners and these people--I
think that there's still this element where altloése people understand that this is an
Islamic Republic, and that now the people have d/@ed it's got to evolve in a
direction that's far more open, and it's goinguvolee in a secular direction.

But | don't see the hardliners like Rafsanjani,dkdtiouri, Khamenei, playing such a

destabilizing role as they've played in the reeeahths. | think everyone's gotten the
message.
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And my impression is that while economic reformivié difficult on the foreign
policy side, this is a country that's going to mdeevard in leaps and bounds, and
that already the statements coming out of Karardi the foreign ministry--where
there could be a shake-up, by the way--are thgtwhaat relations with the U.S.

And | think Dr. Haass is right, dialogue is the wtaygo. | think that we're going to
see major changes in NIOC and that overall, eveparhament, if you look at what's
happened in parliament, the whole foreign policynoattee’'s gone. Now you're
saying that--

R. Haass: Could I--could | basically summarize what | thirskyiour question?
Q: Yeah. Well, my question--
R. Haass: It's that do you want to reconsider what you hasity[ Laughter]

Q: And my question is reconsider, because | thinketss monumental changes and
that things are going to move in a direction whiestead of the U.S. trying to say

"Oh, but this isn't a good thing, you know, we'w tp wait and see,” | think we've

got to grab on to it and say "This is extremelyifpos and let's se how we can work
with this country.”

R. Haass: Great. Professor, I'll give you another shot.

M. Gasiorowski: First of all, | certainly hope that you're rightml not quite as
optimistic as you are, and | certainly agree thatW.S. should grab on to it.

But look, these same things were said three yedmnwPresident Khatami was
elected. And the last three years have been a lbag] struggle in Iran. And
particularly last summer, you know, events almpgtased out of control.

I'm not really so concerned about Khamenei, cdstaiot Natek Nouri. But | don't
think these people are really a big threat. My m@oncern on the hardline side is
people in the security forces, and particularlyha Revolutionary Guard, who have
done some saber-rattling in recent weeks and treeliast year or two.

| said that | don't think that a coup is very likebut it certainly is not something that
can be ruled out. | mean, anything can happen.ddm't entirely disagree with you. |
disagree, you know, in degrees with you.

R. Haass: Let me just try to split the difference also. Intkione of the frustrating

things the United States is going to encountemdked it does ultimately try to do a
bit more to establish some sort of dialogue orti@ighip--is going to be the lack of
centralized institutional power in Iran.

And we are going to constantly come up againstréladity that whereas we might
find certain power centers are actually mildly fm@ming, we are likely to find other
power centers that the government is either unablanwilling to control, not as

much to our liking. And | think that any process air rapprochement, to use an
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extremely ambitious word, is going to be very lamg very bumpy for that reason
alone. Ron McAlister [ph].

Q: Thank you. Richard, a number of us in the busimessmunity were surprised--
and not in a positive way--to read that couple afagraphs on Iran that appeared in
Condie Rice's article in "Foreign Affairs" aboutetlpossible Republican foreign
policy of a Bush presidency. It really perpetuaaddt of old and frozen thinking, and
it didn't seem to reflect any of the dynamism ikathat we've heard about today.

What do you think can be done to improve recognitd the changes more broadly
here through the American--what do | want to sayleast the political thinkers, the
policymakers? You can put in a plug for Brookingsehif you want.

R. Haass: Does either of you want to take this question? gtdar] Well, | just think
that this is one of those issues which is part tEHrger debate, which is how to deal
with difficult countries but very much--1 think thdebate is unfreezing.

| think, given where you and | have spent somed&y, there's a new attitude, there's
a lot more questioning about sanctions and howséothat foreign policy instrument.

| think the North Korean example has at least slibtimat in certain circumstances
there is a place for incentives, even with difftaduntries.

| think the progress already realized and the p@efor greater progress with Libya
has already encouraged some thinking that counta@sget off certain lists, that
there's got to be a clearly exit strategy for caestthat we've considered, quote,
unquote, "rogues."

| think there's a greater sense in the--at leaptaints of the foreign policy community

that the appellation "rogues"” is not terribly usefualready mentioned that dual

containment | find an unhelpful categorization. Mynch is that in the next couple of
years, you'll find less use of the word "roguesstjbecause, you know, it blurs as
much as it illuminates.

So, I think the intellectual debate is changingdAme of the many good things about
this society is ideas matter. And over time, idgasslate into politics. And just like
some of the debates about privatization of SoatauBity or the recent legislation on
welfare reform and all that--you can trace themkbacpolicy debates at places like
Brookings and other institutions.

My hunch is the foreign policy debate that's goamgabout how to deal with a lot of
these problem countries--that these ideas will ypke hold in policy.

Secondly--and I'm not singling out Condie or anypetse. One should never draw a
direct connection between things which are writ@n said in campaigns and

governing styles. There's a--it's two very diffarphases of American politics. So |

think it's always wrong to read everything thasad and written in one context and
assume that it necessarily applies in other cositext

Yes, ma'am.
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Q: --I'm from the National Democratic Institute. Theegtion will take us in a little
bit of a different line. I'm curious to know if arpandidate stood out to you in their
campaigning styles throughout the one week they foadthe elections and any
coalition building that happened between especthlyreformists.

S. Maloney: I'll start out and share my thoughts and I'm surrkvwill have some
things to add as well. First of all, you know, | miened the one-week campaign
period, and that's important because it limits peegpublic campaign time.

But there was certainly a lot of maneuvering over tourse--from the time | was
there in July, there were people positioning thdwese There was a lot of talk in the
papers about who was running, and it was absoluelyr that people were doing
things, resigning from posts, taking on new cha&s) saying certain things to the
press to get themselves out in public.

| mean, | think the phenomenon of Mohammed Rezatdthiaof Abu Reza Nouri,
both of whom are brothers of a couple of the herbast necessarily the leaders of
the Iranian reform movement. Khatami is the brothfeéhe president. Ali Reza Nouri,
who is somewhere around five or six in the pollatgthis point in Teheran is the
brother of the imprisoned cleric Ali Raha Nouri wihvas the interior minister who
was impeached, as Mark made reference, about tars yego almost now by the
conservative parliament and has since been immtdor writing and saying some
things that were fairly unpopular.

So I think what you saw was people who came ouy peblicly and demonstrated
themselves--spoke very clearly about the possdslibf U.S. relations. You also saw
a lot of--you know, slicker campaign styles. Bngfs, rallies, dancing, rock music,
parties--the kind of fun that you don't always seeg/ou don't always associate with
Iran from Washington.

And you also saw, you know, some fairly interestipgsitioning of themselves.
Former President Rafsanjani evidently sent out hedwlof thousands of pictures of
himself without his turban, [Inaudible]--to bringiover when he comes next month.
But this was sort of to appeal to the women's vatethe one hand and also
recognizing that right now in Iran, style mattessnauch as substance.

You saw in Iran a very similar sort of atmosphérat tyou saw in Michigan over the
past few days, where it was a debate about whthareeal reformers and who's a real
reformer. So Rafsanjani, by taking off his turbathink was trying to become one of
the real reformers. His daughter, who as | mentipfeur years ago was considered
to be the leading light of Iranian feminism andh@v more seen | think as a bit of a
shill for her father and part of the entrenched @ostructure, evidently sent out--or
designed a campaign photo that showed her--theesbiper body underneath her
chador in a sort of sexy pose. And it was sometthaga lot of people commented on
as well.

So you know, what you see is instead of mobilizopepple through the mosques,
instead of mobilizing people through the bazaarlraisian politics has traditionally
operated, you saw people being mobilized aroundigsar The parties don't
necessarily have clear definitions yet. But it'snach more modern structure of
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politics. And if they can develop platforms and amge the candidates and organize
the people who represent them in parliament to redteea certain point of view, it
will be really a very fresh start for Iranian pa@f. But it's going to take some
transition time.

M. Gasiorowski: Sure. Suzanne's right on about that. Their camptgtics were
very interesting and very effective. The only thiftgadd to that is not only the tactics
but you know, sort of in terms of general stratafpp | think that the reformists were
very astute.

| have a good friend who is pretty high in the MalshAkat [ph] party which is the
main leftist party who | spoke to extensively lagtnmer about this. And they had a
very clear idea of what they needed to do to wis #lection, that they needed
candidates in all the districts, that they needegbcdelection lists in case people at the
top of the list got vetoed, and on and on. It wisoat as if they had spent the last
several years reading political science textbodkaiahow to do a campaign.

They really knew what they were doing, and by asttthe conservatives really just
fell flat. They just didn't really seem to know vtti@ do to win this election.

So it's not only tactics, but also strategy. Andlould just simply kind of link that to
my comment before that, you know, these are veagmpatic people. They know
what they need to do. They're clear thinkers inrédiermist camp. You know, they're
very competent and pragmatic. And | think that waktend not only to their
campaigning, but also to their, you know, in th@reign policy behavior and
domestic political strategy as well.

R. Haass: We have time for a couple more. | don't want topkgeu too long. Yes,
ma'am. We'll give you a microphone so you don'ehtavproject.

Q: Paula Aman [ph] Washington Jewish Week. Given wizet been said about the
emphasis by and large on domestic issues ovematienal--and some of this may
have been dealt with in the first question. But tvandering if the experts could

comment on the kind of rhetoric that was heard rduthe campaign in terms of

statements about the United States and Israel'sl$@mnething that we've heard in the
past in a fairly hostile way. | was wondering iathwas largely absent, toned down,
different in any significant way that you detected.

M. Gasiorowski: There's a clear difference in the rhetoric of tbeservatives and
the reformists on--especially on the United Stabesalso on Israel, to the extent they
talk about it there, and on, you know, related essurhe reformists are just simply
much more toned down, starting with Khatami himself

The other thing | would say about this is you neethke the rhetoric coming out of
Iran with a little bit of a grain of salt. But mosf that is directed at domestic
audiences, just as the rhetoric of politicianshi@ United States is mostly directed to
domestic audiences as well.

You know, when people chant "Death to America"ram| it's not something to really
get very worried about. I've been in crowds whérs happened all the time. | think
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of it as primarily a joke. So | wouldn't worry taauch about the rhetoric. It's the
actions that are important.

S. Maloney: Well, the interesting was the two places whereriigtoric was very--the
two moments when the rhetoric became very impoadt got a lot of press within
Iran and a lot of focus within Iran were both casesvhich people made fairly
moderate statements about the United States aniivpostatements about the
possibility of not simply people-to-people relatships but government-to-
government relationships. That was--

[TAPE CHANGE]

--and also the brother of Abudulahi Nouri. So tinees when the U.S. came up in the
campaign--and again, given the week that theselpdau to speak and given the
profuse number of issues that were really what leeagre focusing on, it didn't
come up a lot.

But when it did come up, it was in a very positlight. Not--there's a huge change
from years past.

R. Haass: Yes sir, in the back.

Q: Jim Lobe [ph], Interpress Service. | guess to Daas$l with respect to U.S.
relations. Much was made when there was discussfolarger regional issues,
specifically Afghanistan, that included where th&Uand Iran sat down at the same
table.

I'd like you to address the larger regional issysssticularly with respect to South
Asia and Afghanistan. And also, the implicationsgbly for a pipeline change and--
or a change in pipeline policy.

And finally, with respect to your point about th@arnational financial institutions,
Jamie Rubin said today that they would not relairtbpposition, because Iran is on a
terrorism list and they follow what Congress mardawith respect to that, so they'll
continue to oppose loans.

Can they change their position on loans withoutueking or taking off Iran from the
terrorism list?

R. Haass: Correct me if I'm wrong and maybe--If it's direct3J assistance, no. Are
we forced to vote against them in the World Banlbasic human needs loans, too?

S. Maloney: Yes.
[Off-mic comment]
R. Haass: Okay. Okay. The answer is then we can't. That'safritbe reasons that--

Megan O'Sullivan, who was just talking, and otheese--we've been suggesting the
utility of legislating reform in the terrorism listhich would separate the designation
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from the remedy in order ultimately to give us &rhpre discretion in how we deal
with these things.

Again, particularly when it comes for loans for isasuman needs projects, whether a
country is on a terrorism list or not, if we're fident that the loan is going for a
project that does meet humanitarian needs carefuitymscribed, that's something
that | would think in the long run the United Swateould want to change. Indeed, the
fact that we're now exporting agricultural goodslrem and medical--we set up an
exception in our laws--suggests to me that we'wteagstructural inconsistency. In a
funny sort of way, we're now more flexible bilatéyahan we are internationally,
which doesn't seem to me to make a lot of sense.

| don't expect--I just don't know whether theratxy @onsideration of changing our
policy on the pipeline. I've not heard it. If thel® I'd be surprised, just given
continuing questions and problems over terrorisnezbidllah’'s role in Lebanon,
weapons of mass destruction and others. So | ferdmm't expect to see anything on
that soon.

I think your idea of involving Iran in various kiadf regional talks makes sense. |
think the Afghan situation was a good model. Andthére are certain barriers

obviously to doing things bilaterally, the ideatlsat selectively we could do some

things multilaterally. If that becomes a back dtwbegin to discuss some issues, | for
one would welcome it.

And with that, let me--I promised to only keep yioere for just about an hour. I've
now violated that, so | apologize. | really want tttank Mark Gasiorowski for

traveling a good thousand miles or so. | want amkhSuzanne Maloney for travelling
a good thousand centimeters or so. | think you chdaom two of the most

knowledgeable people in this country about Irard Ajust want to thank them for
sharing their insights and | want to thank youdoming to Brookings.

Thank you very much.

[APPLAUSE AND END OF EVENT]
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