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CAMP ASHRAF: IRAQI OBLIGATIONS AND
STATE DEPARTMENT ACCOUNTABILITY

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 7, 2011

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEES ON
OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS,
AND THE MIDDLE EAST AND SOUTH ASIA,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittees met, pursuant to notice, at 2:55 p.m., in room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dana Rohrabacher
(chairman of the Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations)
presiding.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. This joint hearing of both the Oversight and
Investigations and Middle East and South Asia Subcommittees will
come to order.

Ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much for coming today. I
want to thank my colleagues for joining us.

We are going to open up this hearing with an introduction to the
subject matter with a video shot earlier this year showing the
events just before and during and after the April 8 attack on Camp
Ashraf by Iraqi soldiers operating under the orders of the Baghdad
government of Prime Minister Maliki. It is a short video, about 1
minute. It was filmed by a resident of Camp Ashraf and edited
from a much larger collection of film recorded during those days.

The narrative is that while U.S. military personnel were present
the Iraqi forces were held in check, but when the U.S. soldiers were
ordered to leave the area, the Iraqi troops attacked. Later con-
firming the casualties of the attack, U.S. personnel did return to
%ii,le daid to the wounded and take witness of those who had been

illed.

And, again, this hearing is a hearing of two subcommittees. We
will be giving opening remarks after this short video.

[Video shown.]

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I would like to draw attention also to the
posters underneath the monitors. If you noticed during the video,
you saw that gentleman aiming his rifle and shooting. That was
what we call premeditated murder. The people who were being tar-
geted by that individual, who was aiming his gun, were unarmed
civilians. This, in itself, is—I guess when they kill one or two peo-
ple, it is murder; when you kill tens of people, it becomes an atroc-
ity and perhaps even a war crime. And the fact that this was being
done by—at least with the approval of the Iraqi Government is
something that is of great concern to the United States, especially
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when the beginning of the video shows U.S. troops exiting the area
just prior to this atrocity.

This hearing is the last chance for Congress to impress upon the
State Department the gravity of the crisis that we face and the
stain on American honor that will result if action is not taken to
avert another massacre of unarmed civilians in Camp Ashraf. If
that bloodletting happens, it will be a crime perpetrated by a con-
spiracy between Iraqi Prime Minister Maliki and the Iranian theoc-
racy which is pulling the strings.

Whatever has been going on for two decades, since the arrival of
U.S. forces in 2003, Camp Ashraf has been a peaceful community
of political dissidents and refugees which is certainly a commu-
nity—since we have arrived there in 2003—which does not deserve
the label of terrorist, as we have been told by the U.N. High Com-
missioner for Refugees that the U.S. terrorist designation—and
this is representatives of the U.N. High Commissioner, I might
say—have in the past told us that the terrorist designation is a
major obstacle to finding safe places to relocate Camp Ashraf’s resi-
dents outside of Iraq.

If these people in Camp Ashraf are forced to stay in Iraq, the
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees believes the
Maliki regime may pull 50 to 60 individuals out of Ashraf and de-
port them to Iran. This because the mullahs in Tehran have listed
them as a terrorist organization and these people that they would
pull out have been designated by Tehran as terrorists with
Interpol. And the United States’ listing of the MEK as terrorists
will be used by Maliki to justify his murderous cooperation with
Iran.

Why are we, the United States, being an accomplice to this
crime? If they are deported or subjected to another massacre, the
blood in the sand will also stain the Gucci shoes of our U.S. State
Department.

At the end of the year, which is only 24 days away, all American
military personnel will have left Iraq. On that same day, the Bagh-
dad government of Prime Minister Maliki has decreed that Camp
Ashraf is to be closed. For more than 20 years this camp has been
home to 3,400 members of the People’s Mojahedin Organization of
Iran, also known as the MEK, a secular opposition group in exile
working against the bloody Islamic mullah dictatorship in Iran.

Maliki will disperse the residents to new camps which may, in
reality, be prisons. His objective is to deport the Iranian dissidents
or at least their leaders to Iran where they will be imprisoned and,
it is easy to predict, imprisoned, tortured, and killed.

Maliki’s alignment with the vicious Iranian theocracy is clear. To
please his Tehran masters, he has already inflicted violence and
death on the Camp Ashraf population. As we have just seen, in the
early hours of April 8 this year, units of the Iraqi Army numbering
2,500, including armored vehicles, assaulted unarmed Iranian civil-
ians at Camp Ashraf, murdering at least 34 residents and wound-
ing hundreds more. As we saw in the video, this wasn’t just ran-
dom shooting. There were individuals who were picking out tar-
gets, unarmed people, and shooting them, as if they were deer in
a deer hunt, as we just saw.
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We also just saw that American military personnel were pulled
out of the camp just hours before that attack. What does that tell
us? What does that tell us? Someone made that decision. This was
an atrocity and a crime against humanity.

Some media outlets have noted that the attacking troops were
“armed and trained by the United States.” And when you see that
and you see that group of dead bodies and you notice that all of
these people were unarmed, this is a shame on them and a shame
on us.

Camp Ashraf residents had been promised protection under the
Fourth Geneva Convention by senior U.S. commanders in Iragq.
There is a poster right there that is showing an ID card that was
issued to a camp resident and the agreement—I guess that is what
this one is that I was pointing to before we started. This poster
shows the agreement between the camp and the United States,
trading a pledge of peace and disarmament for American protec-
tion.

The reason the camp was disarmed, the reason these people had
no means of defending themselves was that they had made an
agreement with the United States Government to disarm and,
thus, they were shot down as if they were deer being hunted by
hunters, no way to defend themselves.

When sovereignty was turned over to Iraq, the transfer of re-
sponsibility for Camp Ashraf to the Baghdad government was con-
ditioned on a direct promise that the residents would continue to
be protected. In April, the United States utterly and completely
failed its responsibilities after making that promise to the people
of Camp Ashraf.

After the attack, the State Department asserted that a “crisis
and loss of life was initiated by the Government of Iraq and the
Iraqi military.” But what about before the attack, as I just men-
tioned? The U.S. Embassy and the commander of U.S. forces un-
doubtedly knew of the Iraqi military build-up outside the camp.
Was the Iraqi Government then contacted? We need to know that.
If so, what was the Iraqi response when we contacted them?

And as I mentioned before as well, the U.S. military unit de-
ployed near Camp Ashraf was ordered away just before the attack.
Well, obviously—if not obviously, perhaps on the face of it, it ap-
pears to be that there was a conspiracy, including our Government
and the Maliki government, to commit murder, to take the lives of
unarmed people.

So who in our Government knew about this? What type of agree-
ment was made? And why was nothing done to prevent it if we did
know about it? We wanted to ask the State Department officials
these questions but were told no one was available to testify at the
hearing of this subcommittee on July 7.

Late yesterday, we finally received a letter in partial response to
the questions we have sent to the State Department over 5 months
ago. We will consider the response and may ask for more clarifica-
tion and information after today’s hearing.

Our priority is now to learn what will happen in the future. Will
we be turning away again? What can people expect? Will we turn
away? And what happens if there is another massacre in the mak-
ing? We are just going to walk away then? What will be our posi-
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tion if there is another massacre? And will the residents just end
up in concentration camps or in jail or being tortured in Iran or
Iraq itself? Will we and can we, are we even trying to evacuate the
residents of Camp Ashraf in the next 3 weeks?

America has spent its blood and treasure, $1 trillion, the blood
of thousands of our young men and women, only to allow a govern-
ment to come to power in Baghdad that is the puppet of the Ira-
nian mullah dictatorship, the most dangerous enemy of America
and threat to peace and stability in the Middle East; and the gov-
ernment that we have fought and paid for and bled for in order to
bring into existence has now become their ally.

In his recent op-ed in The Washington Post, Prime Minister
Maliki cited the U.S. listing of the MEK as a terrorist group and
called them “insurgents,” using this justification for his intran-
sigence toward Camp Ashraf. So if the Iraqi Prime Minister cannot
discuss U.S.-Iraqi relations without mentioning Ashraf and cannot
mention Ashraf without mentioning the terrorist listing, how can
we deal with this issue without talking about our Government’s
listing of the residents of Camp Ashraf as being terrorists?

In 1997, Iran persuaded the Clinton administration to put the
MEK on the State Department’s Foreign Terrorist Organization
List. This naive gesture was supposed to improve relations with
Tehran. But the relations did not improve, and Iran continues to
support violence across the region and crush dissent at home and
develop nuclear weapons capabilities that we have no idea whether
we are the target or Israel or some of the other countries which the
mullah dictatorship doesn’t like.

We have been told that the State Department is re-evaluating
the MEK’s designation as terrorists. In her appearance before the
Foreign Affairs Committee on October 27, Secretary of State Clin-
ton acknowledged that the European Union has taken the MEK off
its terrorist list, which it did in 2009. The State Department hasn’t
taken them off the list. But the Europeans have done so. And the
clock is running out.

The U.S. should continue to insist that the promise given by the
United States to the residents of Camp Ashraf and the promise
then given by the Iraqgi Government to us must be respected and
upheld. This is not just a matter of decency but of the credibility
of the Maliki government and the honor of the people of the United
States. The Iraqi Government must allow the U.N. High Commis-
sioner for Refugees to fulfill his mission in moving the residents of
Camp Ashraf out of Iraq to safe havens in other countries with the
full support of the United States.

But as I mentioned before, I have been personally told by
UNHCR officials that this terrorist designation maintained by the
United States is an impediment to finding places to relocate the
residents of Camp Ashraf outside of Iraq.

I hope that our State Department witnesses can assure us today
that these objectives will be accomplished before the end of Decem-
ber when the absence of U.S. troops will change the reality and
that the residents of Camp Ashraf will be at the mercy of Iraqi
forces under the command of a political leader who is in cahoots
with the Iranian mullah dictatorship.
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All of our other members will be given time for opening state-
ments. But, Mr. Carnahan, would you like to proceed with your
opening statement?

Mr. CARNAHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman; and thank you for
your dedicated work on this issue. Thank you for having this fol-
low-up hearing, as promised.

In light of recent events, the trip you led to Iraq a few months
back and the scheduled departure of the U.S. military in just a few
short weeks, this hearing provides a timely opportunity for us to
once again assess not only the precarious humanitarian situation
at Camp Ashraf but also to consider the broader issues of the U.S.-
Iraq policy going forward.

I am fortunate to represent an active Iranian American commu-
nity back home in St. Louis who care deeply about family members
and residents at Camp Ashraf. I am glad to have some of them
here today. Welcome again and thank you for your advocacy and
being part of this effort.

In 2003, the residents of Camp Ashraf were granted protected
status under the Geneva Convention. Pursuant to the status of
forces agreement between the U.S. and Iraqi Governments, how-
ever, jurisdiction of the camp has been under Iraqi jurisdiction
since 2009. With the draw-down of U.S. forces in Iraq and the Iraqi
Government’s repeated calls for the residents to leave Iraq, there
is a serious concern about the safety and welfare of the residents.
The administration has raised concerns about their safety, and I
will be interested to hear what progress has been made through
our bilateral and multilateral efforts.

In addition to ensuring that the rights of the residents are main-
tained, I am also interested in an update from our last hearing on
relocation efforts. Several hundred have returned to Iran with the
help of the international Red Cross, and the U.S. has offered to
help relocate residents prior to internationally coordinated closure
of the base.

I would like to hear the witnesses discuss what options are avail-
able moving forward, what implications those options have on U.S.
policy to Iraq as well as Iran. Specifically, would it be beneficial to
lénow?what other countries have shown a willingness to admit resi-

ents?

Turning to the broader issues of U.S. policy toward Iraq following
the troop withdrawal at the end of this month, I would like to hear
each witness discuss the challenges ahead as our policy in Iraq
shifts to becoming a State Department- and USAID-led effort, fo-
cusing on diplomacy and development.

The safety of residents at Camp Ashraf poses immediate concern,
but I am also interested to hear what our continued efforts in the
country will look like. I look forward to the hearing today. Again,
Mr. Chairman, thank you for your continued efforts to champion a
humanitarian solution for this issue.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Let me just note that these humanitarian
and human rights challenges that we face are confronted by a
united Congress in the United States, and the bipartisanship that
has been demonstrated by Mr. Carnahan and my fellow colleagues
is an example to the rest of the world where people who believe in
freedom can work together.
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And I would like to ask for unanimous consent that Mr. Filner,
Congressman Filner from San Diego who is not a member of this
committee but has been very active on the issue, be permitted to
sitd in with us and be treated as a member of the committee for
today.

Hearing no objection, so ordered.

We now would like to call on Representative Chabot, the chair-
man of the Middle East and South Asia Subcommittee, who is offi-
cially the cosponsor or is cochairing this event. And we appreciate
hearing your opening statement, Mr. Chabot.

Mr. CHABOT. Thank you very much. Good afternoon.

Let me begin by thanking my colleague, the gentleman from
California, the chairman of the Subcommittee on Oversight and In-
vestigations, Mr. Rohrabacher, for calling this timely and impor-
tant joint hearing with the Subcommittee on the Middle East and
South Asia that I happen to chair.

This hearing was scheduled to begin at 2:30. We got started a
little bit late, and I have another meeting that I have to be at at
4 o’clock. So I am going to have to leave then, but my staff will be
here and remain and make sure that we hear everything that has
been said here today.

In January 2009, the Iraqi Government took the sovereign con-
trol of Camp Ashraf and responsibility for the 3,400 residents liv-
ing in it. Since then, there have been several extremely disturbing
incidents, one of which we just saw, which resulted in the deaths
of Camp Ashraf residents. I am particularly disturbed by the
deaths of as many as 35 residents of Camp Ashraf, resulting from
clashes with Iraqi forces on April 8, 2011, again.

Reports of shortages of food, fuel, and medical supplies are also
very concerning. This is simply unacceptable. The Iraqi Govern-
ment must take all necessary and appropriate steps to prevent the
loss of life.

Although the status of the individuals residing at Camp Ashraf
continues to pose a deeply problematic challenge, it is incumbent
on all parties to ensure that no harm comes to its residents. Ac-
cordingly, the overriding objective of the Obama administration’s
dialogue with Iraq on the matter of Camp Ashraf should first and
foremost be to encourage the protection of the camp residents, en-
sure appropriate humanitarian aid is provided for the residents,
and ensure that the Iraqi Government lives up to the obligations
which underlie the transfer agreement. As the international com-
munity works to resolve the difficult dilemma, no further harm
must come to the camp residents.

As we work to resolve this situation, however, it is incumbent on
all parties to remember that the 3,400 residents are not just words
on a page but people, human beings. The status of the residents
of Camp Ashraf is a complex issue and one that requires an inter-
national solution which takes into account the desires of the actual
residents.

Correspondingly, I would like to echo recent calls to push back
the December 31 deadline to close Camp Ashraf. I fear that trying
to rush a solution only risks further harm to the camp residents.
Although permanent homes for these residents will certainly take
time to find and, as such, patience will be required on the part of
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all concerned parties, it is critical that the international community
understand the urgency of the situation and proceed expeditiously.

I want to again thank Chairman Rohrabacher for calling this
hearing. I look forward to hearing the testimony of the witnesses.
I yield back my time.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much.

Ms. Chu, do you have an opening statement?

Ms. CHU. Well, I would like to ask unanimous consent to be a
guest and to be able to

Mr. ROHRABACHER. To be last? Yes, no problem. To ask unani-
mous consent to be first is a difficult one.

I would like to recognize Congressman Poe.

Mr. PoE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We have a crisis that is taking place halfway around the world,
and the United States should be aware of this crisis and the im-
pending deadline. December 31st in the United States comes with
fireworks, New Year’s Day, but there also may be fireworks and
fire in Camp Ashraf unless the United States intervenes to make
sure something bad does not happen.

In 24 days, the Iraqi Government has promised to close down
Camp Ashraf. Where the residents will be forced to go, we really
don’t know. They could be expelled to Iran, where many of them
will face death, in my opinion. The little tyrant from the desert
Ahmadinejad and his Iranian regime have already murdered hun-
dreds of their family members. Those people in Camp Ashraf could
be located to another place in Iraq.

And why would the Iraqi Government want to close down a camp
and just move them to another camp in Iraq? Well, because the
Iraqi Government knows that the phrase “Camp Ashraf” is known
throughout the world as a place of refuge for Iranian freedom fight-
ers. Iraq knows if it attacks the residents while they are in Camp
Ashraf they will face worldwide condemnation, like they did in
2009 and 2011 when they massacred over 40 unarmed civilians. As
related by my colleagues, those were people that were killed. They
are not statistics. They were real people. And these 47 people are
dead because the Iraqi Government killed them. Two times, two as-
saults on the camp.

Is this what is going to happen on January 1 unless the United
States intervenes? We don’t know. But do we allow this to occur?
I hope not. And it is unfortunate—or maybe fortunate—that some
of the family members of these 47 people are here with us today,
pleading that Congress act to prevent another massacre of citizens
in the camp.

The residents of Camp Ashraf said they don’t trust the Iraqi
Government. I don’t blame them. They have invaded their camp
twice. I have a letter here to a member of the European Parliament
by members of the camp who believe that on January 1, unless
something occurs, they will face certain death, and they will not go
away voluntarily. They won’t resist, but they will not go away vol-
untarily. They do not want to be moved because they think it is
certain death.

What the residents want is to be moved to another country be-
sides Iran. The residents of Camp Ashraf have applied to be recog-
nized as political refugees by the United Nations. Iraq knows that




8

if the residents get refugee status, they won’t be able to violate
their human rights without more serious consequences. So with
strong pressure from the Iranians, Maliki and his thugs are closing
thﬁ camp on December 31 before the U.N. refugee process can fin-
ish.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, I went with you on June 11 to Iraq,
along with the ranking member and others from this committee,
and you asked Maliki if we could go to Camp Ashraf and see what
happened, get the residents’ point of view of what is taking place.
He was indignant. He refused to let us go to Camp Ashraf. In fact,
the reason he used was because our Government has labeled the
MEK as a foreign terrorist organization. Therefore, he closed the
camp to us.

He was so incensed that what occurred later made the inter-
national press—primarily in Europe; it wasn’t mentioned in the
United States—but while we were flying to another portion of Iraq,
we found out through the State Department that we had been
evicted from Iraq for asking the question to go to Camp Ashraf.
And of course we stayed as long as we wanted to. But that is
Maliki’s point of view and his reaction to the question that was
asked, if we could visit the camp.

On December 12, Maliki will be in the United States. He will be
in Washington, DC. I am gathering a letter with signatures to the
President urging him to raise the Camp Ashraf issue during this
meeting. We have 47 signatures. We hope to have more.

The clock is ticking. The days are numbered. I hope the wit-
nesses today can exactly outline specifically what will be done by
this administration to protect the residents of Camp Ashraf. I hope
we don’t hear, as in my opinion we have heard in the past, more
comments about why our Government continues to side with the
Maliki government and the interests of Iran over the freedom fight-
ers in Camp Ashraf. And I yield back.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much, Your Honor. And I al-
ways appreciate the members of my committee following my lead
and taking a soft-spoken approach to these challenges.

Congressman Rivera.

Mr. RIVERA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. But I believe just pre-
viously Congresswoman Chu was asking unanimous consent to be
a guest, not to be last.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Was that last or a guest?

Ms. CHu. It was a guest.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. How about both?

Mr. RIVERA. I will certainly yield to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia. Ladies first.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Please continue, Mr. Rivera, with your open-
ing statement, and then our two guests will be permitted to have
opening statements as well.

Mr. RIvERA. Perfect. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I will ad-
here to your 2-minute admonition as well.

My main question I would like answered during this hearing,
Mr. Chairman, particularly from Ambassador Fried, is this issue of
the arbitrary December 31 deadline and what is the United States
doing to avoid what can only be referred to as a New Year’s Eve
massacre occurring at Camp Ashraf?
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Because we know what is coming. In this particular case, the
past is prologue. We have seen previously psychological torture
around the camp, utilizing noise-making mechanisms to try and
provide an ambiance that can only be described as torture there for
the residents. Physical deprivation. We saw the videotape at the
beginning of this hearing.

We know what is coming. What is the United States doing to
avoid that massacre that we know is coming?

The December 31 deadline I believe is simply a pretense to carry
out the forced repatriation of these residents, forced repatriation to
brutality, to torture, and to an environment of death. So we must
do all in our power to avoid this New Year’s Eve massacre. And
I want to know and I hope this hearing will shed light and provide
answers to this important question.

And I will yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much, and I apologize for
mishearing my colleague. Let me just note, I have what you call
a surfer’s ear. It is in this ear from jumping into the cold water
too many times.

But, Mr. Filner, would you like to proceed with an opening state-
ment?
| er. FILNER. I am glad to hear that you can only hear from the
eft.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the honor of being a
part of the committee today.

What is happening, by the way, is rare in committee meetings
that are going on around the Hill today; and I hope, Ambassador
and Ms. Leaf, you will report this back to Mrs. Clinton. Usually,
you see the two sides just fighting each other, rather than coming
to any agreement or consensus. And I think we are all together on
this side, and I appreciate the chairman’s leadership on it.

I would associate myself—God may strike me down for this—but
with all the remarks that Chairman Rohrabacher said. And rather
than try to interrupt Ambassador Fried’s testimony, because I was
a little upset by it, I will just say some things now about it. I found
your testimony a little bit troubling.

You start off by saying, “a common understanding of the facts is
important.” I agree with you. I am not sure your statement has led
to that or helped us toward that common understanding.

In your paragraph to try to destroy the credibility of the MEK,
you said, “by 1980, Iraq dictator Saddam Hussein had established
a relationship with the MEK, cooperating with it to advance his ef-
forts to undermine the Iranian Government.” How evil. The dic-
tator Hussein established—just substitute “the United States Gov-
ernment” for “the MEK.”

I mean, come on. Who was there supporting Hussein in all his
efforts during this period of time? It was the United States. But
now it is because he worked with the MEK they are the bad guys?

There has been credible reporting—and there has also been cred-
ible reporting on the reverse—that the MEK militarily supported
Hussein’s violent suppression of groups in Iraq which opposed his
regime. Well, so did the United States.

You are looking at me rather strangely, as if we did not partici-
pate in the Hussein regime. He was our ally against Iran. I am not
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saying it is right or wrong. But you are saying—you are taking
Hussein’s bad image, giving it over to MEK. Where were we in all
of this? Where was the United States?

If you want to say that the MEK should be on a terrorist list,
put the U.S. Government there, too. And in fact I have heard the
first Secretary of Homeland Security, Secretary Ridge, say publicly
that nothing ever crossed his desk, the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity, which showed the MEK to be anything of a terrorist organi-
zation. The Attorney General Mukasey said the exact same thing,
he never saw anything about that. The chief of staff of the Presi-
dent of the United States, Andrew Card, said the exact same thing.
They never saw anything that, in their judgment, would lead to
thinking of the MEK as a terrorist organization.

So all of the facts on one side is just at least arguable, if not
false. So I find it strange that you are going to try to—and I can
say this because I have a Ph.D. In history, so I am allowed to say
it 1s historically inaccurate.

So, please, let us try to be factual here. Let us try to look at, as
my colleague said earlier, this is a group of people who support our
policy against Iran, that they want, as we want, a democratic, sec-
ular, nonnuclear Iran. We should find every way possible to work
with them, not find every way, which you said in your statement,
every way to have problems with them.

I want to know from you, Mr. Ambassador, what are we going
to do to help them survive, not all the problems that are there that
make it difficult. We know the problems. Let’s find a place for the
refugees. Let’s protect them if necessary.

You left 5 or 10 troops in there. That is not very many. Leave
5 or 10, I bet you that changes the whole situation.

Put a resolution in the Security Council saying the U.N. troops
should be there to protect Ashraf. That is not easy to do. But let’s
show where the United States stands on this stuff. Take some lead-
ership. Show some aggressiveness. Don’t just give us bureaucratic
stuff that says, oh, the place is so difficult. It is so complex. We
have got all these problems. I am not sure we can do anything by
December 31.

That is baloney. We can. Show some leadership. Don’t be so
timid. Show that we care about—that this is the most critical place
in the world, and we want a change in Iran, and we should be
doing everything we can to help make that true.

Thank you.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Congresswoman Chu.

Ms. CHU. Thank you so much.

Well, I was elected in 2009, and my time here feels like it has
been marked by events at Camp Ashraf. It was then that residents
in the camp suffered their first bloody attack at the hands of Iraqi
forces where 11 were killed and over 300 injured. Hundreds of
armed security forces used bulldozers to force their way into the
camp. They used tear gas, water cannons, and batons against un-
armed residents who tried to stop them from entering.

I was even more horrified to see the full videotape of the events
of April, 2011. Iraqi forces were shooting at unarmed women, men,
and children. Thirty-four people were killed, and over 320 residents
were injured. I could not believe the way in which it showed sol-
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diers shot indiscriminately at people as if though they were just ob-
jects that they were looking at through target practice.

I am here today to be a voice for the families who worry about
their loved ones. The U.S. will leave Iraq at the end of the year
on the same timeline that President Maliki is planning to close
Camp Ashraf. Once U.S. forces leave, there will be no way to pro-
tect these residents. After these two attacks, and with Iraqi forces
continuing to surround these camps, I cannot have it on my con-
science or the conscience of the United States for these 3,400 resi-
dents to be harmed when we could have stopped it.

I believe that the State Department and the President should
use its position and influence to extend the December 31 deadline
for the closure of Camp Ashraf, that we should push the Iraqi Gov-
ernment not to relocate Camp Ashraf residents to places all over
inside Iraq, and we need to urge the Iraqi Government to allow the
U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees to do its work in helping the
residents of Camp Ashraf find a safe place to go when the camp
is closed. That is the least that they deserve.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much, and let me just make
one correction for my colleague. That was not “indiscriminate”
shooting. That was worse. That was very discriminate. That was
very pointed and very aimed shooting at the specific individuals
who were murdered that day, including women and minors who
were unarmed. They were targeted. They went through the sites.
It wasn’t just somebody shooting into the air and accidentally hit-
ting somebody. This is premeditated murder, and that is one of the
reasons that we are here today.

Now that we have all had our say, it is time to hear some expla-
nations and hopefully have some questions and answers and some
dialogue to shed some light on what you can see is legitimate out-
rage on the part of the Members of Congress who understand what
is going on here.

So first let me note we have two fine witnesses from the State
Department, two professionals who have dedicated their lives to
serving their country and to serving the interests of the United
States of America overseas and developing an expertise on how to
deal with foreign governments and with such situations.

Daniel Fried is a career Foreign Service Officer. He started in
1997. And over his career our paths have crossed many times in
many different locations, and he is a pro. And that is why he is
here today, because the State Department felt they needed some-
one to be here and to discuss this issue who had the depth of
knowledge and the ability to look at this and to enlighten the Con-
gress. Because he has got in-depth knowledge of this incident, this
situation as well as America’s dealings in that part of the world,
in the Balkans and everywhere else.

Barbara Leaf is currently the Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for Iraq in the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs; and she has
actually taken this post as of August, 2011. However, prior to that,
she has been very deeply involved in her career in that part of the
world, including Iran and Iraq and the Balkans.

So, again, we have two State Department pros, professionals, and
we are anxious to hear your testimony and to conduct a dialogue
with you afterwards.
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So who would like to go first?
Mr. Fried.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DANIEL FRIED, SPECIAL AD-
VISOR ON ASHRAF, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, ACCOM-
PANIED BY MRS. BARBARA LEAF, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY FOR IRAQ, BUREAU OF NEAR EASTERN AFFAIRS,
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Ambassador FRIED. Chairmen Rohrabacher and Chabot, Ranking
Member Carnahan, thank you for the opportunity to testify and to
report to you on the substantial ongoing efforts of the United
States to address this serious humanitarian issue.

The Government of Iraq has announced that Camp Ashraf must
be closed by the end of this year, and arrangements for the security
and humane treatment of the residents have not been finalized.
With time short, all parties must cooperate and accept the credible
proposals being put forward by the United Nations for a humane,
secure, and mutually agreed relocation of the residents.

Vice President Biden stressed during his recent trip to Baghdad
the importance the United States places on a peaceful and secure
resolution of the situation at Camp Ashraf. The Secretary has
tasked me to ensure that the U.S. Government is taking every re-
sponsible action possible, working with the Government of Iraq, the
United Nations, and our allies and partners and in contact with
the residents of Camp Ashraf and those who speak for them to
achieve a safe and secure relocation of the residents of Camp
Ashraf. We are working urgently.

Still, it is important to be clear about the history of Camp
Ashraf. Camp Ashraf is operated by, and its residents led by, mem-
bers of the Mojahedin-e-Khalq , the MEK. The MEK sought the
violent overthrow of the Shah of Iran and during the 1970s used
terrorist tactics, including the assassination of six Americans,
among them three U.S. military officers. And the MEK supported
the occupation of, and hostage taking at, the U.S. Embassy in
Tehran.

Shortly after the Iranian Revolution, the MEK shifted its tactics
toward the new Iranian regime. By 1980, Iraqi dictator Saddam
Hussein had established a relationship with the MEK; and, in
1986, Hussein invited the MEK to Iraq. Approximately 7,000 MEK
members resettled in camps in Iraq, including Camp Ashraf. Sad-
dam Hussein’s government provided funding, training, and military
equipment to the MEK; and, in exchange, the MEK served as a pri-
vate paramilitary group for the Saddam Hussein regime.

There has indeed been credible reporting that the MEK mili-
tarily supported Hussein’s violent suppression of groups in Iraq
which opposed his regime, including shortly after the first Gulf
war. This explains how the U.S. military came across this armed
group in Iraq during Operation Iraqi Freedom, some of the reasons
why the MEK was added to the Foreign Terrorist Organization List
in 1997 and the animosity felt toward the MEK by many Iraqis.

In 2003, U.S. military forces negotiated a ceasefire and disar-
mament with the MEK leadership in Iraq. MEK camps and bases
were consolidated to Camp Ashraf. U.S. commanders stated that
they considered Camp Ashraf residents as protected persons under
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the Fourth Geneva Convention. This does not mean that the resi-
dents were considered refugees, but the United States afforded the
residents of Camp Ashraf their rights under the Geneva Conven-
tion as protected persons and ensured to the extent possible that
they were protected from hostilities. The U.S. military did this at
great risk.

Once a sovereign Iraqi Government was established in June,
2004, Camp Ashraf’s residents were no longer protected persons as
a legal matter. Nevertheless, for the duration of the authorities
under U.N. Security Council Resolution 1546 and subsequent reso-
lutions, U.S. forces continued to treat the residents of Ashraf as
protected persons as a matter of policy, the right call, given the un-
settled and violent conditions in Iraq and the hostility of many
Iraqis toward the MEK. And we conveyed this to the camp’s resi-
dents.

When our U.N. mandate expired on January 1, 2009, U.S. mili-
tary remained in Iraq at the invitation of the Iraqi Government. It
had no authority to provide protection for the residents of Camp
Ashraf and accordingly transferred security responsibility for the
camp to the Iraqi Government.

The leadership at Camp Ashraf was informed that the U.S. mili-
tary would no longer play a role in the camp’s physical protection.
Concurrently, at the U.S. Government’s request, the Iraqi Govern-
ment provided assurances of humane treatment. In addition, the
Iraqi Government allowed U.N. and U.S. officials to monitor the
well-being of the camp’s residents.

As everyone here knows, the Iraqi Government has probably ex-
pressed its decision to close Camp Ashraf by the end of this year.
Yet the exercise of a sovereign right does not obviate the need for
care and restraint.

We have seen and condemned the terrible loss of life as a result
of past attempts, including last April, by Iraqi police and security
forces to enter the camp. The United States has stated publicly—
and I want to reiterate now—that we expect the Iraqi Government
to refrain from the use of violence.

In addition, the United States has been consistent in urging the
Iraqi Government to resolve the humanitarian and security issues
at Camp Ashraf expeditiously and before the closure of the camp.
This in particular was part of the Vice President’s message to the
Iraqi leadership in Baghdad during his latest visit. At the same
time, the camp leadership must respect and recognize Iraqi sov-
ereignty as we seek to resolve this matter.

In addition, as we have conveyed and continue to convey to the
leaders of Camp Ashraf and to those who communicate with the
MEK’s Paris-based leadership, the MEK must act responsibly and
not put any Ashraf residents or ask any Ashraf residents to place
themselves in harm’s way.

A humane and secure relocation is possible, but it will take in-
tense and serious efforts by all parties. The Iraqi Government has
been working with the U.N. on a resolution of the situation at
Camp Ashraf. Some encouraging progress has been made. We wel-
come this. We hope that the MEK and Camp Ashraf leaders will
engage constructively as well and work with the U.N. on its ap-
proach. A solution is possible if all work seriously to reach agree-
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ment on proposals that allow for the safe and mutual determina-
tion of each resident’s individual legal status and his or her desire
to leave Iraq while respecting individual rights and all in a context
of security and humane treatment.

The State Department has, is, and will continue to work closely
with the U.N., its assistance mission in Iraq led by Ambassador
Martin Kobler and the UNHCR to help achieve a humanitarian
resolution. These U.N. organizations are playing a serious and con-
structive role in the urgent efforts to craft a solution. The Euro-
pean Union is supporting these efforts as well.

Our goal is to help find an expeditious and humane resolution to
the closure of Camp Ashraf. We will continue to engage intensively
at the highest levels to head off any actions that could result in vio-
lence and will continue to encourage the residents to accept the
reasonable, humane, and secure proposals crafted by the U.N. to
relocate them from Ashraf.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today about this
urgent issue, and I welcome your questions. And, Mr. Chairman,
I would also welcome the dialogue that you suggested.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Fried follows:]
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Testimony of Ambassador Daniel Fried on Camp Ashraf
House Foreign Affairs Committee
Subcommittees on Oversight and Investigations and Middle

East and South Asia
December 7, 2011

Chairmen Rohrabacher and Chabot Ranking Members Carnahan and
Ackerman thank you for the opportunity to testify here today. I welcome
the opportunity to report on the substantial, ongoing efforts of the United
States to address this serious humanitarian issue. We face a serious and
complex problem: as December 315t draws near and the government of Iraq
has announced that Camp Ashraf must be closed by the end of this year,
arrangements for the continued security and humane treatment of the
residents have yet to be finalized. The Iraqi government and residents of
Camp Ashraf both have expressed concerns regarding the closure plan, but
with December 31 drawing near, it will be imperative for all parties to work
to bridge these divides and accept credible proposals put forward by the
United Nations, and for all parties to support a humane, secure and
mutually agreed-upon relocation of the residents.

It is under these circumstances that Secretary of State Clinton asked
me to assume responsibility in the Department of State for coordination of
the Department’s ongoing efforts regarding Camp Ashraf. The Department
and other parts of the Executive branch have been engaged for years in
efforts to find a humanitarian solution for the residents of Camp Ashraf.
Indeed, Vice President Biden stressed during his recent trip to Baghdad the
importance the U.S. places on a peaceful and secure resolution of the
situation at Camp Ashraf.

The Secretary has tasked me to report to her, using experience I have
as a career foreign service officer of 34 years, to ensure that the U.S.
government is taking every responsible action possible, working with the
Government of Iraq, the United Nations, and our allies and partners, and in
contact with the residents of Camp Ashraf and those who speak for them, to
assure that any relocation of residents from Camp Ashraf is done
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humanely, with our principal concern being the safety and well-being of the
residents.

We are working urgently. Nevertheless, in this setting, it is important
to be clear about the history of Camp Ashraf. A common understanding of
the facts is important to promoting an informed public dialogue and sound
policy.

Camp Ashraf is operated by, and its residents led by, members of the
Mujahedin-e Khalq (MEK). The MEK, founded by students in Tehran in
1965, originally espoused Marxist and Islamist ideologies and sought the
violent overthrow of the then-leader of Iran, Shah Mohammed Reza
Pahlavi, whose government was supported by the U.S. During the 1970’s,
the MEK used terrorist tactics against the Shah’s government and those
whom they associated with it. MEK actions included the assassination of
six Americans, including three U.S. military officers, and the bombing of
U.S. companies in Iran.

The Shah’s government fell in 1979. The occupation of, and hostage-
taking at the U.S. embassy in Tehran, which was supported by the MEK,
took place later that year. Shortly after the Iranian revolution, the MEK
shifted its violent tactics towards the new regime in Iran. By 1980, Iraq
dictator Saddam Hussein had established a relationship with the MEK,
cooperating with it to advance his efforts to undermine the Iranian
government. In 1986, Hussein invited the MEK to formally relocate to Iraq.
MEK leadership accepted and, as a result, approximately 7,000 MEK
members resettled in camps in Iraq, including Camp Ashraf. Saddam
Hussein’s government provided funding, training, and military equipment
to the MEK and, in exchange, the MEK served as a private paramilitary
group for Hussein during the Iran-Iraq war. Thousands of MEK members’
lives were reportedly lost in combat with the Iranian military. Over the
years, there has been credible reporting that the MEK militarily supported
Hussein’s violent suppression of groups in Iraq which opposed his regime,
including shortly after the first Gulf War. In April 1992 the MEK became
one of the few groups to attempt an attack on U.S. soil when it launched

2



17

near-simultaneous attacks in thirteen countries, including against the
Iranian mission to the United Nations in New York.

This background is important for three reasons: it explains how the
U.S. military came across this armed group in Iraq during Operation Iraqi
Freedom; it outlines some of the reasons why the MEK was added to the
Foreign Terrorist Organization (FTO) list in 1997; and it also explains the
animosity felt toward the MEK by many Iraqis.

When U.S. military forces encountered the MEK in Iraq in 2003, a
cease-fire and disarmament were negotiated with the MEK leadership in
Iraq. At the request of the U.S. military commanders then in the field, the
various MEK camps and bases were consolidated to Camp Ashraf. Atits
height, approximately 3,900 people resided in Camp Ashraf. Until the end
of the Coalition Provisional Authority and establishment of a sovereign
Iraqi government in June 2004, U.S. commanders of the Multi-National
Forces stated that they considered the Camp Ashraf residents as “protected
persons” under the Fourth Geneva Convention, which governs the conduct
of states in international armed conflict and occupation. This does not
mean that the residents were considered “refugees” — that status has never
been conferred on them as a group. “Protected person” is a legal term for
particular persons in an armed conflict or occupation. During the period
for which it was an occupying power, the United States afforded the
residents of Camp Ashraf the rights accorded to them under the Geneva
Conventions as protected persons and ensured, to the extent possible, that
they were protected from hostilities. The U.S. military did this at great risk.

As you know, UN Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1546 and
subsequent resolutions established the international legal basis for U.S.
military presence in Iraq to maintain “security and stability” in Iraq. To be
clear: once a sovereign Iraqi government was established in June 2004,
Camp Ashraf’s residents were no longer “protected persons” as a legal
matter. Nevertheless, for the duration of these UNSCR authorities, U.S.
forces continued to treat the residents of Ashraf as “protected persons,” as a
matter of policy and conveyed this to the Camp’s residents.

3
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At this time, hundreds of Ashraf residents chose to leave the Camp,
some receiving refugee status from the office of the UN High Commissioner
for Refugees (UNHCR) and finding their own solution inside or outside
Iraq, and others voluntarily returning to Iran. The U.S. military and the
State Department also learned more about the Camp leadership and its
relationship with the residents. International observers visiting the Camp
published reports that the leadership was using various systems of control,
such as forced divorce and family separation, and group pressure to
manage residents’ lives. This of course raises important questions about
the means by which some individuals found themselves at Camp Ashraf,
and the circumstances under which they currently reside. Mindful of this
and of the MEK’s history, we regard the residents there not simply as
uniform members of a group, but as individuals, and this informs both our
own approach and our discussions with partners as we seek solutions to the
current problem,

When the UNSCR mandate expired on January 1, 2009, the U.S.
military was permitted to remain in Iraq at the invitation of the Iraqi
government. It had no authority to provide protection for the residents of
Camp Ashraf and accordingly transferred security responsibility for the
Camp to the Iraqi government. In 2008, prior to that transfer, the United
States joined the Iraqi government, the UN, and other nongovernmental
parties in meetings with Camp Ashraf leadership to ensure that the
handover of the Camp to the Iraqi government was conducted in a
responsible and humane manner. The leadership at Camp Ashraf was
informed that the U.S. military would no longer play a role in the Camp’s
physical protection. In addition, the Camp leadership was informed that
although individual residents maintained rights under Iraqi and
international law, the residents, as a group, possessed no status or
collective rights.

Concurrently, at the U.S. government’s request, the Iraqi government
provided assurances of humane treatment in accordance with Iraqi and
international laws, including that it will not transfer residents of Ashraf to a
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country where they may have reason to fear persecution for their religious
or political beliefs, and it will not expel, return, or extradite any resident to
any country where there are substantial grounds for believing that he or she
would be tortured. In addition, the Iragi government allowed UN and U.S.
officials to monitor the well-being of the Camp’s residents.

The Iraqi government has publicly expressed its decision to close
Camp Ashraf — a decision it regards as a legitimate exercise of its
sovereignty — by December 31, 2011. Yet the exercise of a sovereign right
does not obviate the need for care and restraint. We have seen and
condemned the terrible loss of life as a result of past attempts, including
last April, by Iraqi police and security forces to enter the Camp; these
attempts have consistently been met with resistance by the Camp residents
who reject the Iraqi government’s right to do so. The United States has
stated publicly -- and I want to reiterate now -- that we expect the Iraqi
government to refrain from the use of violence. In addition, the United
States has been consistent in urging the Iraqi government to resolve the
humanitarian and security issues expeditiously and before the closure of
the Camp. This, in particular, was part of the Vice President’s message to
the Iraqi leadership in Baghdad during his latest visit.

At the same time, the Camp leadership must respect Iraqi sovereignty
and refrain from acts of provocation, as we seek to resolve this matter. In
addition, as we have conveyed and continue to convey to the leaders of
Camp and to those who communicate with the MEK’s Paris-based
leadership the MEK must act responsibly and not put any Ashraf residents,
or ask any Ashraf residents to place themselves, in harm’s way.

A humane and secure relocation is possible, but it will take intense
and serious efforts by all parties.

Since the transfer of Camp Ashraf to the Iraqi government, we have
consistently engaged with the Camp’s leadership to find a peaceful and
durable solution for the residents. We have repeatedly seen, and regret,
intransigence by Camp Ashraf leadership to agree to any relocation plan

5



20

other than en masse relocation outside Iraq as refugees. This would
require a foreign government to take them, and thus far none has agreed to
do so. To resettle them in the United States as a group would require an act
of Congress; immigration prohibitions would likely prevent many Ashraf
residents from being admitted to the United States, regardless of the MEK's
designation as a Foreign Terrorist Organization,

While we recognize Iraq’s sovereignty, we press them to exercise their
authority responsibly. The Iraqi government has been working with the
U.N. on a resolution of the situation at Camp Ashraf, and progress has been
made. We welcome this. We hope that the MEK and Camp Ashraf leaders
will engage constructively as well. A solution is possible if all sides display
the necessary level of seriousness about proposals that allow for the safe
and neutral determination of each resident’s individual legal status, and his
or her desire to leave Iraq, while respecting individual rights, and all in a
context of security and humane treatment for the people now resident at
Camp Ashraf.

The Department has and will continue to work closely with the UN,
its Assistance Mission in Iraq (UNAMI), and the UNHCR to prepare the
way for a humanitarian resolution. These UN organizations, especially
UNAMI, are playing a leading role in the urgent and ongoing efforts to craft
a solution. The European Union is supporting these efforts, as well. There
is wide recognition on all sides that this is a serious situation requiring full
attention and support at the highest levels.

Our goal is to find an expeditious and humane resolution to the
closure of Camp Ashraf. We will continue to engage intensively at the
highest-levels to avoid any actions that could result in violence, and
encourage the residents to accept reasonable, humane, and secure
proposals to relocate them from Ashraf.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today about this urgent
issue, and I welcome your questions.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. I understand that Deputy Secretary Leaf is
here to help with questions but doesn’t necessarily have an opening
statement; is that correct?

Ms. LEAF. That is correct, sir.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much. Then I will proceed
with some questions, and then we will go on to the others.

First of all, Mr. Ambassador, you just stated several times in
your opening statement that each party has to do its part and that
it will take an intense effort by all parties to get out of this situa-
tion. Let me ask you this: Do you believe that the United States
is doing all we can? Are we involved in an intense effort when we
can’t even get ourselves to take the MEK off the terrorist list?

Ambassador FRIED. Should I answer?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Yes. Tell me. On the face of it, that seems
very contradictory. We can’t even get ourselves to make a redesig-
nation, and you are suggesting that all of us have to have an in-
tense effort? How intense is it to have to make a policy for our own
Government in order to diffuse the situation?

Ambassador FRIED. Certainly the efforts of my office and my col-
leagues at the Near East Bureau are intense. Secretary Clinton
was explicit that she wants me to work flat-out on this issue, and
that is what I and my colleagues, Ambassador Jeffrey in Baghdad
are doing. That is a directive from the Secretary. We are all en-
gaged. I can assure you that is happening.

It is not my place to comment about the process of the foreign
terrorist organization designation. My office is not playing a lead
role in that process. I know it is moving along, and I am very mind-
ful of the arguments you made

Mr. ROHRABACHER. How long has it been moving on? How long
has it been moving on?

Ambassador FRIED. This process has been some months. But,
again, it is not my office engaged in it.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, let me just note——

Ambassador FRIED. Yes, sir.

Mr. ROHRABACHER [continuing]. That intense effort does not in
any way accurately describe the State Department’s activities in
dealing with just a simple chore that they themselves have respon-
sibility for of redesignating the MEK and taking them off the ter-
rorist list, as our European allies have already done.

So I am sorry, but you are not representing your department in
the State Department. You are here representing the State Depart-
ment, and the State Department isn’t operating intensely on this
issue. Because on the face of it, they haven’t—maybe it is an in-
tense pace for a snail. Snails may think that they are really in-
tensely trying to get across someplace, but they are going to get
splashed because they are a very slow creature.

Let me ask you this: Do you know of any cases in history where
revolutionary organizations have fought against tyrannical regimes
and later became very respectable democratic forces in society?

Ambassador FRIED. In history? Certainly.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Maybe you could mention a few.

I mean, I remember Jomo Kenyatta was a terrorist. Oh, boy,
they frightened the whole world with terrorism about him. And
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didn’t he and his organization become a very positive democratic
force in Kenya after the British colonialists left?

Mr. FILNER. Thomas Jefferson.

Ambassador FRIED. There is ample evidence in history of exactly
the kind of transformation you are referring to. Certainly. No ques-
tion about that.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Right. So we know it has happened in his-
tory, and we know that our European allies have already redesig-
nated the MEK as a nonterrorist organization. So what is it with
the State Department? They don’t know history? Or they just
aren’t as intense as our friends in Europe?

Ambassador FRIED. I know that the process is continuing. The
Secretary’s decision will be made on the basis of the facts and the
law. I know that we are working hard for the interagency process
to get this done. And more than that, because it is in process, I
can’t say. With your permission, I will carry back your views and
what the views of this committee are.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I would like you to carry back another mes-
sage; and that is if, indeed, you are correct and what I am seeing
is not an accurate picture—what I am seeing is roadblocks and not
an intense commitment. But my observation—I hope I am wrong.
Please carry back the word that I will apologize to you and to the
State Department for thinking the worst of you, for just believing
that the reason why the Secretary of State has not come through
with the documents that she has promised to come through with
about Camp Ashraf, that you know I have just been actually not
giving her the benefit of the doubt and thinking that maybe there
is something wrong here that she is trying to cover up.

But if you are able to succeed in a peaceful evacuation of Camp
Ashraf, saving the lives of these people, I will then go back to al-
ways giving our friends at the State Department the benefit of the
doubt. You can carry that message. I don’t know what kind of in-
centive that is.

But let me just note, I recognize the work that you do. Both of
you have worked all your lives and have worked really hard for our
country. But I happen to believe the State Department is an orga-
nism that quite often does not know one end of the organism from
the other, frankly; and, in this case, it seems to be a closed loop
where we ask for information and we don’t get it.

I mean, we asked—Secretary Clinton sat right where you are sit-
ting and told us we would have the documents about Camp Ashraf.
Now can you tell me, whereas you are representing the State De-
partment, why we don’t have those documents yet? Or was it a lit-
tle difficult to get over to the file and take them out and send them
over to Congress because you were too busy being intensified in
something else?

Ambassador FRIED. If I understand the request that you have
made, the letter which you have just received answers some of your
questions, as you said. I believe that that letter contains an offer
of a classified briefing to give you more information in addition to
the classified briefing you received at our Embassy. So I believe
that offer is on the record, and I repeat it now.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Okay. Let me for the record note that over
the years—in the 1990s, I was on this committee. I have been on
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this committee for 20 years. And I remember asking then-Secretary
of State Albright for the documents that would pertain to American
policy toward the Taliban. And at that time, which we have
learned since, the United States Government had cut a deal with
Pakistan and Saudi Arabia that we were basically supporting the
Taliban. And none of those documents were ever made available to
this committee, even though the Secretary of State made a commit-
ment to make those documents available. Is it the policy of the
State Department to make commitments for providing documents
to the Foreign Affairs Committee of the United States House of
Representatives but to do so with an intent of not fulfilling that
pledge?

I thought you would say that, thank you.

Okay. What I am going to do is let me colleague, Mr. Carnahan,
proceed with his questions. We have about 15 minutes to go and
then we will break for votes on the floor and come back for the sec-
ond panel. Mr. Carnahan.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you all for
being here, I guess I want to get back to this redesignation issue,
Ambassador, and describe for the committee that process, where
exactly the process stands, let’s start with that.

Ambassador FRIED. I appreciate and accept the chairman’s com-
ment that I am representing the whole Department, so I take that
on board. With that said, I am not an expert in the process but I
will do my best to answer your question straightforward as I can.
The process involves interagency input that is nearly complete,
then exhaustive and comprehensive package goes up to the Sec-
retary for her consideration, I believe. I believe this will happen
soon. I can’t promise you a timeline and I don’t believe in making
promises I can’t keep, but I can tell you that the—issue of redesig-
nation is one that is much on the Secretary’s mind, and she knows
this is coming.

Mr. CARNAHAN. And is it anticipated that will be done before or
after the December 31st deadline?

Ambassador FRIED. I can’t say. I can’t say and I can’t give a
promise——

Mr. CARNAHAN. I am not asking for that, I am just asking for
your best knowledge and information.

Ambassador FRIED. Um

Mr. CARNAHAN. You can’t say, I understand.

Ambassador FRIED. There are—because this is not—this is based
on the facts and the law and I can’t—to make a promise that I
couldn’t keep is something I am loath to do or commit.

Mr. CARNAHAN. I am not asking you that. So let’s move on, the
other timeframe I want to ask you about, and maybe you can elabo-
rate more on is this December 31st deadline with regard to the ef-
forts that you describe are underway, and again, I would appre-
ciate those efforts. I think they are urgent and I certainly want to
be sure. I think everybody here wants to be assured that there is
not another humanitarian crisis or massacre because of inaction or
delay. So my question is with regard to that timeframe, do you
foresee us being able to process those 3,000-plus people who have
applied to get that process completed before that deadline?
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Ambassador FRIED. As a practical matter, unfortunately no, that
is not. Now, yesterday—but if you want, I can elaborate on the
issue of the timeline and the problem it poses.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Please do, in an additional follow-up. So within
that process, is part of the effort that you are undertaking now,
discussions to extend that deadline to allow proper time for this to
happen? And if you would talk about that as well.

Ambassador FRIED. Certainly. Yesterday, the U.N. Security
Council had a session on Iraq, and a large portion of it was devoted
to exactly this issue. Afterwards, the head of the U.N. mission in
Iraq, Martin Cobler, who is leading these efforts with the Govern-
ment of Iraq had flown in from Iraq for this session. Told the press
that he believes the Government of Iraq should extend the dead-
line. He also said that the leaders at Camp Ashraf and the leaders
of MEK in Paris should fully participate—I am not quoting, but I
am paraphrasing—fully participate in his efforts, and he also re-
minded the world that the responsibility for a peaceful resolution
lies with the country whose sovereign in Iraq, that is, the Iraqi
Government.

We are working—the State Department is working very closely
with Ambassador Cobler. It is true as I said simply practical and
factual matter that all of the refugee processing cannot be com-
pleted by December 31st.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Can you give an estimate of what would be an
amount of time when that processing could be done?

Ambassador FRIED. I will do that, but I should say first that we
will be in a far, far stronger position urging the Iraqi Government
to take Cobler’s advice and extend the deadline, if, in fact, there
is an active, if the MEK comes to the table, figuratively, I mean,
and helps work out arrangements for secure relocation. Time is
needed, but the question is time for what? And it has got to be—
the answer to that ought to be time for arrangements to be made
so that the people at Camp Ashraf can be moved in conditions that
are safe rather than chaotic. And that cannot happen unless they
agree to it, because if it is forcible, it ends very badly. I am sorry
about the long answer but I wanted you to know.

Mr. CARNAHAN. I see my time is about up. If we are negotiating
what that time needs to be to do that, what should that request
be in terms of do we need 2 months? Six months? If they are talk-
ing about an extension, what kind of extension are we really need-
ing to request?

Ambassador FRIED. My colleague may have something to say, but
it would be—I suspect it would be a matter of months, but our abil-
ity to get that extension is far stronger if there is an active process
underway.

Ms. LEAF. Sir, if I could add, since I have been working this ac-
count a bit longer than Ambassador Fried, to underline what he
said earlier about the intensity of efforts and sort of across the
board, we have several people at our Embassy in Baghdad who
make regular visits out to the camp. And in addition to the Ambas-
sador’s interventions and discussions over the course of the last
couple months, there has been great intensity of discussions with
the U.N. agencies about how they might approach this so that we
might best buttress their efforts.
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I wouldn’t be willing of course to speak in lieu of them in terms
of what time frame they need, but we have been very encouraged
in this most recent period with the discussions that Ambassador
Cobler has had with the Government of Iraq and very operational,
practical discussions. So we are, of course, letting him lead in
terms of the mechanics of it, and we are coming full bore in behind
in a political sense, both here in Washington in discussions at high
level with Iraqi officials as well as out there on the ground.

As Ambassador Fried said, what will be useful now to take it to
another stage is for the leadership of the camp to engage in that
vein. We took a variety of attacks on this issue over the course of
the spring and summer on the U.S. basis as opposed to following
U.N. lead. And we were stymied in a sense in being able to move
forward because the residents of the campus existed on sort of a
block approach to resettlement. And we are simply not aware of
any country that is willing to take on that responsibility. And in-
deed, UNHCR’s approach is on this matter, I am paraphrasing
here, is that they will not accord group status.

Finally there was a breakthrough on this some weeks back, and
residents began forwarding individual applications, but time is of
the essence here for the residents of the camp and leadership of the
camp to engage forthrightly with Ambassador Cobler so we can
make good headway on this. Thank you.

Mr. CARNAHAN. Thank you.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much. And Judge Poe will be
our next questioner. But just one more question from the chair,
how much aid are we providing Iraq this year and next year? Mili-
tary and development aid?

Ms. LEAF. I don’t have the figures right at hand, I will get those
to you. The aid request in terms of economic support funds that we
requested this year were, I think, in the range of $325 million. The
FMS amounts are considerably higher. Iraq has put its own money
toward that as well, but I would be happy to get you those.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. And the military?

Ms. LEAF. On the FMS, it is in the range, I want to say $4 bil-
lion, but I will get you the exact figure, sir.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Over $1 billion?

Ms. LEAF. Yes, well over, sir.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well over $1 billion. Just know that there
with a program just here in our committee about training the Iraqi
police, which was going to be a $900 million program over a certain
number of years. And I would suggest that if we are so intense in
our efforts to get to see a solution to this, that maybe we should
suggest that they are not going to get some of our money. Maybe
they doubt our sincerity when we don’t make a threat like this.
And I would now yield to Judge Poe.

Mr. PoE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As far as I know I have
seen all the classified briefings that the State Department has
shown us on the issue of the designation of the MEK. I have read
everything that has come to our attention about the designation.

I am not convinced that the MEK ought to stay in the Foreign
Terrorist Organization by the United States. Ambassador, you al-
luded to another classified briefing. Is there more information that
this committee hasn’t seen regarding why the MEK is still on the
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designation? Is there recent information or is there just—what are
you talking about that you will furnish another classified briefing
on the issue?

Ambassador FRIED. My reference to a classified briefing was to
the chairman’s question about the events of last April and the
questions he raised in his letter to Secretary Clinton. It was not—
my offer was not with respect to the FTO issue.

Mr. PoE. Okay. I wanted to be clear on that because there is no
more information. As far as you know, the State Department has
furnished all that information to us either here or in classified
briefings; is that correct?

Ms. LEAF. Sir, I'd be happy to take that question back, but they
are looking at it actively now.

Mr. POE. So there is more information?

Ms. LEAF. I'd be happy to take that back.

Mr. PoE. What does that mean?

Ms. LEAF. I'd be happy to take your question back and respond
to you in writing.

Mr. POE. So you won’t tell me here in this hearing whether there
is or is not more information that the committee hasn’t received
about the designation.

Ms. LEAF. What I can tell you is that they have been working
on the package for some months as you are aware. I can’t speak
to every detail and what you have been briefed on previously, but
I will be happy to take that back.

Mr. PoOE. Well, as far as I know of the information you have al-
lowed us to see, you haven’t convinced that the FTO designation
should remain. That is the key to why we are having this problem.
You—we want these residents to be safe, they want to be able to
get refugee status, and they want go to foreign countries, and for-
eign countries won’t take them because the United States still la-
bels them as FTOs, Foreign Terrorist Organizations.

Now my question to you, Mr. Ambassador, as Malaki told us, the
reason he acts the way he does toward Camp Ashraf is because we
as the United States Government keep them on the FTO list. That
is why he wouldn’t let this committee go to Camp Ashraf, that why
he wants to have them relocated because of our designation, that
is what he says, that is what he tells us. So I would hope the State
Department would reach a decision as our European friends have
that they should be removed from the FTO list and the delay, the
delay, the delay costs lives.

My question now is April 11th—April of 2011, 36 folks in the
Camp Ashraf were killed. Are we investigating that? Are we hold-
ing anybody accountable for that? Is the United States?

Ambassador FRIED. We condemned a loss of life and the killings
at Camp Ashraf. We have raised this repeatedly with the Iraqis,
and it is out of concern for further violence that Secretary Clinton
has asked me to take on this assignment.

With respect to

Mr. POE. Are we holding anybody accountable? That is my ques-
tion. Has anybody held—has the Malaki government, the soldiers
that came in using American equipment, has anybody to this date
been held accountable or are we just talking about it?
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Ambassador FRIED. We have made very clear our deep unhappi-
ness at those killings.

Mr. POE. I am sure—excuse me, I am sure that the people whose
family members are present and if they were killed in Camp
Ashraf are glad that we are deeply concerned. My question is, has
anybody in the Iraqi Government or anybody anywhere been held
accountable for the deaths of those people by our Government?
That is all my question is.

Ambassador FRIED. Our Government? I am not aware of it.

Mr. POE. We haven't.

The concern is the deadline, December 31st as people on this
committee have alluded to and has stated, that is the day of reck-
oning, people at Camp Ashraf are afraid for their lives. Does the
United States, our Government, the State Department, support re-
location of the residents to another camp in Iraq?

Ambassador FRIED. Yes, we do.

Mr. PoE. How do we know it is going to be safe for the people
of Camp Ashraf to be moved to another place?

Ambassador FRIED. That is exactly the subject of the detailed ne-
gotiations underway. Trust but verify is a good principle to have.

Mr. PoOE. Do you think they will, in the next 24 days, we will be
able to assure some kind of agreement with the Malaki government
that whatever happens to these folks, they will be safe?

Ambassador FRIED. I very much hope so, and it is our intention
to work with Ambassador Cobler, who has got the lead. To support
the conclusion of such an agreement, that cannot happen if the
U.N. is working only with the Government of Iraq. The leaders at
Ashraf and people at Camp Ashraf have to be part of this process,
and we encourage them to step forward and work so that there can
be a mutually-agreed arrangement rather than something that is
unilateral. Unilateral doesn’t work, it can end very badly, so we are
pushing hard for exactly this, and it is our view that if either an
agreement can be reached or enough progress can be made, that
we could get the time we need to get that kind of agreement. We,
in this case, is the U.N., they have the lead, but we are working
actively.

Mr. PoOE. I see my time has expired. I will ask unanimous con-
sent to submit other questions to the Ambassador and Ms. Leaf.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. And I would, at this point, suggest if there
are other questions that members have will be submitted in writ-
ing, we would hope that you would answer them forthwith. We still
have a few minutes left. It is the intention of the chair to have Mr.
Rivera and the other members of the committee have their ques-
tions as much time as we have got. Non members of the committee
who are sitting in are welcome to join us. As soon as the full mem-
bers of the committee are done with their questions, will be given
a chance if we have time. We will break, however, just before the
next vote, meaning the votes will happen, we have 15 minutes to
get down there, we will take 10 minutes to finish up this business,
give our colleagues hopefully a chance to ask questions. And then
our two witnesses from the State Department will be dismissed
and we will have a second panel starting right after the last of the
votes in this series.
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I want to take this opportunity to thank both of you. I am very
aggressive in my questioning, and I do not mean that to be in dis-
respect, because I do want to you know that down deep, I know you
folks work really hard and I am very grateful and appreciative to
the work you have done in your life to make things work overseas.
This is an important issue and so we get a little passionate about
it too. Mr. Rivera you may proceed.

Mr. RivErRA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I apologize for hav-
ing, we had our weekly meeting with the Speaker that we had to
attend for just a few moments. If I am repeating a question that
was asked previously, again, I apologize. But before I left I had
said the main answer I want to get from this hearing is what is
the Obama administration doing? What is this government doing
to prevent the massacre on December 31st?

Ambassador FRIED. There was some discussion of this in the
back and forth, but I will repeat it. It is the critical question, of
course. We are focused now on the process of negotiations being led
by the United Nations with the Government of Iraq for a mutually-
agreed departure of the residents from Camp Ashraf and their safe,
secure humane relocation inside Iraq in a way that will allow the
UNHCR process them.

Mr. RIVERA. Have we made it clear to the Iraqi Government or
to the officials at the United Nations that such a repatriation upon
the December 31st deadline is unacceptable?

Ambassador FRIED. Repatriate?

Mr. RivERA. Have we made it clear that the December 31st dead-
line of what the Iraqi Government has announced that that is un-
acceptable to this government?

Ambassador FRIED. It is the U.N.—I was saying earlier, but I
will repeat it. Ambassador Cobler, heading the efforts for the U.N.
yesterday after a Security Council session devoted to this issue,
said that the deadline needs to be extended, but he also said that
the leaders at Camp Ashraf and the MEK leaders in Paris need to
participate in the process, they need to step up and help come to
a mutually-agreed solution.

Mr. RIVERA. So the deadlines needs to be extended, that means
the deadline must be extended. That is our position, the position
of the Obama administration, that deadline must be extended; is
that correct?

Ambassador FRIED. It is impossible to get everything done before
the deadline. However, our ability to get an extension of the dead-
line, to convince the Iraqi Government to extend the deadline is
going to depend on whether there is a serious process underway
and that is why we call on the leaders at Camp Ashraf to get into
this process so that we have the best chance of a peaceful outcome,
which is what we all seek.

Ms. LEAF. Congressman, if I could just add something, we had
been engaged in some months earlier in efforts to work out ar-
rangements facilitated by the U.S. Government, the U.S. military
while it still existed in some numbers there, to do a safe and secure
relocation of the residents with assistance from UNHCR so that
UNHCR could begin processing. There were a number of impedi-
ments to doing so, one of the which was the insistence of the resi-
dence that UNHCR do all of its refugee interviewing at Camp
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Ashraf, and UNHCR took the stance it could not do so for a num-
ber of reasons, among which it viewed it as a coercive environment.

So we were engaged in very intensive discussions throughout the
course of months, however, when the new head of UNAMI Martin
Cobler arrived in Iraq in early fall, he really took this issue over
and in a very activist way and began discussions with all parties.
And this is an effort, as Ambassador Fried said, that we fully sup-
port. We have made very clear that to the Iraqis in discussions
here and out there in Baghdad that the U.N. is the best and nec-
essary partner on this effort and that it is incumbent on the gov-
ernment to work——

Mr. RIVERA. With respect to our Government, there is no doubt
from our Government that the fate of the residents of Ashraf is
dire, unless we intervene and make it clear that their fate is our
concern. Do we have any doubt about that?

Ambassador FRIED. No. There is no doubt that this situation is
serious, we are worried about the possibility of violence, and work-
ing flat out to ward it off.

Mr. RivERA. Thank you. I will yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. We may even be serious enough to cut off
certain funds if we are still giving them billions of dollars to people
who won’t commit to us if they are not going to murder unarmed
people in a refugee camp.

Mr. Turner, do you have some questions?

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. A question for Ambas-
sador Fried, what, in your opinion, is the biggest obstacle to the
State Department listing the—delisting MEK as a terrorist organi-
zation.

Ambassador FRIED. It is not a question of obstacles, it is a ques-
tion of a review of the facts and the law in this case. And that deci-
sion will be made by the Secretary, the memo is in preparation,
will be a long package of documents. It will be sent to her, she will
have to make that decision, that is all I can say at this time, sir.

Mfl.?TURNER. When did the EU delist this organization, do you
recall’

Ambassador FRIED. I would have to get

Mr. TURNER. It has been quite awhile.

Ambassador FRIED. Over a year, I believe.

Mr. TURNER. Are there any different facts that——

Ambassador FRIED. We have our own data and we have own
legal standards. We are, of course, aware of what the EU has done,
and it is obviously timely to review that. The Clinton administra-
tion, the Bush administration decided this one way, and this ad-
ministration is looking at the issue now.

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, I yield back.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. All right. And Mr. Filner.

Mr. FIiLNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just briefly if I may, I
know we have to adjourn. The absurdity of the listing of the MEK
as a terrorist organization is shown by your testimony. On the one
hand, we are treating them as terrorists. Then you are saying they
have to engage and sit at the table, and they have to take a role.
You are treating them in a way that says oh, yeah, there are legiti-
mate parties here. If they are legitimate parties, delist them. I
don’t know why you think you can have it both ways, you are call-
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ing someone a terrorist and saying please be engaged in this proc-
ess, you terrorists, we don’t trust you at the table, because you may
take out a gun and shoot us, but please sit down. That is absurd.
The whole thing of—you talk about urgency, all your stuff is on
process, you can’t promise time lines. I mean, you are presently
now, if I understand, your official position is envoy about the clos-
ing of Guantanamo? Is that your title?

Ambassador FRIED. Special envoy for closure of Guantanamo,
yes, sir.

Mr. FILNER. Oh, good. I hope we don’t move as slow as we did
on that one in this case. Look you 25 days, we haven’t closed it,
right?

Ambassador FRIED. We can get into the reasons.

Mr. FILNER. We haven’t closed it, have we?

Ambassador FRIED. No.

Mr. FILNER. Okay. So 2 years from now, I hope you say well, we
were trying to deal with Ashraf, but they were complexities there.
You have 25 days. I don’t hear from you the assurance that many
of these people would like to hear, because they have relatives
there, and they have close friends there, that somehow the United
States is going to take action that does not depend on all these
other complexities. If you just recommended today, half dozen
troops stay there at Camp Ashraf or recommend today that the Se-
curity Council take this action or recommend today that the U.N.
take some specific action, you are not doing that. You keep talking
about the complexities and the timelines and you can’t comment on
this and there’s this and that. Give us some assurance that what
you just said, you think the situation is dire. I don’t see any evi-
dence that you think the situation is dire. It takes months for us
to get a letter from the Secretary on these issues. We tried to visit
Camp Ashraf, they won’t let us. How do we know the situation is
dire?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Give the Ambassador a chance to answer the
question.

Mr. FILNER. I yield back.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. And hopefully we will give Ms. Jackson Lee
a chance to ask a question. Mr. Ambassador, would you like to an-
swer that?

Ambassador FRIED. It is hard to know where to begin, but we do
regard the situation as serious, and the word “dire” is appropriate.

Mr. FILNER. Then do something today which shows that. What
can you tell us today that the United States is going to do to pro-
tect those people?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. If you want him to answer your question.

Mr. FILNER. He goes on with bureaucratic baloney.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. We got a couple of minutes. Mr. Ambassador,
you have 15 seconds, we are going to give Jackson Lee a minute
and then we have run off and vote.

Ambassador FRIED. The best way to resolve this peacefully is to
work with the U.N. to get a negotiated solution quickly so that the
people there can leave the camp in safety and security, that is
what we are aiming at, and we are indeed working intensely every
single day.
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M;" ROHRABACHER. Okay, Ms. Jackson Lee, did you have a ques-
tion?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I have to take a second to
thank you and Mr. Carnahan. This is a miracle to believe that we
have a full hearing on Camp Ashraf is absolutely a miracle and a
tribute to the Iranian Americans that are sitting in this room. But
let me say on April 8th, the Iraqi arm and police under the com-
mand of Mr. Malaki attacked Camp Ashraf with ammunition and
weapons, I believe, from the United States. At least 34 people were
killed and 8 women were killed. At the end of this month, Mr.
Malaki determines to close this. Ambassador Fried, and to Ms. Leaf
I thank you for your service, I have this question for you imme-
diately. Just what is the United States intending to do? I want you
to cut off funds from Malaki, I want Malaki, as he comes, I appre-
ciate the sovereignty and I appreciate the dignity of his office, but
I believe he should not have an oval office meeting with the Presi-
dent until he agrees before he walks into that oval office that he
will not murder, kill and maim the people of Camp Ashraf. He does
not deserve a seat with our President if he is not going to agree
before that meeting.

What are you prepared to do to stop the bloodshed? Are our sol-
diers going to be there? Are you going to insist that if there is an
extension? What are you intending to do, if I may have that an-
swer?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Ms. Jackson Lee asked a really important
question. Will you take that message back and give us an answer,
will this President meet with Prime Minister Maliki even if he
hasn’t made an agreement on this issue, come to an under-
standing?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Can I just add, will you have soldiers there,
are you going to absolutely stop them from closing it?

Ambassador FRIED. After many years and the expense of blood
and treasure, our soldiers are leaving Iraq. We are working flat out
to support arrangements for the safe and secure humane relocation
of the residents of Camp Ashraf. We are doing so on an urgent
basis, very mindful of the calendar and the ticking clock. That is
where our efforts are focused.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Could you go to address Ms. Jackson Lee’s
original question, is the President of the United States going to be
meeting with Prime Minister Maliki, even if he has not reached an
understanding on this issue and if you do not know the answer,
will you take that to the State Department and let them know how
concerned we are about it?

Ambassador FRIED. First, I will certainly take back the concern
of this committee, absolutely, sir. And secondly, I will say that in
my judgment, the best way to convey the gravity of the situation
and the concerns of this committee is to have that meeting and go
forward with it.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. With that said, this hearing will be ad-
journed in one moment when I just leave the thought, actions
speak louder than words. You are talking to somebody, whose going
to Enderstand that that is weakness, rather than if you don’t talk
to him.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. It is a human rights issue, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you, Ms. Jackson Lee, this part of the
hearing is in recess until after the next vote. Thank you.

[Recess.]

Mr. ROHRABACHER. We will assume that our friends on the other
side of the aisle think it is okay for us to proceed and talk to Rank-
ing Member Carnahan. Prior to the break he said he was inun-
dated with some things, so I am sure he will be here. So this hear-
ing will come to order again.

For our second panel we have with us three fine witnesses, and
I think the first panel certainly gave us a lot of things to think
about, and I think we have a now shed light on a very serious
issue. And just doing that hopefully will help us find a solution be-
fore another tragedy occurs.

Our first witness is Ambassador Lincoln Bloomfield who has a
long, long history of being active professionally and helping the
United States in its diplomatic efforts. Assistant Secretary of State,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, Assistant Secretary State Po-
litical Military Affairs you name it, it is that long. We are very
happy to have you. And today he is chairman of the Henry
Stimpson Center here in Washington, DC.

We have Wes Martin who is a retired Army Colonel. In combat
he served as a senior antiterrorism force protection officer for all
coalition forces in Iraq during Operation Iraqi Freedom and has a
long history in the area of National defense. We also have with us
one of those prose from the academics from the think tanks here
in Washington, Elizabeth Ferris from the Brookings Institution.

We welcome all of you and what we would—perhaps, move for-
ward if you could summarize your testimony in 5 minutes, that
would be great then we will go on for some dialogue and hopefully
some other members will be joining us, but also, if members are
not joining us you should be aware that they are available. We
hope you are available for questions that we could send you in
writing that you could answer back in writing. So Ambassador
Bloomfield, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE LINCOLN P. BLOOMFIELD,
JR., CHAIRMAN, HENRY L. STIMSON CENTER

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, good after-
noon. I have prepared a statement and would ask it be entered for
the record.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. So ordered.

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. I would be pleased to discuss it in re-
sponse to your questions. By way of introduction, I will make three
brief points. I will start with the last point I discussed in my pre-
pared statement. You will be aware that many retired military
leaders have publicly called for the U.S. Government to ensure that
the residents of Camp Ashraf are unharmed as U.N. agencies try
to process them for onward disposition. The motives of these senior
leaders have been publicly questioned.

Having worked as a civilian in the Pentagon, White House the
State Department on defense and security issues for many years,
I know most of these officers, and believe the criticism of them to
be misguided. Their sole concern is the honor of the U.S. military,
which extended a promise of protection to the residents of Camp
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Ashraf 8 years ago. That promise has twice been violated by Iraq’s
military forces, and a third attack could occur by the end of this
month.

U.S. laws governing arms transfers and security assistance, the
Arms Expert Control Act and the Leahy Law enforcing human
rights standards, would appear to have been violated and must be
upheld. Above all, our military forces, who, along with their fami-
lies, have paid such a high price for their service in Iraq must be
permitted to exit Iraq with honor. That is the bottom line American
interest at stake in the Camp Ashraf situation. And if some Amer-
ican journalists have been slow to grasp it, I have no doubt that
Iran’s leaders see a strategic opportunity here to harm our reputa-
tion and credibility as a superpower at a time when the future the
Middle East is being contested.

Second, you will find in my prepared remarks reference to an
independent assessment I wrote in August which will, I hope, be
part of the electronic record of this hearing. For much of this year,
I have been critically examining the factual record that commonly
attaches to the Mujahedin-e Khalq, the entity listed since 1997 as
a Foreign Terrorist Organization with which the residents of are
Camp Ashraf are affiliated.

In the interest of time, I will leave it to the members to pursue
any questions from my research, which relies on the most credible
sources I could find and calls into question many of the most dam-
aging allegations commonly made against the MEK. I offer the
members my prepared testimony as an alternative narrative of re-
cent history that has major implications for U.S. policy. And I re-
spectfully recommend that the Congress formally seek a cleared in-
telligence community assessment of my findings to confirm or
credibly rebut them item by item with hard facts, and to report
back to Congress.

Why is this important? And this is my final point. I am per-
suaded that three decades of history involving the MEK which
Americans have viewed exclusively through the specialized prism
of terrorism is, in fact, a deadly war between two groups over polit-
ical rights in Iran. Americans have had little interest in this story
mainly because we are told that these people were the ones respon-
sible for killing American officers and contractors in Tehran in the
1970s. If I still thought these were the people who killed Ameri-
cans, I probably would not have looked much further myself. But
my research indicates that the Americans were killed by a different
group than the MEK of Massoud and Maryam Rajavi.

So I have pursued this story further, and what I see is a contest
for Iran’s future that Ayatollah Khomeini won in 1981 by jailing
and executing tens of thousands of people who opposed dictator-
ship. The European court cases dismissing terrorism charges
against the MEK did not say that the MEK had repented and
ceased its terrorist behavior. They said that the MEK’s violent ac-
tions over two decades from 1981 to 2001, all aimed at the regime
in Tehran, had never been terrorism.

What do we miss when we look at the actions of only one party
in a conflict? Obviously, the other side’s actions. Whether or not the
MEK and its political affiliate have any prospect of being a player
in Iran’s future, and you won’t find a single Washington expert
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who thinks they do, it is indisputable that for three decades, the
regime in Tehran has treated them as a first-order threat to its
own legitimacy and survival in power. I am very concerned that the
American people are not informed about Iran’s worldwide intel-
ligence activities, deceptive information operations, and leveraging
of hostages, trade opportunities, and nuclear talks in an effort to
make Western governments accomplices in its war against these
exiled regime opponents.

The residents of Camp Ashraf are in danger today, but so is
American influence in the Middle East if we do not connect the
dots, widen our aperture, and better understand Iran’s actions and
strategic political objectives on all fronts. I thank you, sir.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bloomfield follows:]
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Testimony of Amb. Lincoln P. Bloomfield, Ir. before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs,
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations and Subcommittee on the Middle East and South Asia
“Camp Ashraf: Iragi Obligations and State Department Accountability,” December 7, 2011

My thanks to the Committee on Foreign Affairs for inviting me to testify today, and to the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member of each subcommittee for welcoming me to this hearing. Itis an honor to be
invited to testify to the Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations and the Subcommittee on the
Middle East and South Asia.

The focus of today’s hearing is the fate of 3,400 unarmed persons at Camp Ashraf, Irag who may face
imminent danger from Iragi and Iranian forces. UN officials are working hard to uphold protocols and
guidelines in seeking to resolve the status and future of these Iranian exiles as they would help any at-
risk population. But the United States’ role is more complicated. For this is not a group of people
without any connection to the US. Rather, it is a group of people belonging to an organization — the
Mujahedin-e Khalg (MEK) — that our government lists as a Foreign Terrorist Organization and has long
accused of heinous actions against America and patterns of behavior deemed despicable by civilized
standards.

At the same time, it is a group of people who were targeted in 2003 by American forces in fulfillment of
an assurance explicitly sought and received from US diplomats by the Iranian government at the
negotiating table in Geneva prior to Operation Iragi Freedom. | have been told that about 120 bombs
were fired by the US on Camp Ashraf, killing 50 MEK personnel, even though, as the US Government
later confirmed, the MEK were not belligerents in that conflict. US forces negotiated and signed a cease-
fire agreement with MEK representatives at Camp Ashraf, removed all their weapons, facilitated
individual investigative interviews with each resident by US law enforcement and intelligence personnel,
collected signed contracts from each resident forswearing violence, and granted each resident a
protected persons identity card. When the US handed control of Camp Ashraf over to Iraqi authorities
in January 2009, the Commander of the US/Coalition Force, General Petraeus, sought and received
assurances from the Iragi government that the security of Camp Ashraf residents would continue to be
be guaranteed.

Nearly three years later, the readiness of the US to honor the pledge it made to uphold the security of
Camp Ashraf’s residents is in serious doubt, as fatal attacks on Camp Ashraf's residents by Iraqi armed
forces trained and equipped by the United States have already occurred, in July 2009 and April 2011.
Leaders and ministers of Irag and Iran have made a very public bilateral agreement under which Irag has
committed to close Camp Ashraf by the end of 2011. Some in the US have questioned the legal
judgments in Washington that formed the basis for the US military’s promise of security to Camp Ashraf
residents in 2003; there have been suggestions that “protected persons” status is nothing more than a
standard caution that military forces in combat should take care not to target civilians, including the
entire population of Iraq. Still others have suggested that in any case, any such US obligation had its full
effect anly when the US was the occupying power in Irag, and certainly did not carry over past the
turnover of sovereign control to Iraq at the end of 2008.
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I am here today to place these issues, and the related subject of Iran and the MEK, in a substantially
different light than the narratives offered by the government and the American media. | do this with
one purpose in mind: to help ensure that America’s reputation and standing are enhanced, not
diminished, by our handling of the drawdown of forces in Iraq and our posture toward Iran going
forward.

I do not claim professional expertise on Iran, having never traveled to Iran and not having the ability to
speak or read Farsi. However, Iran’s actions have continuously touched my career, from the 1979
revolution itself to the 1983 Marine bombing, hostage-taking and similar terrorist actions in Lebanon in
the 1980s, to the arms-for-hostages scandal, to the Argentina terror bombings, the mining of the Persian
Gulf by Iran and reflagging of Kuwaiti tankers by the US, the accidental US shoot-down of the Iran Air
flight, the role of Iranian irregular forces in helping Saddam Hussein smuggle oil out of Iraq in violation of
UN resolutions, the rise of Hizballah and the facilitating role of Syria, the growing missile and rocket
threat to Israel from Lebanon and Gaza, Iran's support to elements feeding instability in Iraq, Bahrain
and Yemen, and of course its provocative quest for a nuclear weapons capability in violation of its
international obligations under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Like many Middle East experts, | have always had some awareness of the MEK —an entity that has been
around for nearly 50 years and been on the US list of Foreign Terrorist Organizations for the past 14
years. But | only began to develop real knowledge about the MEK this year, when Akin Gump Strauss
Hauer & Feld LLP, a law firm where | serve as a part-time consultant, began representing an American
citizens’ group seeking to have the MEK removed from the terrorism list. | am not a lobbyist and have
not advocated a policy position relative to the MEK.

Instead, beginning this past spring, | have examined what the government, the press and outside
commentators were saying about this group, and investigated the factual basis for those claims. For
many years, very negative things have been said over and over again about the MEK —that it killed
Americans in Iran in the 1970s and participated in the prolonged seizure of the American Embassy; that
it was a combatant against American forces in Iraq, and helped Saddam Hussein’s forces with their
bloody suppression of the 1991 Kurdish and Shi’a uprisings; that it is a serial abuser of its own members’
human rights — a secretive cult; and that it is committed to violent, anti-American, anti-democratic
beliefs, no matter what it says. The two main themes are that the MEK has always been, and remains, a
terrorist group by nature; and that it is universally rejected and even despised by the Iranian people, and
thus should have no place in the conversation about Iran’s political future.

My independent assessment of these allegations, dated August 16, which | have provided to the
Committee, cited the most credible official and unofficial information sources | could find on these
subjects; and in virtually every case, the allegations do not align with the facts. Moreover, my report
cited repeated instances in which Iran’s Ministry of Intelligence and Security was found to be secretly
placing many of these allegations into trusted information outlets in Europe, Canada, the US and Iraq —
to say nothing of the state-controlled media portrayal of the MEK within Iran since 1980. Additionally
my assessment showed that since the mid-1980s the government of Iran has been explicitly negotiating
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with the US and other Western governments to have the MEK labeled as a terrorist group and restricted
accordingly.

My August report did not claim perfect knowledge about the MEK and its activities. | took care to note
that there might be classified information clearly implicating the MEK in recent or planned terrorist
activities. But the report was a challenge to anyone giving voice to these allegations about the MEK to
back up their claims. If credible proof exists and my inquiry missed it, | fully expected the MEK’s critics
to point out gaps in my research and offer unimpeachable sources to the contrary, in which case | would
stand corrected. That offer still holds.

Last manth | spent five days in France, witnessing a public event regarding the circumstances of the
3,400 MEK individuals at Camp Ashraf. | was invited by the French National Assembly to discuss my
report at a hearing of the Foreign Affairs Committee. | met many Iranian exiles and heard their
individual stories, and also French officials including the former head of the DST, the French counter-
intelligence service. | conducted an extended conversation with Mrs. Maryam Rajavi. | visited the
broadcast studios of Iran National Television, which is sympathetic to the National Council of Resistance
of Iran. And | brought back notes, books, articles and videos that together with my earlier assessment
point to a materially different picture of reality than what one receives here in Washington from trusted
sources such as the current State Department terrorism Country Report on the MEK, the recent New
York Times front-page feature article on the MEK, and the common portrayal of the MEK by ‘Iran
experts” in the Washington policy community.

So one conclusion | offer to the Congress today is that there is a major untold story here. My experience
with Iranian exiles sympathetic to the MEK, after asking literally hundreds of questions in recent
months, is that no question has been too sensitive or off-limits, people welcome the scrutiny, and the
MEK has a substantial database of information to support its answers. Am | saying that all of the MEK’s
claims are true? No, that is not for me to judge. If information offered by the MEK is fabricated or
fraudulent, that should not be too hard to prove; and one of my purposes here is to put some of that
information to the test of official and public examination. The same goes for revelations on this subject
by French journalists and ex-officials. One could only speculate as to why our network television
correspondents, mainstream journalists, and leading strategic analysts of Iranian affairs have not
critically examined this issue. But they have not.

Why does this matter? Some say that it makes no difference whether or not the MEK are terrorists,
killers of American citizens, and human rights abusers: no matter who they are or what they may have
done, the people at Camp Ashraf are still a population at risk, just like any population at risk, and the
proper agencies of the UN are working to resolve their situation, with cooperation from the US
Government. Further, US officials have said that the inability of the US to offer refuge and asylum to
any of these people due to the MEK’s status as a listed Foreign Terrorist Organization and related
restrictions, has no bearing on the willingness of other governments to take in greater or lesser numbers
of Camp Ashraf residents. When one considers the larger backdrop of US-Iran relations and the
deepening concern about Iran’s nuclear program, with political turmoil rampant in neighboring Arab
countries, it is understandable that US policymakers want to avoid further friction points and
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provocations with Tehran, and focus our diplomatic efforts on the sanctions aimed at curbing Iran’s
nuclear program.

The problem with this cautious perspective is that it obscures the full scope of Iran’s thirty-year
campaign to eliminate the MEK, and the significance of a failure by the United States in particular to
protect Camp Ashraf’s residents from harm at the hands of either Iraqi forces or the Iranian regime.

Consider, even theoretically, an alternative reality to what Americans have been told for many years.
What if an objective, unfiltered examination of the conflict between Iran’s successive rulers and those
who opposed repressive monarchy and religious dictatorship yielded a significantly different explanation
of recent Iranian history? To wit:

» What if the organization today known as the MEK {and its political umbrella group the National
Council of Resistance), including Massoud and Maryam Rajavi, had no involvement in the killing
of Americans in the 1970s? (see below)

# What if the MEK record of violence against the Tehran regime from 1981-2001 that the US in
1997 termed “terrorism” was but one side of a two-way war that began in earnest in June
1981, with a half-million supporters of democracy rallying in Tehran alone, when Ayatollah
Khomeini sent his forces out to conduct mass arrests and executions of all suspected MEK
sympathizers? (As my assessment noted, the French Investigative Magistrate’s decision in
April 2011 dismissing all charges against the National Council of Resistance of Iran said, “The
dossier does not contain any evidence indicating an armed activity that would intentionally
target civilians. If such evidence were available it would confirm terrorism and would annul any
reference to resistance against tyranny....”)

» What if the regime in Tehran has always feared the MEK/NCRI more than any other opposition
party or movement because the MEK undermines the regime’s ability to leverage Islam to
retain power? (The MEK’s rights-based program incorporating religious tolerance, separation
of church and state, and — most significantly — gender equality, poses a direct challenge to the
core principle, hence the legitimacy, of Iran’s fundamentalist dictatorship — the doctrine called
velayat e faqih — which reposes unchallengeable authority over executive, legislative, judicial,
social and religious affairs in the person of the Supreme Leader.)

» What if the devotion of MEK members at Camp Ashraf and elsewhere that many view as
evidence of a brainwashed cult, is instead the sacrifice and commitment of mostly educated
exiles whose family members were executed for their political beliefs by the Iranian regime,
and whose families in many cases are today separated inside and outside Iran for as long as the
current regime is in power? (Estimates of MEK members and suspected sympathizers killed by
the regime in 1981 and the ensuing decade number in the many tens of thousands, possibly as
many as 120,000; Mrs. Maryam Rajavi, initially a student movement leader who ran for
Parliament in Tehran in 1980 and received a quarter-million votes, lost two sisters: one was
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executed by the Shah’s secret police, and a second sister who was pregnant at the time was
tortured to death in jail by the Khomeini regime.)

» What if no western government has ever labeled or imposed restrictions on the MEK as a
terrorist group as a counter-terrorism policy response to MEK terror acts, but rather without
exception these labels and restrictions have been imposed as diplomatic concessions in
response to continuous demands from the government in Tehran? (Details below)

» What if the MEK in Iraq never fired on US forces? (The April 15, 2003 Cease-Fire Agreement
co-signed by the local US/Coalition unit commander — the final text of which was negotiated
between the US and MEK —includes the statement ‘The NLA/PMOI [MEK] state that they have
not fired even a single bullet against US/Coalition forces in the war because their only enemy is
the religious dictatorship in Iran. NLA/PMOI also state that they have never been involved in
the war or any act of hostility with U.S./Coalition forces.” On July 26, 2004, the State
Department spokesman said of the MEK: “[W]e have determined that they were not
belligerents in this conflict....”)

» What if the commonly repeated allegation that the MEK in Iraq was an integral part of Saddam
Hussein's forces that brutally suppressed the northern Kurdish and southern Shi’a uprisings in
Iraq is false? (Eight years after the US intervention cleaned out the entire database of Saddam
Hussein's regime, not one item of confirming evidence from DoD or the Intelligence
Community has yet surfaced in public, and the State Department does not stand on this
allegation, citing only press reporting.)

What if, in other words, the leading state sponsor of terrorism, Iran, has successfully persuaded Western
governments including the US that it is in their interest to perpetuate institutionalized disdain, and
accept only perfunctory responsibility, for the safety and security of the MEK personnel at Camp Ashraf,
largely on the basis that these people have brought their predicament upon themselves and are
undeserving of more consideration? This is not to minimize the difficulty of arranging for the protection,
orderly processing and onward placement in third countries of these exiled Iranian regime opponents.
But one wonders, if a population of dissident Syrian civilians fleeing the Assad regime in Damascus were
holed up at Camp Ashraf, unarmed, having been promised by the US that we would assure their
security, with the strong possibility of being attack by Iraqi forces by year’s end — would our national
effort be the same?

To be clear, | support my government and want elected leaders on both sides of the political aisle to
represent America’s interests with strategic vision and resolve. The sensitive questions | am raising are
intended not to demean or embarrass, but to give the Administration and Congress some “top cover” to
expand and reassess the body of information and analysis that form the basis for US policy.

While | lack the resources to verify or rebut important aspects of this tragic, violent chapter in recent
Iranian history, | offer the following as a potentially more accurate rendering of what has led our
government and others to the current dangerous impasse at Camp Ashraf. If true, these conclusions
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have larger implications for US policy. Perhaps others have proof to the contrary; but finding no such
proof in the open sources available to me, | urge the Congress to request the intelligence community to
confirm or credibly disprove the following points:

- From its inception in the mid-1960s the MEK was a political movement of students seeking an
Iran freed from external coercion and dependencies. The MEK today and its umbrella
organization the National Council of Resistance of Iran {NCRI) are the followers of Massoud
Rajavi (the one original top organizer of the MEK not killed by the Shah’s regime) and his wife
Maryam Rajavi. The MEK's base of support from the start was university students sharing
strong nationalist and post-colonial liberationist aspirations that had been frustrated when
Prime Minister Mossadeq was deposed in a ClA-led coup in August 1953 that restored the Shah
to power. While the antagonism between the MEK student movement and the Shah’s regime
turned repressive and violent, the fight was over political rights and an end to authoritarian rule.

- Massoud Rajavi and the original MEK were not behind the killing of Americans in Tehran in the
1970s. While Massoud Rajavi and surviving followers were imprisoned in the 1970s under the
Shah, a splinter organization with ties to Marxist groups in Cuba and Oman as well as George
Habash’s PFLP-GC appropriated and modified the MEK name and symboals, clashing with original
MEK members, and killed Americans in Tehran. They were caught, confessed and were
executed. {The 2005 State Department Country Report on the MEK correctly attributed the
killings, as did reporting by the Washington Post at the time of the killings.)

- Avatollah Khomeini met once with Massoud Rajavi to explore political collaboration but the
latter would not accept Khomeini's terms for the Iranian Revolution. Not until Khomeini took
power after his return to Iran in 1979 did he make clear that there would be no democracy or
individual rights in Iran. Massoud Rajavi, once freed from prison, attracted thousands to his
rallies in Tehran preaching democratic philosophy. Ayatollah Khomeini at first disqualified
Rajavi from seeking elected office, then issued a secret fatwo ordering his execution. Pro-
fundamentalist armed groups (the predecessor to the bassij militias that enforce social and
religious restrictions) attacked MEK publication houses throughout Iran and harassed large MEK
rallies. When in June 1981 it became clear that Massoud Rajavi’s message of individual rights
was popular and posed a threat to consolidating the revolution, Khomeini’s regime engaged in
mass arrests and executions, driving the MEK into hiding initially in Iranian Kurdistan, then
France, later Iraq.

- The Shah’s brutal security service, SAVAK, was not disbanded but rather co-opted by Ayatollah
Khomeini's regime after the 1979 revolution. Veteran intelligence professionals with worldwide
liaison relationships were given a choice to keep their properties and wealth in Iran under the
new leadership in return for working as the foundation of the mullahs’ Ministry of Intelligence
and Security, known as VEVAK. Yves Bonnet, former head of the French counter-intelligence

service (DST), has written a book, VEVAK — Au Service des Avatollahs (2009) detailing this
history. {Note — | have met with Mr. Bonnet, and only read portions of his book given the
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limitations of my French language capacity.) This raises legitimate counter-intelligence
questions of possible regime influence over outspoken Iranian experts resident in the west
whose backgrounds might not otherwise suggest any affinity for the fundamentalist regime —
particularly those who travel regularly to Iran without difficulty.

In 1986, Massoud Rajavi and MEK personnel were expelled from France to Irag not because of
terrorist activity, but rather as a quid-pro-guo with the regime in Tehran in which France hoped
to free 6 hostages in Lebanon. In the end, only two of the six French hostages were freed. This
occurred not long after the US-Israel-Iran arms-for-hostages affair during which correspondence
cited in the Tower Commission report included American compliance with Iran’s request that
Washington denounce the MEK as terrorists, which the State Department did in 1985. France
made a second effort to recover hostages in Lebanon in 1987, exiling a number of MEK
persannel to Gabon; this effort came undone as MEK supporters staged public hunger strikes,
and France enlisted Saddam Hussein’s intervention with Massoud Rajavi to quiet the

controversy as the exiles were returned to France.

The 2003 police round-up and arrest of 160 MEK {National Council of Resistance) individuals in

France was not a French law enforcement response to terror activity, but rather was a
diplomatic concession by France to Iran linked to the Totai oil concession, the nuclear issue, and
a planned visit to Iran by President Chirac. Jean-Claude Maurice, former senior reporter and
editor of the Journal du Dimanche, accompanied French Foreign Minister Dominique de Villepin
on avisit to Iran in 2003. As chronicled in his 2009 memair, Si vous le repetez, je
dementirai...Chirac, Sarkozy, Villepin (“If you repeat it, | will deny it”), after the press was
dismissed at the outset of Minister Villepin's meeting with Iran’s Foreign Minister Kamal
Kharrazi, Mr. Maurice went back into the meeting room to retrieve his briefcase but was locked
in as the doors were closed. His account of the conversation includes Foreign Minister Kharrazi
explicitly requesting that France take action against the MEK, and asking that Iran’s Ambassador
to France coordinate with then-Interior Minister Sarkozy. Shortly thereafter, as Mr. Maurice
recounts the story, French authorities staged a spectacular raid on the National Council of
Resistance (MEK), arresting Mrs. Maryam Rajavi and many others in their homes. (The most
recent US State Department report on the MEK says of this event: “in 2003, French authorities
arrested 160 MEK members at operational bases they believed the MEK was using to coordinate
financing and planning for terrorist attacks.” The final verdict on France’s 8-year counter-
terrorism investigation of the MEK, quoted above, dismissing all charges, is not mentioned.)

The EU-3 (British, French and German) diplomatic effort in 2003-2004 to negotiate a resolution
of Iran’s nuclear activities accommodated Iranian demands that these governments take action
against the MEK. Details are discussed in Mr. Maurice’s book (previous item); the IAEA
Information Circular of November 26, 2004 (INFCIRC/637), entitled “Communication dated 26
November 2004 received from the Permanent Representatives of France, Germany, the Islamic
Republic of Iran and the United Kingdom concerning the agreement signed in Paris on 15
November 2004” and signed by Ambassadors of the four governments, contains this sentence:
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“Irrespective of progress on the nuclear issue, the £3/EU and Iran confirm their determination to
combat terrorism, including the activities of Al Qo'ida and other terrorist groups such os the
MeK.”

- lran’s Ministry of Intelligence and Security has for years conducted an extensive and continuous
campaign in foreign countries through agents and financial inducements, to introduce
defamatory portrayals of the MEK’s beliefs, organizational culture and alleged activities with the
goal that journalists and non-governmental entities outside Iran will condemn the MEK as a
serial abuser of human rights and a cult. My August 16 assessment contains several references,
including from allied security and intelligence services, court documents, UN reports and
mainstream press reporting, in support of this conclusion.

If each of the above points is substantially correct, Americans should at a minimum recognize that the
Ashraf issue is not isolated from larger equities. Whatever else one thinks of them, these people are
survivors of a long, violent and tragic conflict between one group that successfully consolidated power
in Iran and another group that suffered grievous losses and fought back against a religious dictatorship
that continued to execute sympathizers at home while pursuing their supporters worldwide. Since
2001, sources seem to agree, the MEK has not engaged in violent tactics. As noted, the residents of
Camp Ashraf voluntarily disarmed and accepted the protection of US forces in 2003.

Eight years later, US forces are exiting Iraq as the final act in an eight-year military intervention. Our
President will receive the elected Prime Minister of Iraq in Washington in the coming week. US
policymakers are working hard to manage an array of sensitive issues with Iran, foremost the effort to
curb the latter’s nuclear weapons program.

It is, on the surface, a respectable and correct scenario. | repeat my abiding regard for all who serve the
American people in the executive and legislative branches of our government, and respectfully cite the
following concerns in the hope that leaders in the Administration and Congress will support —indeed
demand with urgency — a deeper look at Iran’s campaign for regional influence, its strategies for regime
maintenance, and the significance of Iran’s intelligence, informational and diplomatic activities to US
and allied interests.

»  As stated in my August assessment, the lethal Iraqi military attacks on unarmed residents of
Camp Ashraf in July 2009 and April 2011 require the Administration to report to Congress under
Section 3 of the Arms Export Control Act as to whether US weapons were utilized for purposes
other than those authorized by the terms of transfer to the Iraq Armed Forces. Upholding US
law governing arms transfers is essential to America’s reputation as a superpower.

# Further, the so-called Leahy Law requires that the State Department and the US Embassy in
Baghdad investigate these attacks and judge whether any Iraqi military personnel have engaged
in gross violations of human rights, and if so those personnel must be prohibited from ever
receiving training and education from the US military. Here again our reputation is implicated.
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» Beyond the legal requirements triggered by the two previous Ashraf attacks, | wish to associate
myself with the many retired senior military leaders who have forcefully urged that the
residents of Camp Ashraf be protected. The motives of these senior leaders in taking this
stance, including three former Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, have been publicly
questioned. | respect these officers and believe their sole motive is to preserve the honor of the
United States, by living up to the commitments made by US military forces in a theater of
combat. Any harm that would befall a single resident of Camp Ashraf at the hands of Iragi or
Iranian government forces, either within Camp Ashraf or elsewhere in Iraq, would constitute a
promise not kept by America as our forces depart the country. Having paid such a heavy price
for their service in Irag, our military must be allowed to exit Iraq with honor.

Some Americans may not grasp the weight of these propositions, the spectacle of the US soft-
pedaling its legal requirements on arms transfers, trying to extricate itself from a sense of duty to an
unloved group of at-risk civilians, hoping that these and related inconveniences do not mar the
tableau of the President’s welcoming of the Iragi Prime Minister next week to signal a new era. Butl
have no doubt that the leaders of Iran fully understand the symbolism of America’s exit from Iraq
and will miss no opportunity to degrade America’s reputation and diminish our influence in Iraq and
the region. Operation Iragi Freedom may be over, but the future of the Middle East is being shaped
right now. Iran is advancing its political and security agenda in many ways, in many places — are we
connecting the dots?

I have obtained photographs, maps and videos of 300 loudspeakers arrayed around Camp Ashraf
broadcasting death threats in Farsi 24 hours a day (except when international representatives visit),
and yet | see no mention of this in the public domain. Can we not confirm the MEK’s claims that 200
of the Camp’s residents are wounded and yet medical supplies are not allowed in by Iraqi forces?
That computer equipment for internet service has similarly been blocked from entry? That infrared
jamming devices manufactured in Tehran are posted outside the Camp to block transmission of
signals to the residents? The MEK alone is accused of human rights abuses against its own members
there, including blocking access to information as a form of mind control.

Beyond the circumstances at Camp Ashraf, | am further mystified that so much information relating
to this issue is so readily accessible in Europe, from credentialed French sources as well as Iranian
exiles, and is common knowledge in French political circles, yet so little of this has surfaced in the
US. Perhaps our correspondents and analysts are concerned that their ability to travel to Iran will
end if they report this information and give a voice to the families of the Ayatollahs’ many victims.

As with all the questions raised in this statement, | do not wish to see Americans divided against
themselves or set against their government on this issue. Without doubt, Americans in and out of
government want to know as much as possible about Iran’s activities, particularly those aimed at
influencing our policies to its advantage through indirect means. |thank the Committee and
Subcommittees for the opportunity to participate in our national conversation about US policy and
American interests, and | look forward to the Members’ comments and questions.
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MEK/PMOI from the U.S. list of Foreign Terrorist Organizations.
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From: Ambassador Lincoln Bloomfield Jr., Senior Advisor/Consultantd
(NOTE: As Akin Gump is representing an American citizens iation ir in it US policy relative to

MEK/PMOI, permit me to clarify here that my role as a part-time consultont advisor to the firm is not to participate in
lobbying activities but rather to provide the firm what | judge to be the most reliable information and insight on foreign
policy isstes Important to the credibility of its work. My compensation from the firm has for years been fixed annually
and in 2011 accounts for approximately 20 percent of my professional time. | was invited by the firm to examine this
issue, and as a foreign policy and national security generalist who claims no special expertise on iran, | welcomed the
opportunity to research an important and sensitive foreign policy issue in depth, an effort that continues. The views in
this memorandum are mine alone.)

The Challenge: Separating Fact from Falsehood in a Long-Running, Deadly and Deceptive Fight

The entity known variously as the Mujahedin-e Khalg (MEK), Pecple’s Mojahedin Organization
of Iran {PMOI), and by some detractors as Mujahedin al-Khalg Organization {(MKO), as part of the
umbrella coalition known as the National Council of Resistance {NCRY), has its roots in the iranian
nationalist movement led by Prime Minister Mossadeq, who was deposed by US and British intelligence
in 1953 two years after he nationalized iran’s oil. The MEK was formed in the mid-1960s by Musiim
university intellectuals inspired by the anti- and post-colonial movements arising throughout the
developing world. Energized by the intense, polarizing ideological debates of the 20" century, the MEK
opposed the Shah’s repressive regime, at times violently, and most of the original MEK leaders had been
executed or imprisoned by 1972. After welcaming the overthrow of the Shah in 1979 and being
released from prison, the surviving MEK [eadership turned sharply critical of Ayatollah Khomeini’s
dactrine of theocratic dictatorship. The new regime violently targeted large public gatherings of the
MEK, which in turn conducted acts of deadly violence against the leading mullahs. The MEK formally
launched a political arm before being driven into exile in 1981, initially in France, and later in Iraq.

From the 1960s until the late 1980s at least, violent actions can be attributed to the MEK
against, first, the Shah’s regime and then the theocratic regime, including attacks from MEK bases in Iraq
against [ranian regime forces after Iran had regained its territory seized by Irag’s 1980 invasian, as
Khomeini continued prosecuting the conflict. Throughout, iran targeted MEK leaders and followers for
arrest, execution or assassination. The revolutionary Islamic regime used force on a far greater scale
against domestic political opponents than had the Shah. As estimates of MEK {or presumed pro-MEK)
personnel executed by the theacratic regime beginning in 1980 run in the tens of thousands — by some
accounts in excess of 100,000 killed — there is today a not inconsiderable poputation of surviving
relatives and sympathizers dedicated to deposing the ruling mullahs in Iran and establishing a rights-
based secular democracy in its place.

No less noteworthy than the enduring enmity of this conflict between a brutal regime and its
committed enemies in exile has been the role of a sustained and sophisticated “information” war, if one
may use that term. This refers to elaborate efforts by the Tehran regime, without attribution, to inject
specific allegations relating to the MEK into the international community’s trusted information sphere,
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The essence of Iran’s “information operations” activity has been to derogate from the MEK’s image and
influence with western governments by seeking to tie the MEK to actions highly prejudicial to the MEK's
image with target audiences in Iran, Europe and the United States. This is not to say that all these

potentially damaging claims about the MEK are false, only to report that the Iranian government’s hand
has repeatedly been exposed placing such information without attribution into the public realm abroad.

For its part, the MEK/PMOI and its supporters have been no less vigorous in contesting the
Tehran regime’s version of reality and similar criticisms emanating from respected voices in the West.
MEK supporters have issued book-length rebuttals and fastidiously documented histories in an effort to
persuade western audiences that the truth about the MEK’s beliefs, nature and past actions is at odds
with the ‘damning’ portrayal that is often accepted and repeated as fact.

One focus of this review, accordingly, is to note that some of the derogatory and prejudicial
perceptions that commonly surface in discussions of the MEK — by experts in the media, think tanks,
academia, and government —match themes and portrayals discovered to have been actively promoted
by Iran’s Ministry of Intelligence and Security (MOIS), as will be detailed. To be clear, this intersection of
content proves neither that the information secretly promoted by Iranian intelligence is false, nor that
western individuals and entities citing comparable ‘facts’ lack independent and credible sources for their
assertions. But the burden of proof on all sides becomes much heavier in this arena rife with
propaganda and deception, claim and counter-claim. For anyone purporting to offer a “true” portrayal
of MEK actions from the 1960s until today, the bar is high.

There is, furthermore, a longstanding pattern of Western governments being privately
pressured by Tehran to constrain and sanction the MEK as a terrorist group. This connects counter-
terrorism policy to wider foreign policy considerations, leaving unclear whether governments including
the US would have designated the MEK/PMOI as a foreign terrorist organization (FTO) solely on the
basis of confirmed ‘terrorist’ activity, unconnected to other bilateral equities with Iran. The MEK/PMOI
has challenged in court and overturned terrorist designations and charges by the EU, UK and France
respectively, as the judicial process has exposed flaws and deficiencies in the information relied upon by
these government entities for their designations. The existing US designations of MEK and NCR as
Foreign Terrorist Organizations - which by law can also be overturned judicially - are similarly being
challenged, and the court has obliged the Secretary of State to clarify the factual basis for its policy.

Ten Issues Reviewed

With such externalities at play, there is merit in revisiting core issues relating to the MEK/PMOI
with an eye to seeking the most reliable information as the basis for assessments and conclusions. In
the attachments to this memorandum, ten allegations are examined, preceded by my introduction and
followed by my concluding commentary (refer to corresponding tabs):

Introduction
Allegations (1-10):

1. MEK Killed American officials, contractors and an executive in Iran during the 1970s
2. MEK participated in the US Embassy siege and conducted terrorist attacks against Iran for nearly
20 years dating from early 1980s
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(Allegations: — cont’d)

3.

MEK sided with Saddam Hussein and fought against Iran from 1980, hence is hated by the
Iranian people (with no chance of governing if the mullahs were to fall from power)

MEK opposed the US military in the 1991 Gulf War and the 2003 intervention, using its own
military weaponry to fire on US forces

MEK participated in Saddam’s crushing of southern Shi'ites after Gulf war

MEK participated in Saddam’s crushing of northern Kurds after Gulf War and hid Iragi-supplied
chemical and biological WMD which were used against Kurdish villagers in Halabja

MEK brainwashed, imprisoned and tortured members who wanted to leave Camp Ashraf
starting in the 19905

MEK operates as a cult, separating married couples after 1991 and sending their children away,
prohibiting single women from marrying, and self-immolating

MEK is deeply committed to a hardened leftist, anti-democratic and anti-American set of beliefs,
and its claims to support democratic principles are simply lip service for western ears

10. MEK continues to have the capability and intent to conduct terrorist activities

Concluding Commentary

Attachments: a/s
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INTRODUCTION

FTO Designation, Foreign Policy Considerations, Intensity of Conflict, Role of Deception and Propaganda

Basics of FTO Designation’ — The Secretary of State exercises authority under Section 219 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, as amended, to designate a Foreign Terrorist Organization (FTO) in
support of the USG's “fight against terrorism.” Two purposes are cited: “curtailing support for terrorist
activities,” and "pressuring groups to get out of the terrorism business.” Until 2004, FTO designations
lapsed after 2 years absent a redesignation. The Intelligence Reform and Terrorism Protection Act of
2004 “provides that an FTO may file a petition for revocation 2 years after its designation date {or...
redesignation date) or 2 years after the determinotion date on its most recent petition for revocation. In
order to provide a basis for revocation, the petitioning FTO must provide evidence that the circumstances
forming the basis for the designation are sufficiently different as to warrant revocation.” The Secretary
of State must review any FTO designation that has not been reviewed in the previous 5-year period. “A
designation may be revoked by an Act of Congress, or set aside by a Court order.” There are three legal
criteria for designation (repeated in full, footnote below), according to which an FTO must be a “foreign
organization,” must “engage in terrorist activity...or terrorism...or retain the capability and intent” to do
so, and its terrorist activity “must threaten the security of U.S. nationals or the national security (national
defense, foreign relations, or the economic interests) of the United States.”

Role of Foreign Policy Considerations — While the principal focus of this inquiry is the (open source)
factual record of alleged MEK/PMOI terrorist actions and activities that underlie its current designation
as an FTO, one cannot say that the US Government made this designation, and has since sustained it,
purely on the basis of the factual record on MEK terrorist actions, activities, capabilities and intent, with
no consideration of US-Iran relations. The record indicates otherwise. Iran has actively sought MEK
terrorist designation by the US and other governments, linking this demand to other issues of
importance to Washington; and these USG designation decisions have been taken with evident linkage
in mind to hoped-for action by Teheran on other issues.

An early indication of this issue linkage was the 1986 list of nine “goodwill” gestures toward Iran
that were said to have been taken over the previous year by the US, cited in a letter obtained by the CIA
and authored by the “arms-for-hostages” intermediary Manucher Ghorbanifar in conjunction with
efforts to free American hostages in Lebanon.? Assistant Secretary of State Richard Murphy, in his July

! Excarpted aud ized from Foreipn Lemorist Orpanizations, Offico of the Coordinator for Counterterrorism, May 19, 2011,
hitp: . stade.gov?sictrls/otherdes/ | 23085, him. 1.cgal oriteria:

It must be a foreign or
oo

2 scation 212 (a)(3)(R) of the TNA (8 T"S.C. § 1182@)3)(BY,X or
(2) ol the Toreiggn Reletions Authorization Act, Fiscal Yeers 1988 and 1989 (22 USC. §
cabuliiy and iafeit 10 eagage in fervorist ctivity or tervorisin
3 the scourily of LS, natienals or the neiional security (uational defense.

Report of the Presiden(’s Special Review Board, Liebruary 26. 1987, pp. 1-131-135 (next under (o this paper). Al this same time, it is alleged
that Iran was using hostages in Lebanon as leverage against tho MEK in France: “In 1986, the Fronch govornment forced the MEK out of Paris
[to Iraq] in order to secure Iranian help in freeing ltench hy GlobalOptions. Inc.. “Independent Assessment of the
Mujahedin-c-Khal and National Council of Rosis " in Iran: Forcign DPolicy Challengas and Choieas (114 Piper 1.LL, 2006), p. 114.

1
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1985 testimony to the House Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle East, had asked to include a
statement at the end of the hearing offering a harsh depiction of the MEK as militant, anti-American
terrorists. By April 1987, when the Iran-Contra scandal had ruled out any prospect of quiet diplomacy to
secure the hostages’ release, Assistant Secretary Murphy testified again to the Subcommittee and
represented a qualitatively different view of the MEK, this time as a relevant actor in Iranian domestic
politics, one of many such groups with which the State Department was meeting. (Note: the State
Department denied that Ambassador Murphy’s 1985 testimony bore any relationship to the secret US
hostage negotiations then underway with Iran.)

The day after Secretary of State Madeleine Albright designated or redesignated 30 foreign
organizations as FTOs in 1997, Norman Kempster reported in the Los Angeles Times that, “One senior
Clinton administration official said inclusion of the People’s Moujahedeen was intended os a goodwill
gesture to Tehran and its newly elected moderate president, Mohammad Khatami.”* In September
2002, having left office as U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs in the Clinton
Administration, Ambassador Martin Indyk was quoted as follows by Michael Isikoff on the Newsweek
website, speaking of the respective 1997 and 1999 MEK/NCR designation decisions: “..[there] wos
White House interest in opening up a dialogue with the iranion government. President Khatami had
recently been elected and was seen as a moderate. Top Administration officials saw cracking down on
the [PMOI], which the Iranians had made clear they saw os o menace, as one way to do so.”* Asked in
October 1999 why the State Department had acted to list the NCR as an FTO, two years after having
listed the MEK, Ambassador Indyk reportedly responded, “The franian government had brought this to
our attention.”®

The Administration of President George W. Bush similarly saw listing the MEK/PMOI as an FTO
as having a bearing on bilateral US-Iran issues, as explained in this excerpt from a PBS interview® with
Hillary Mann, Iran Director at the National Security Council from 2001-2003:

Los Anpeles Times, October 9. 1997.
¥ 6, 2002

* Jonathan Wright. “U.S. Extends Restrictions on Iranian Opposition,™ Reus
©BBS analysis “Showdown with Iran”, October 23, 2007 Wiy, “vw e phyorg

cws (English). October 14, 1999

ekt (all

insertions by PRS). Addilionally, Steven Weisman of the New York Times wrote: “The Bush administration's usual divide hetween hard-liners
and those favering diplomacy has now opened on Iran, offictals said. On ane side are thise who say Iran Jas beer cooperating in a fow limited
but helpfil instances, inoluding o willingness to hand over some suspected terrorists with links to Al Qeda 1 Saudh Arabia and Pakistan last
vear. In response. fhe administration has made cerfain gestres 1o lran, like Jisting an Irag-hased Iranian opposifion group, the People's

Mufahedeen. as a torrarist group.
Apents And Join Saudi Inquiry,”

" Steven R. Welsman, “Threats and Responses: Washingion: U

1.S. Demands That Iran Tum Over Qasda
& imes. May 26, 2003 btz wewwny s con ses-washi

0526 vl s
g splfsreTpmn. On August 15, 2003 as the U.S. Administration was aranging to have the forcign
ministors of Gormany, France and the UK tho so-called “FIUI-3”  traval to Tohran in Soptember socking a nogofiated solution to Tran's nucloar
standof with the Tnternational Atomic Tinergy Agency, the Slate Department announced an expansion of sanctions against the MTK: “7e
Secretary of State hias amended the designation. under Exeoutive Order 13224 o torvorist financing, of the Mujahedin-o Khalg. Tnown as the
SIEK, 10 add 15 aliases Nationad Cownel of Resistance (M el Cowneil of Resistance of Iran (NCRU. That Excutive Order blocks
the assets of organizations and individuals linked (0 terrorism. The decision also clarifies that the imcludes the US.

office of NCRT and all its other offices worldwidl. and that fhe devignation of the People's Migahedin of Tran ("FMOI") as an alias of the MFK
includes the PAOI's TS, representative office and all other offices worldvide. ™ Sor ull 1ot see:

Btpdi lRO03_ 0%/slin/s30R1704 0. The Bush (43) Administration then redesignated the MEK and PMOT as FTOs on
Octobar 2, 2003. The author has 1o conliming vvidonce that the Administration intomally associated those MPK actions with a dosire for
progress in nuclear negotiations with Tran. Tlowever, speaking of President Tiushs second term, former Under Secretary of State for Arms
Control and International Security Allhirs and then UN Ambassador John Bolton said in August 2011, %4 fave t0 say disappointingly at the end of

bt

cand.
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Ms. Mann: [Then-Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs] Ryan Crocker assured {the
Iranians during o January 2003 meeting] that the MEK was a group that we had on our list,...and the iranians
didn’t need to worry about that. And | remember the senior Iranian who had joined the talks was concerned
that they'd been hearing mixed messages..., and we tried to oflay his concerns.

PBS: During the meeting Ryan Crocker said what to allay those concerns?

Ms. Mann: That the United States viewed the MEK as a terrarist organization, and we had designated it as such,
and that we saw it as part of Saddam’s military.

PBS: And that it would be on the target list?
Ms. Mann: That's what | recall....

Intensity of Conflict — The MEK has been the avowed enemy of both the Shah and the revolutionary
government in Iran, and with each it has a history of both employing violence and being targeted for
incarceration, torture and death. MEK/PMOI members have devoted three decades now to opposing
the mullahs in Iran, in many cases forgoing pursuit of other career goals and a comfortable existence in
exile despite the advantages of the Western high education that many have received. The devotion of
MEK members, the choice many have made to remain for years inside Camp Ashraf near Iraq’s border
with Iran, and the authority wielded by women in the organization, are uncommon. Derogatory
descriptions of the MEK/PMOI including describing the bonds of commitment between its leaders and
members as ‘cult’-like, are widespread. On this point the author offers two observations.

The first relates to the number of MEK/PMOI imprisoned, assassinated and executed at the
hands of the ruling regime in Tehran, particularly in 1980-81 after MEK broke ranks with Ayatollah
Khomeini regarding the shape of Iranian politics after the Shah’s overthrow, and both sides clashed
violently. Estimates of MEK/PMOI supporters, including casual and suspected supporters, killed at the
hands of the Iranian government exceed 100,000, and the mullahs have since targeted MEK figures in
exile abroad. This conflict has bred deep and enduring enmity.

The second observation concerns the prevalence of sophisticated, unattributed information
operations in the West generated by the Iranian government, mentioned in the cover memorandum.

Role of Iranian Deception and Propaganda — Respected Western personages, including credentialed
Washington policy analysts, have asserted that the MEK/PMOI is, by nature, inclined to violence,
extremist in outlook, socially perverse and deeply hostile to the U.S. and its democratic ideals.
MEK/PMOI members, supporters and sympathizers reject these characterizations, and summon
considerable detail to support their versions of events spanning several decades. Anyone weighing
these competing views will be challenged to separate the unseen influences of family histories and
factional loyalties on exiled Iranians and their progeny, or other factors shaping the views of Western
commentators on this issue.

the Bush Adpniistration when the destgnation was reviewed, the determination was made 1o keap  on the Jist for essentially the same reason,
that it might help 1o convince the regime in Tehran that the time for negotiation had cone.
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There is a school of thought that evidently regards the MEK/PMOI as a foreign policy distraction,
an inconvenience best kept marginalized via continued FTO listing. Some who claim that the MEK/PMOI
enjoys no popular support inside Iran appear to be concerned that the US Government may divert its
policy focus from the longstanding effort to encourage reform from inside Iran, such as via the Green
movement that mobilized impressive public support during and after the flawed 2009 Iranian elections.
The unhappy Iraq precedent in which US policy from the late 1990s onward was guided by London-
based Iraqi exiles who later proved to be far less accepted inside Iraq after the fall of Saddam Hussein
than they and their supporters had promised, is cited as a cautionary tale for the US as it weighs the
political potential of the MEK’s umbrella organization, the National Council of Resistance, in a reformed
Iran. If indeed the MEK/PMOI has no political traction inside Iran as its critics assert, the potential
impact on US foreign relations of de-listing the MEK as a terrorist group (per the legal criteria for FTO
designation, see above), would presumably be modest if not inconsequential.

And yet, the actions of the Iranian regime itself belie the notion that the MEK/PMOI is of no
consequence to their ability to remain in power. This inquiry has found that the Iranian government has
since 1979 gone to extraordinary lengths to shape the international perception and narrative attached
to the MEK/PMOI and its leaders in Europe, Canada, the U.S. and elsewhere. In contrast to Soviet
intelligence operations during the Cold War, which were aimed at obtaining nuclear and military secrets,
or Chinese activities aimed at acquiring the most advanced industrial and security technologies from the
West, Iran’s Ministry of Intelligence and Security (MOIS) has for years conducted an ‘information
operations’ campaign in the West aimed at discrediting and defaming the MEK/PMOI. This has occurred
as Iran’s diplomatic efforts (noted above) have explicitly sought to pressure the US and other
governments to isolate the MEK as a terrorist group. Details follow in the attached papers.

Rt. Hon. Lord Peter Fraser, former Solicitor-General and Lord Advocate for Scotland, now a
member of the UK House of Lords (and an MEK supporter who co-sponsored the successful UK court
challenge that de-listed the MEK), has recently written:’

“In the court, ot first we were told that the evidence is clossified. But when the documents finally became public
by the court’s ruling after a long battle, aft we found in the MEK’s dossier was fabricated...disinformation
provided by the mullahs and their Ministry of intelligence, none of which was admissible to the court.... While we
were ot the final stages of winning the case, we were bombarded by negative publicity against the group saying
among other things, that the PMOI{MEK] was a personality sect which is unpopular among the iranians inside
the country....What causes me to write this is because | regret that { see the same trends developing in the
United States.”

Repeated discovery of an MOIS ‘provenance’ attached to specific anti-MEK allegations begs the
question of which of the allegations advanced by reputable people outside Iran are indeed supported by
fact. In other words, after factoring in MOIS deception and propaganda {such as Western governments
and courts have uncovered it), one must ask what independently verifiable ‘charges’ remain that may
bear on the legal, regulatory and policy questions central to the Foreign Terrorist Organization
designation of the MEK/PMOI. The brief issue papers that follow are an attempt to add clarity to that
question.

“ R TTon. Lord Peter Fraser, “Terror Tagging (he Tranian MEK is Wrong,” The ITlL Congress Blog, March 29, 2011

4
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Allegation 1: MEK Killed American Officials, Contractors and an Executive in Iran during the 1970s

Even if events 35 years ago fall outside the 2- to 5-year timeframe for relevant activity embodied
in the legal framework for US designation of Foreign Terrorist Organizations, there is a different
standard applied by US national security practitioners to any person or entity that has killed Americans.
For example, the author, who was the Country Director for Lebanon in the Office of the Secretary of
Defense when 241 US Marines were killed by a truck bombing in October 1983, will always bear in mind
the responsibility of Hizballah and Iran, among others.

The State Department’s Country Reports on Terrorism 2009 document says* that the MEK killed
the deputy chief of the US Military Mission in Tehran in 1973, two members of the US Military
Assistance Advisory Group in 1975, and two employees of Rockwell International in 1976, and that it
claimed responsibility for killing an American Texaco executive in 1979. Journalistic and analytical
references to the MEK to this day unfailingly refer to the MEK’s responsibility for the murder of these six
Americans in Iran during the 1970s. This legacy matters to top decisionmakers in Washington. Former
Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage told NPR after leaving office, “f actually served in lran; I lived
there for a year, and it was during that time that our people were killed by the MEK, assassinated....S0
from my point of view they were terrorists....”

There is a deeper story to the “MEK” killings of Americans in Iran during the 1970s. Some might
not be moved to alter their judgments of this allegation against the MEK. Simply stated, the MEK of
today, revitalized under the leadership of Massoud Rajavi after 1979 and now publicly led by his wife,
Mrs. Maryam Rajavi, does not consider itself the heir to the killers of those six Americans in Iran during
the 1970s. Almost the entire leadership of the MEK had been killed and most of the key members were
incarcerated by the Shah’s regime in by May of 1972. Massoud Rajavi, the youngest original MEK
Central Committee member, evaded execution and was sentenced to life in prison due to international
advocacy on his behalf from Frangois Mitterrand, Jean Paul Sartre and Amnesty International.

With the founding leaders dead or jailed, a group with more doctrinaire secular Marxist views
(some described it as ‘Marxist Leninist’ and the group reportedly referred to itself as the “Mujahidin
‘M.L"") appropriated the movement’s public profile. Mr. Rajavi's writings from prison, and the
‘Mujahidin M.L. in their own declarations, again according to supporters of the MEK, reflect that this
“splinter” faction had undertaken a bloody purge, committing violence against key members of the
more ‘Islamic’ faction of the MEK. Referred to in the Iranian press as the “Iranian People’s Strugglers”
(IPS), and later known as “Peykar”, this group led by Taghi Shahram, Vahid Afrakhteh and Bahram Aram
was one of several underground groups waging a covert war against the Shah’s secret police, SAVAK.
MEK supporters say tape recordings implicate Shahram in planning the purge and takeover within the
MEK. Afrakhteh, who later confessed to the killings of Americans, was executed, as were the other two,
one by the Shah’s regime and the other later by the mullahs. Next under to this attachment are two
contemporaneous newspaper reports reflecting these events,

1 U8, Dopartuent of State. Office of the Coordi
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Supporters of the MEK say this group essentially “hijacked” the name of the ‘Mojehedin’ in the
mid-1970s, using a facsimile of the MEK’s logo minus the Koranic verse (or no MEK logo at all), using
language and tone in its pronouncements that they say was clearly distinguishable from that of the MEK,
and later commemorating key dates that held no meaning for the original (and, from 1979 on, revived)
MEK.? Supporters of the MEK also point to three public statements issued by the IPS taking credit for
killing the Americans, the aforementioned incriminating IPS tape recordings, as well as statements
issued by Massoud Rajavi from prison condemning the assassinations.*

While the 2005 version of the State Department’s Country Reports on Terrorism said, “A Marxist
element of the MEK murdered several of the Shah’s U.S. security advisers prior to the Islamic
Revolution,”* the current version of the State Department’s terrarism report regarding the MEK reflects
no such distinctions, attributing all of the 1970s murders of Americans in Iran to “the MEK.”®

* MK supporters cite an article from The Middle Tast Journal, Vl. 41, No. 2, Spring 87 (an ariginal version of which the author has not
Tocatod as of this writing). The arficle says in part, “Daring /974-76, one group within the Mujahidin leadership denonnced the Islamic
ariertation of the crganization in favor of a Marxist-Leninist line and cxpelled thase members who did nut adhere to it. The Marxist-Leninist
faction went 5o far as to use terroristic methods sich s setting fire to... a leader of the Lslamic faction, in order o gain control of the
arganization....[Ljn 1975 the Mujahidin “M.L." carried out several terroristic actions. amang them the assassination of Colonel Turner. Colonel
Shacfer, and later General Price....”

! One roporter. Sam Dialey. vaifing in the National Review in 2002 about the cluim by MEK supporters that the MEK organization had been
tuken over by radicals al the time the Americans were assassinated, slated categorically but without elaboration. “/1f fict, US. intelligence

indicates that assoud Rajavi, the growp’s leader, vwas in firm control  the time.” Sam Dealoy, A Yory. Vory Bad Bunclr, al Journal
March 25. 2002 hifniold asf oo 25mar02dealey03 2560 shil

Us. Department of State, Oflice ol the Coordinator for Counter-Lerrorism. Country Reporls on Lerrorism 2005, dated April 2006. p. 212
It wrawstaie, Zation s id020df

€T.S. Department of State, Oflice of the Coordinator for Counter-Terrorism, Country Reports on Terrorism 2009, Chapter 6, “Terrorist
Orpanizations.” dated August 3, 2010 [t/ emay sisfe pov 2 Lht
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(Tab 1) — 2 Washington Post articles
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Iran Kills Man Accused In Slaying of 3 Americans

The Washington Post (1974-Current file); Nov 18, 1976,

pg. A42

Iran Kills Man Accused

In Slaying of 3 Americans

TEHRAN, Iranr, Nov. 1T (UPD8e
curity police have shot and Killad the
man who masterminded the August
slayings of three American eivilians
on a Tehran street, officials an
notinced today.

The sannouncement said Bahran
Aram was killed in a police shootout
on & downtown Tehran street yvester
day. Two other guerrillas also were
killed in an intensified 10-day cam-
paign to rid Tehran of terrorists, the
announcement said. Seven suspected
guerrillas were arrested and a large
amount of arms and explosives confis-
cated during the campaign, police
said,

According {o police, Aram directed

the morning rush-hour attack on an
autonmoebile carvying three U8, em-
ployees of Rockwell Internationat,

The three Americans killed — Wil
Ham Cottreell, 48, Robert Krongard, 44,
and Donald Smith, 43—were all Cali-
tarntans,

Since the attack, Americans in lran,
particulavly those working on sensi-
tive defense contracts, have taken spe-
cial precautions white traveling in the
vity. ’

_ 'T'he three dead Americans had been
working on Project Ibex, an electron-
ics system ‘capable of surveillance of

neighboring countries, including parts
of the Soviet Union.
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Allegation 2: MEK participated in the US Embassy siege and
conducted attacks against Iran for nearly 20 years dating from early 1980s

The MEK that emerged from prison and hiding after the Shah was deposed in 1979 remained
ideologically committed to the struggle for political participation in Iran. MEK leader Massoud Rajavi
initially welcomed the Islamic Republic under Ayatollah Khomeini as portending a change from the
undemocratic and repressive monarchy. Many analysts and journalists have said that the MEK
participated in the prolonged seizure (if not the takeover) of the American Embassy in Tehran that
began in November 1979. While under occupation, the US Embassy reported that a number of
‘Moujahedin’ (MEK) were participating in the siege, providing ‘security’ around the Embassy with
weapons some of which US officials believed had been taken from the Embassy.

The MEK has long denied any involvement in the takeover or holding of the American Embassy.
The group cites MEK publications at the time analyzing how hard-line elements of the Khomeini regime
had engineered the crisis to strengthen their positions internally, to the detriment of the MEK. MEK
leader Massoud Rajavi, in a 1984 interview with ABC News, denounced the regime’s “violation of
diplomatic immunity” as a manifestation of the “warmongering policy of Khomeini....”" The State
Department Country Reports on Terrorism 2009, in the section on the MEK, does not mention an MEK

role in the Embassy takeover.’

Mr. Rajavi and his MEK supporters held a flexible view of Islam’s role in society and soon came
to oppose the rigid and dictatorial approach to governance imposed by Ayatollah Khomeini and the
leading clerics. Mr. Rajavi’s alternative political vision for Iran was reflected in the MEK journal
Mojahed and in public rallies after he regained his freedom. These activities were taken as a challenge
to the power and legitimacy of the revolutionary Islamic regime. There does not appear to be any
dispute of the following key elements, widely reported internationally at the time and recorded in
scholarly histories, of the regime’s activities against the MEK.

Massoud Rajavi’s candidacy for President was reportedly vetoed personally by Ayatollah
Khomeini in January 1980. Starting in early 1980, the mullahs spurred their faithful to attack MEK
offices in many cities, reportedly injuring hundreds if not thousands, and to burn copies of their
publications, as a result of which many MEK offices closed. The head of the judiciary reportedly
revealed in May 1980 that Ayatollah Khomeini had issued a hand-written fatwa months earlier, ordering
the judiciary to execute all members of the MEK. Regime security forces openly espoused the slogan,
“Death to the Mojahedin.” On June 20, 1981, a “march for peace and human rights” in Tehran,
estimated® to have drawn over half a million people, was fired upon by Islamic regime security forces,
with substantial MEK casualties. What followed was a very violent period of regime repression and
armed resistance. The MEK figure for members and suspected members executed by the revolutionary
Islamic regime during this period is 120,000, and there is no credible dispute that they numbered in the
tens of thousands.

* ATC News Nightline, October 20, 1984

o, Country Roports on Tarrorism 2009, “Chaptor 6. Torrorist Organizations”. dated August 3, 2010,

W A i .

"For sxamplo, in a lottor from US Sonator Fdward Konnedy to Mr. Rajavi datod Junc 27, 1984, Senator Konnody said in part, “The willimgness
of more than SU0000 people  in Tehran slone (o risk their lives by openly opposing the policies of the Khomein regime testified to the workd
that the Iranian people are ready for @ change.” Sympathetic crowds also convened in at least 13 ofher cities in lran on June 20 aceording to
acadomic studics of this poriod
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The State Department’s most recent (2009) report on terrorist organizations reflects a
materially different timeline and sequence than the above summary of events that respected journalist
Eric Rouleau of Le Monde, among others, had reported contemporaneously from Iran throughout 1980:

“in 1981, MEK lecdership attempred to overthrow the newly installed Islomic regime; Iranian security forces
subseguently initioted a crackdown on the group. The MEK instigated o bombing compaign, including an attack
Ggainst the head office of the Islamic Republic Party Gnd the Prime Minister’s office, which kified some 70 high-
ranking tranian officials, including Chief Justice Ayatollah Mohammad Beheshd, President Mohammad-All
Rajaei, and Prime Minister Mohammad-Javad Behenor. These attacks resulted in a popular uprising against the

MEK and an iranion government crackdown that forced MEK leaders to flee to France.”"

Next under to this attachment is an Eric Rouleau dispatch from Tehran in the New York Times
dated June 14, 1980, describing “pitched battles” between the MEK and regime elements, and recording
the message being articulated at the time by MEK leader Massoud Rajavi to his supporters as they came
under attack. The reader can judge how this comports with the above-quoted excerpt from the current
State Department report. Leaving aside the omission of context in which one party’s actions are being
judged, including anti-MEK regime actions throughout 1980, there does not appear to be any dispute
that the MEK conducted attacks against high regime officials after June 1981, when all peaceful political
activity was banned by Khomeini, as described in this and previous State Department reports.

The State Department report further states that the MEK “continued to wage its terrorist
campaign” from exile in Paris before being expelled in 1986, following which it conducted attacks from
bases in Iraq against Iran (and, in 1991, “reportedly” against Iraqi Kurds and Shi’ites — see attachments 5
and 6). The report cites further specific MEK attacks, all against Iranian government targets, in 1998,
1999, 2000 and 2001. No specific alleged terrorist acts are cited beyond 2001.° The State Department
report describes the MEK’s present capabilities and intentions as follows: “The MEK's global support
structure remains in place, with associotes and supporters scatiered throughout Europe and North
America. Operations target Iranian government efements across the giobe, including in Furope and
tran.”®

Based upon the above, certain factual conclusions are reasonable:

»  MEK members may or may not have had a role during US Embassy hostage crisis but the
organization was not the instigator and saw it as benefiting hard-line political foes

e The MEK, during approximately two-decades after the 1979 revolution in Iran,
committed acts of targeted violenice against Iranian revolutionary government forces,

property and officials, although not indiscriminate violence against innocent civilians

e There do not appear to have been MEK acts of viclence since 2001 or 2002

* Excerpt trom 118 Departmont of Stax
Tt v state, 1

" While not infallible as a s
since, a the latest, 202
LS Departmant o

I .

Comtry Reports on Terrorism 2009, “Chapter 6. Terrorist Organizations”, dated August 5, 2010
00 it

urec of information, The F wrotc in 2009 that the MEK “is nos known to have carried omt any acls of terror
" “Iranian Dissidents in Irag Will They All Go?”. The Economist (print cdition), April &, 2009,
Country Reporis on Terrorism 2009, “Chapler 6. Terrorist Organizations”, datud August 5, 2010,

57140 M issuc of MEK’s curent capabilitics and intentions is cxamined in attachment 10 below

2
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Judgments about how the US Government should regard the MEK in 2011 involve subjective
factors. Some will be unmoved by the context of an Iranian regime — characterized in the same State
Department report as “the most active state sponsor of terrorism”’ —that pursued the MEK abroad,
throughout the same period, with deadly force including assassins, special forces and even fighter
aircraft (after Iraq’s defeat in the Gulf War). The view that “terrorism is terrorism” irrespective of
context is defensible so long as the integrity of counter-terrorism assessments is protected from
external policy and political influences. The fact that US Government actions to list the MEK as an FTO
under at least three Presidents reflected the influence of unrelated US-Iran bilateral desiderata {see
introduction, above) complicatas the government’s ability to cite a counter-terrorism metric as the basis
of its designation actions.

That said, we are still ieft with a history of violent attacks canducted by the MEK. A further
subjective factor on which reasonable people will disagree is whether the MEK attacks were
indiscriminate, aimed at creating public fear (as per usual definitions of terrorism), and further, whether
the MEK’s armed struggle against the Tehran regime was by any standard politically justifiable. Again,
these elements are controversial as they introduce the sensitive issue of whether non-state actor
violence is justified under any circumstances. MEK supporters claim to have documented
contemporaneous internal palicy guidance from Mr. Massoud Rajavi from 1979 on in which the MEK
first sought to pursue a non-violent path of protest, and then as attacks were staged, directed that harm
to uninvolved civilians was to be avoided. The State Department report cited above does not describe
MEK violance against targets other than Iranian officials and official entities, civilian and military.®

Cansensus regarding the MEK's nature and activities after decades of polarizing debate will
likely remain elusive. However, as the most recent — hence, operative — State Department report on the
MEK draws reference to a then-pending judicial action against the MEK in France, the following will
update readers of the State Department report, which says: “in 2003, French authorities arrested 160
MEK members at operational boses they believed the MEK was using to coordinate financing and
planning for terrorist attacks.”®

On May 11, 2011, following eight years of investigation and prosecution, the Investigative
Magistrate of Paris antiterrorism department issued a Decision dismissing all charges against the 24
MEK-affiliated individuals against whom charges remained. The Magistrate’s Decision speaks to both
the nature of the MEK’s previous actions and the question of its current activities:

“it must be said that the National Council of Resistance of Iran, People’s Mojahedin Organization of Iran, the
National Liberation Army of Iran, they all form one collective which aims to overthrow the regime ruling in
Iran....0n the other hand it was not proven that this important activity originated from France could refate to
any terrorist organization.”

/U8 Department of State, Country Reports on Terrorism 2009, “Chapler 3. State Sponsors of Terrorism”, dated August 5, 2010
¥ A Congrassional Roscarch Servics report in 2007 statod that the 1997 and 1999 FTO) dosignations of the MEK/PMOT wars “prompred by PMOT
attachks in bran that sometimes kilfed or injured civilians  althowgh the group does not appear 10 purposely targer civifians....” Konneth
Katzman, “Iran; U.S. Coneerns and Policy Re . CRS Report or Congress, Congressional Research Service, October 9. 2007, p. CRS-11.
Ihis roport made no roforence to forcien policy issucs potontially i ing th ignation actions, soc above.

Country Reports on Tarrorism 2009, “Chapler 6. Torrorist Organizations’™, datud August 5, 2010

st 000 14900 Iite.
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“The dossier does not contain any evidence indicating an armed activity that would intentionally target civilians.
If such evidence were available it would confirm terrorism and would annul any reference to resistance against
tyranny, because resistance aguainst tyranny at least requires that the tyrant, meaning the ruling regime, be
targeted and not those oppressed, meaning the people.”

“Knowing that the dossier is devoid of evidence for charges...to show that they committed acts of criminal
association to prepare for terrorist activities and provide financial assistance to a terrorist institution, we order
the dismissal of charges of this charge against persons named above and against anyone else.”

For Pnglish-languag,
May 13, 2011 httpei

ranee Dismisscs Torror Probe of Tranian Opposition Group,” Wall Street Journal.
420437631 943257r T3k

4
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‘The New York Times

Jime 14, 1880, Salyrday
SECITONT Section 15 Page 2
LENGTH-927 words

IRANIAN LEFT AND RIGHT SLUG(IWG P OUTAN CHAOTIC FIGHTING
BODY:

The following dispateh, by the Middle Tiast speciglist of Lo Mands, was tiansiated by,
The New Vork Times:from the French

Dy BRIC ROULBAU T Moide; Paris

TLUERAN, Fran, Jime'13 - Violence has boeh sweeping Iran increasingly in‘técent
weeks; with kidnapiings, murders; the taking 0F hostages and safivlage ercating a-climate
ki i vl wan, . X

Pirchied battlek were fought Here vesterday between members of the People's: Mujabideen,
Iran's largest I6Rist opposition group, and fundamentalist Moslem supporters 0F
Ayatollah Ruhollab Khomikni, and fuither vielence was feared as the leader of Friday
prayets dencunded the leRisty as counferrevolitionarics. :

"ownwith the deviationists!! Khormein supperters shouted yesterday as they trisd 1o -
* foree thclr way into the stadinm whire the Pedple's Mujatideen and the Lellist Moslem
Wiovement were bolding a rally. :

Rivting Began-at.4 P.M., anhour before iheschedaicd mesting, as tens of thousands of
milanis in sympaithy with the People’s Mujaliideen were standing i live butside the
stacivish which s nivar e occapied United Siaiés Embassy. Kiomelni supporters from ™.
e Pirty of God; knvwn asthe Hezbollahi, approachsd calling for"Death to Massoud.
Rajavit™the lefiist Toador: “There is only one pirty," (hey chnted: "the Party of God, and
ane chiet, Ayatoliah Khomewmi” - :

Police Decline to Act

The demonstrators:charged forward repeatedly; ihirowing bricks and stones; cotsing
Uhwiusands among those atticked fo lift their hands about their heads (o prolect:thetnselves
as policenen aad Islamic revolutionary Budrds stood by,

Howaver, the golice and grands 4id protect the agsailants Against the leftists! security
forces, whnth appraied 1o be 104026 titmes niore tumerous than. the zitac Thipolics
triéd to separate those fighting with tear gay.or by, shootiie in the ait. (Otheravcotints
st fHe guendt fred into t6e crowds of Jeftists and casualties frovm the Hyghiing worde put
at twe killed and more than 300 wounded. ) :
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“Leftist Ieaders chaiged this week that Avarollah Mohammed Behesht, the joaderofithe
- fundamentalist Islamic Republican Party; the-majority group in Patliament, wasthe
Hehind-the scenes-duector of the Hezbollahi assailants, Tt was said ey Were recraited
from 2 ambng thc unemployod and pushicart vendars ol Tehicran to scrvi as centibat froops
Grprole irioters foranextreme cight-wing fadtion of the Belieshil party.

Gunshots Are Jguered

Dhurinig the attacks yesterday those standinig inline Gutside the stadiuim did not faller even
‘when thie deafening sunshots in 1 Afler{wo hovrs abett 150,000 people were
gathered inside to ligten o Mr. Rajavi. "What w do?” was the theme of hisaddressin
“which e said dozens of lefiisishad been killed recontly:

Aoy came from the:crowed. "My brother wa Kilied fhe day bdnn. yesterday!a
Weeping youri worRg, in Westen dess scroamied: A wotnan; hier head covered ty &
black chadoz, shouted: "We have foared meither the Shukinorhis jaxl\.' W will fuar
nafhing and pobudy!™

“Thie cswd chantediin rhythm, "Wewill pursue the struggle” "Yes,” answered Mr. Rajavi.
"Lhe stiuggle will st watil vistory, whatever the mufiiber. of eur rartyrs may be.!

{Complainty Abont Repressi

“What are we being attacked for?" the spesker wont.om."We are good Maoslems; aod we
are 1ol that we live tnan 1slamic Republic, Bt we ate beirg besieged by hooligass and
wrrorists. The Iefamie € onstintion biaraniess sl Nberties in piinciple. But we are
forbidden aceess 1o pers; 10 the tadio; 1o television and to Parlament.”

He said also thil ethnic gfongs weré ostensibly granted ¢quality under Law but ihat the
- deraands of the Kurds arid other winerides were belug drowned "in brood.”

As-he spoke; fightlng sontinged vutside and hiswords werelost &t times in'a cacophany
of explosions, machitie-gum bursts and dmbulaiice hotns. Clonds of Black stoke spread
overthe stadinm. but the masses tside sat listening, irmobile as though mdde of sione,
and then snswering Mr. Rajavi od oue by nvoking Goid.

A Fight for 'Totai Freedom®

"Dayorhear?” Mr Rajevi-asked as he adtressedhimiseif to the Hezbollabi. "We are
veither Commminists nor pro-Seviet as you clainy, We are fighting for the intal freedom
and independence of Tran, Yourare the reactiorary Moslns wiie tnder the cover of

s aceUsations thrown st us ity aod serve thie occidental imperialiom: [lave we novheard that
you ptefer ihe Shak's regime a thousand tirmes mork: than 4 progressive 1epubhc even
though Mosleim?”
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M. Rajavi said the Government remained silent as "these-gangs of hoodlums dttacked
(he people anth he warnéd thal it those in powerdidiiet pot anend-tothe violenes his
oiganization wonld take ituponitselfto.d0 so: )

“Freedony 15 not granted," he Cried as'the ciowd zosé‘s!muﬁng to:its feet, "I IS won. A gift
of fhe Lord; itds ayindisponsable as axypen”

- The mesting ended, bolthe Hghting aronud th stadie {nved. M. Rajavi's troops
eounterattiicked, but the Islamic guiatds turnzd them back. Shots were fired frorm ncarby
ronls and bodies Jay.on the sidewalks. Young men with bldodicd faces weit tunting in
afl directions. : ) N

M, Rajavi, cxpecting o surge of violente, did tot sleep at home last night. Tor sonie time
Tie has beer living a semiclandesting life, stayingawav.even. from His orgaiization’s

Hhiead 5. He belisves, asdoes President Abothassan Bani-Sade, with whorn he'has a
cordial rolationship, that the Beheshti ity s determined i monopohize powcr. ;

GRAPHIC; Rlustiations: Phote-of lefiists in Teheran
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Allegation 3: MEK sided with Saddam Hussein and fought against Iran from 1980, hence is hated by
the Iranian people {with no chance of governing if the mullahs were to fall from power)

It is a common theme among analysts writing critically about the MEK that they became an
integral part of Saddam Hussein’s security forces and waged war on Iraq’s behalf in the very destructive
Iran-Iraq war. This historical portrayal matters for two reasons.

First, Western governments are warned against investing their energies and hopes in the MEK’s
umbrella National Council of Resistance as a potential successor to the revolutionary Islamic regime in
Tehran. The argument here is that the MEK members are universally seen as traitors inside Iran even
among those who would welcome regime change. Better, these analysts have consistently argued, for
the US and others to work either for an entente with the existing regime or to encourage reform
brought about through the effarts of politically active factions inside the country such as the Iranian
Green movement.

The second consequence of portraying the MEK as having been an active and committed branch
of Saddam Hussein’s forces is that today, with the Shi’ite-led government of post-Saddam Iraq
apparently having condoned or even directed deadly attacks by Iragi military forces on unarmed MEK
personnel in Camp Ashraf, on July 28, 2009 and again on April 8, 2011, many MEK critics portray this
aggression as understandable, if unwelcome —i.e., “payback” to the MEK population at Camp Ashraf for
their alleged history of violence against both the Iraqi Shi'ites now governing the country and the Iranian
people alike.

As with other adverse characterizations of the MEK, there is some basis in fact, namely that the
MEK maintained mostly cooperative relations with Saddam Hussein’s government through the 1980s as
it took refuge in Iraq and continued to prosecute its political and military campaign against the
theocratic regime in Tehran. The question is whether the truth has been stretched by opponents of the
MEK to turn a more complex circumstance into a highly prejudicial caricature. Attachments 5 and & will
address the issues of alleged MEK attacks in 1991 against Iraq’s Shi’ite and Kurdish populations,
respectively. The focus here is the Iran-Iraq war, begun in October 1980 when Saddam Hussein’s ground
and air forces attacked across the Shatt al-‘Arab waterway bordering the two countries and seized
Iranian territory.

The MEK, its supporters say, immediately declared its readiness to defend Iran and sent fighters
to the front. Some were taken captive by the Iraqi forces and held, with captured Iranian fighters, as
prisoners of war by Iraq until 1989, when POWSs were exchanged. The MEK-affiliated National Council of
Resistance in 1993 issued a detailed history of the movement called Demacracy Betrayed, stating that
“the National Liberation Army of Iran [MEK’s military organization based in Iraq] has never fought in any
front alongside the lragi army.” This narrative says that Massoud Rajavi repeatedly criticized the tactics
of both Iran and Iraq during the conflict, and quotes Saddam Hussein in 1988 expressing respect for the
‘Mojahedin’ combatants and stating that they had “complete independence in their decisions,”
including a decision not to share tactically sensitive information about Iran that Iraq had requested.

Supporters of the MEK say the organization turned against Iran’s war effort only after the latter
had regained the sovereign Iranian territory seized by Iraq, in June 1982. From that point on, they
contend, the MEK took the view that Ayatollah Khomeini had no further reason to wage war, and was

1
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unjustifiably exhausting Iranian blood and treasure. Mr. Rajavi met in France with Iraqi Foreign Minister
Tariq Aziz and the two endorsed a peace proposal in March 1983 involving withdrawal to the recognized
1975 borders, exchange of prisoners, and referral of reparations claims to the International Court of
Justice. The Iranian regime continued to prosecute the conflict for five more years. Supporters of the
MEK point to three occasions from 1984 on when Mr. Rajavi proposed cease-fires and Iraq agreed
contingent on reciprocal restraint by Tehran.

MEK forces staged repeated attacks into Iran aimed at the regime and its forces, at times
reportedly sustaining large losses. The Saddam Hussein regime provided the MEK combatants with
defense equipment, including tanks, that it maintained until US and Coalition forces disarmed them in
2003.

There is no doubt that the MEK, its leadership having been expelled from France in 1986 as part
of a quid pro quo with Tehran to recover French hostages from captivity in Lebanon,* became even more
reliant on Iraq as its safe haven and cultivated a good relationship with Irag’s dictator. Bases in eastern
Iraq afforded the MEK proximity to Iran’s territory and population. Saddam Hussein and the MEK
shared a deep animus toward the mullahs governing Iran.

The question is whether the Saddam-MEK relationship was a cordial and even solicitous one
spurred by some common interests and enemies, as appears indisputably to have been the case with
respect to Iran’s regime; or a full-up political embrace between committed allies in arms. The latter
portrayal suggests that the MEK employed military force either at Iraq’s behest, or under its command
and control, in the service of Saddam Hussein’s aggressions against the Shi’a populations inside Iraq and
throughout Iran. To some the distinction may appear unimportant, a matter of degree. However, the
MEK’s supporters have long contended that their actions and organizational objectives have been
sympathetic to the population of Iran, and aimed solely at the regime and its organs of influence.
Moreover, as will be addressed in attachment 5, the MEK (who are, it bears reminding, Shi‘a)
categorically denies having played any role in Saddam’s campaign against Iraq’s Shi'a population—a
factual question with potentially grave implications for the personal safety of the remaining MEK
population resident in today’s Irag under a Shi’a-led government.

Critics of the MEK have widely circulated photos of Massoud Rajavi with Saddam Hussein, often
without much elaboration. MEK publications quote Rajavi’s reported remarks from that meeting that he
sought and received from Saddam a commitment to ensure the humane treatment of Iranian POWSs.
While there is no question that the narrative of MEK perfidy against the Iranian people and the legacy of
alleged Iraqi Shi'a blood on MEK's hands has been widely circulated, a more complex understanding of
the period of the Iran-Iraq war may be justified.

I his dealings with France, Khomein displayed a similar with the Miy Forcing e government of Jacques hirao 1o
expel Mujahedeen leader Massond Rajen from Paris as part of the price for the freeing of Irench hstages in Lebanom and the eurtailing of
terrorism in Parix™ ¢ Khaomeini’s Priee” (editorial), The Boston Clot 3, 1987
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Allegation 4:  MEK opposed the US military in the 1991 Gulf War and the 2003 Irag
intervention, using its own military weaponry to fire on US forces

1991 - Operation Desert Storm. The author has found no indication that MEK forces played any role
opposing the US and its 33 allies in their 100-hour ground campaign that led to Iraq’s surrender. What
with the 6-month Operation Desert Shield buildup of US and coalition forces in Saudi Arabia as warning,
the MEK’s supporters claim that MEK evacuated its people northward from bases in the south of Iraqg,
away from the anticipated zone of conflict in southern Iraq.

2003 — Operation Iraqi Freedom. There are few mentions of the MEK in official US military histories of
the 2003 US and coalition intervention that launched from Kuwait north into Baghdad and deposed the
Saddam Hussein regime. One such history implies that there was contact between MEK and Coalition
forces:

“Supported by the Saddom regime because of its hostility to the franian Government, by 2003 the MEK had
become an efite element in the Iragi Army and had fought against Coalition forces in March and Aprif of that
year. After copitufating to Special Operations Soldiers of the Joint Speciof Operations Task Force—North (JSOTF-
North), the MEK leaders agreed to move to Camp Ashrof, o large internment facility 60 miles northeast of
Baghdad.”

In another US Army history of this operation, the “Journal of a Company Commander,” Captain
Brown of the 4" Infantry Division tells of the mission in early May 2003 to meet with the MEK and, with
the latter's consent, take possession of their heavy weapons. The MEK's only issue with the scenario
was its objection to the term “surrender” in the documents prepared by the Coalition, which the JAG
(legal) advisors readily changed. Furthermore, as Captain Brown records:

“Everything went smoothly untit 1-10 CAV aviotion assets entered our zone. They saw some MEK in civifian
clothes uploading ammunition to take to the cantonment areos. Obviously, they didn’t possess the information
that everyone efse in the division did, because they started firing on them.... The MEK has proven real
cooperative in alf our dealings with them and then some Kiowa [helicopter] yahoos decide to fire them up in our
zone with zero coordination....”

On May 10, 2003, the then-Commander of the 4™ Infantry Division, Lieutenant General Ray
Odierno, told the press after completing a two-day negotiation with the MEK to take custody of its
military equipment that the MEK “clearly is cooperating with us,” adding that they had been “extremely
cooperative.”?

On May 12, 2003, the Los Angeles Times reported: “At a U.S. Army base near ane of the group's
camps Sunday, Capt. Josh Felker, an Army spokesman, said, ‘This is not a surrender, it's a disarmament

sna

process. The MEK was never fighting coalition forces’.

Then-State Department spokesman Adam Ereli, in his daily press briefing on July 26, 2004, said
of the MEK: “{W]e have determined that they were not belligerents in this conflict....”*

! Wright, Dr. Donald P., and Reese, Timothy R., COIL U84, ON POINT II: Transition Lo the New Campaign, an official ol the
Combat Studies Institute Press. US Army Combined Arms Center. lort Leavenworth, Kansas. pp. 243-244.
? Battleeround Irag. “Journal of a Company Commander.™ US Army Center of Military History, May 2003,
e historv.amy Joluiet B b
T AFD, “GEN Odicrno - MEK Shares Similar Goals to US,” M: ),
*“Iranian Figlters Bascd in Iraq Bopin to Disarm.” Los Anpclos Times, May 12, 2003, ftp:/sariicles latings com2003/nas
sumsnder]2
LS. Department of Sate. daily press briefing. July 26. 2004, hitp:/2001
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The 2005 State Department Country Reports on Terrorism said: “The MEK leadership ordered its
members not to resist Coalition forces at the outset of Operation Iragi Freedom, and they surrendered
their arms to Coalition forces in May 2003.”°

frs Department ol State, Oflice of the Coordinator [or Ce ism, Country Reports on Terrorism 2005, p. 213

ttpivey tele sovido S46%
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Allegation 5: MEK participated in Saddam’s crushing of southern Shi'ites after the Gulf War

As the BBC summary of the events known as the 1991 Iraq revolt (next under to this paper)
recounts, in March 1991, after Operation Desert Storm defeated, destroyed and evicted Iraq’s military
occupation force from Kuwait, President Bush (41) anticipated the collapse of the Saddam Hussein
regime and broadcast a call for the Iragi people to rise against the regime. In southern Irag, home to the
long-repressed Shi'a majority in Iraq, and in the Kurdish area of northern Iraq {discussed in attachment
6), people did so, taking over 14 of the country’ 18 provinces from regime control. The regime did not
fall, however. Security forces loyal to Saddam Hussein’s regime responded with a brutal crackdown in
southern Iraq, massacring civilians and driving as many as two million people from their homes.

Today, many analysts and journalists include in their accounts of past MEK actions the
allegation, often but not always with caveats, that MEK forces participated in Saddam Hussein’s massive
suppression of the 1991 Shi‘a uprising.> However, supporters of the MEK state categorically that the
MEK did not participate in Saddam Hussein’s campaign against the Iraqi Shi'a. They explain that MEK
had no presence in southern Iraq at this time other than one logistical site with some trailers and tents
overseen by a dozen or so people, who moved northward to Camp Ashraf, out of the anticipated war
zone in southern Iraq, as US and Coalition forces massed in Saudi Arabia (the phase known as Operation
Desert Shield).

While this historical question from twenty years ago may not hold much relevance to the issue
of whether the designations of the MEK and NCR as Foreign Terrorist Organizations are still merited, it
has significant consequences for the safety of approximately 3,400 unarmed MEK personnel living at
Camp Ashraf north of Baghdad, who are now dependent on the goodwill of the Shi'a-led Iraqi
government of Prime Minister Maliki. One credentialed analyst of Iranian affairs, Council on Foreign
Relations Senior Fellow Ray Takeyh, repeated this allegation (without caveat) in prepared testimony for
a congressional hearing in July 2011, and further explained its implications:

“The MEK would go on to behave as Saddam’s Praetorian Guard, as they were empioyed by him to repress the
Iragi Shia uprising of 1991. Given the fact that the Shia community is having a feading rolfe in the future of Iraq,
such miscafcutation has afienated the MEK from the rulers of Iraq. The Baghdad regime’s hostility to the MEK
cannot be seen as a function of its ties with Tehran, but as o legacy of MEK’s alliance with Saddam.””

Mr. Takeyh appears to be correct that Iragi Prime Minister Maliki and some other Iraqi Shi'a
leaders are unsympathetic, hostile even, toward the MEK (see Concluding Commentary regarding Ashraf
residents). Itis likely as well that some among Iraq’s Shi’ite population today believe the allegation,
widely circulated over the past twenty years, about MEK participation with Saddam’s Forces in the 1991
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suppression of the uprising. The question left unresolved is whether this allegation is true — did the MEK
participate in killing the southern Iraqi Shi‘a, or not?

The MEK says no, and indeed says (see attachment 3) that it “never fought in any front” along
with Iraqi military forces. The State Department’s most recent terrorism report does not claim certain
knowledge that the MEK had a hand in this brutal campaign of aggression, saying instead only that the
MEK “reportedly assisted” the Iragi crackdown.®

. Counlry Reports on Terrorism 2009, “Chapler 6. Terrorist Organizations”, dated August 5, 2010
2001 40900 it
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Allegation 6: MEK participated in Saddam’s crushing of northern Kurds after Gulf War and hid Iraqi-
supplied chemical and biological WMD which were used against Kurdish villagers in Halabja

The popular uprising in Irag in the spring of 1991 that followed the military rout and expulsion from
Kuwait of Saddam Hussein’s army included the Kurdish population in northern Iraq as well as the Shi‘a in the
south. In both regions the forces loyal to Saddam Hussein’s regime responded with overwhelming military
force to quell the rebellion (see BBC summary, next under to attachment 5).

As with the allegation that MEK forces abetted Saddam’s brutal reprisals in southern Iragq
(attachment 5), analysts and media reports have alleged that the MEK attacked the Kurds in northern Iraq.
MEK supporters deny this allegation with equal vigor. In support of their claim, they offer a 1999 letter (next
under to this attachment) sent to the Netherlands for use in a court proceeding, by Hoshyar Zebari, head of
International Relations of the Kurdish Democratic Party (KDP) — and, since 2003, Iraq’s Minister of Foreign

Affairs. The letter states, in part:

“The KDP as a major Kurdish political party has led and participated in the Kurdish spring uprising of 1991
in Iragi Kurdistan. The uprising caused the collapse of Iragi government military, security and administrative
structure in the region... When the fraqi troops counter-attacked and regained controf of Kirkuk and other major
cities there were rumors of Mujahedin units assisting the fraqi troops....However...these rumors happen to be
untrue....The KDP can confirm that the Mujahedin were not involved in suppressing the Kurdish people neither during
the uprising nor its aftermath.

“We have not come across any evidence to suggest that the Mujahedin have exercised any hostility
towards the people of Iraqi Kurdistan. The Mujahedin-€ Khalg has its own pofitical agenda in iran and its members
do not interfere in Iraqi internal affairs.”

Potentially shedding light on the MEK’s general orientation toward the Kurdish peoples, one of the
resolutions and plans issued over the years by the National Council of Resistance (reprinted by the NCR in
English) was a “Plan of National Council of Resistance for Autonomy of Iranian Kurdistan,” “ratified” on
November 8, 1983. This 12-point plan expresses the NCR's intent in a democratic Iran to bestow autonomy
and local rights of self-government on the ethnic Kurdish areas of Iran, including official recognition of the
Kurdish language and authorization for its use in schools.

Not all Kurdish leaders have echoed the fraternal sentiments of the KDP. The Patriotic Union of
Kurdistan (PUK) has in recent years contradicted the KDP's assurance that there was no MEK action against
the Kurds in 1991. For example, the PUK’s Washington representative, Qubad Talabani, said of the MEK in
2005, “Up until the fall of the [Saddam Hussein] regime, they were part and parcel of the Iraqi military, and
they were heavily involved in suppressing the Kurdish uprising of 1991.”% This negative view contrasts with
that expressed in 1984 by Mr. Talabani’s father, Jalal Talabani, who at that time was General Secretary of
the PUK. MEK publications feature a letter from Jalal Talabani to Massoud Rajavi, dated March 3, 1984,
conveying “my greetings and very best wishes to you and other Mojahedin brothers in your just struggle
against the reactionary gang of zealots who rule Iran,” and further stating that the PUK members “are
always ready to strengthen our good relationship with the People’s Mojaohedin Organization of fran.”

1 : )
Hoshyar Zebari. Kurdistn Democratic Party. letter to M. ¥, Wijingaarden, July 14, 1999 (anclosed next under).
2
Eli T

“Tranian Group Asks State (o Till Terror Designation.” New York Sun, April 15, 2008 hilp:Swvew nysu comy forel sn/irenian-group.asks-
Y
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What changed? One explanation could be that the allegation is true —that in 1991 the MEK brutally
attacked the Kurdish population in league with the Saddam Hussein regime. In that case, Mr. Zebari and the
KDP would have submitted a false testimony® to the Dutch court (see above), shielding the MEK from
culpability for aggression committed against his own constituency.

An alternative explanation, consistent with Mr. Zebari's letter, is that the allegation of MEK armed
attacks on the Kurds of Iraq is untrue, and that the PUK and Mr. Qubad Talabani are repeating a spurious
charge for other reasons. MEK supporters say that in the mid-1980s, Mr. Jalal Talabani reversed his
allegiance and pledged support and cooperation to the regime in Tehran, via a letter to Khomeini's
designated successor, Hossein Ali Montazeri. This letter, say MEK supporters, was followed by a series of
armed attacks by PUK forces against the MEK, in 1986 and thereafter —attacks to which the MEK never
responded in kind. Years later, with the demise of Saddam Hussein’s rule in Baghdad, the elected Iraqi
government led by Shi’a Prime Minister Nouri al Maliki ushered in a new, cooperative bilateral Irag-Iran
relationship. Since 2005 the President of Irag has been Jalal Talabani.

There are several indications that the regime in Iran has actively spread misinformation
internationally, placing MEK fighters in the middle of the 1991 military attacks on the Kurds. Indeed, Iran
appears to have tried even to blame the MEK for the infamous chemical munitions attack in March 1988
that killed as many as 5,000 Kurdish residents of Halabja, an atrocity for which Saddam Hussein was widely
condemned. The second enclosure to this attachment is a transcript {(in French) from a September 2005
interview with Emmanuel Ludot, one of the lawyers who had defended Saddam in his Baghdad court trial, by
the Franco-German television network ‘ARTE." Mr Ludot said he had been approached by Iran’s Ambassador
to Iraq and offered a bribe if he would collaborate with Iran in falsely implicating the MEK in the chemical
attacks against the Kurds — a version of events that would presumably exonerate Mr. Ludot’s ‘client’ Saddam
Hussein.

In August 1995, the United Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), in support of the
Commission on Human Rights, distributed a report prepared for the UN Secretary General by International
Educational Development, a UN-accredited non-governmental organization based in the US.* The focus of
this investigative report {provided in full as the third enclosure to this attachment) was the security of the
Kurdish people of Irag, and the violence between the Iranian regime and the MEK, respectively. The report
refers to “certain misrepresentations of events in the area, particularly allegations made that the [MEK] has
collaborated with the armed forces of the Government of irag, inter alia, by participating in attacks against
Kurdish people in Kirkuk, Qara Hanjeer, Kifri and Aftun Kopir in Aprif 1991. There are also allegations that
[MEK] troops took part in the use of chemical weapons against Kurdish villages....” The report goes on to
state, in part:

® In this regard, Colonel Wesley M. Martin, UISA (Rel.), who had served two combal tours in Irag including as Conmmander ol Ashral Forward
Operating Basc, fostificd to a congressional subcommittee on Tuly 7. 2011 that, “Tipor sy remam to the Pemagon. ] assisted Stare Depariment officials
addressing the PAOH iswie. This incladed providing a translated lefer fiom Hoslyer (sic) Ziebart, head of Kurdistan Democratic any Infernational
Relations. stating the PMOI did not attack the Krds. Mr. Tebart sibsequently confirmed the letter 1o be frue.” (from propared tostimony as submiticd
f0 U8, Thouse of Reproseatatives, Commities on Torsign Allirs, Subeommitiss on Oversight and Investigations)

s

*Ihe Tollowing wehsite describes the 1 lumanitarian Law Project run by this NGO: itip./hig.
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“From our it and discussion with parties involved, we find these allegations faise....in March
1991 ran sent seven Guard Corps divisions and brigades to attack [MEK] base camps on the border....Six of the
Iranian soldiers captured by the NLA wore Kurdish dress. At the same time, the Iranian regime sought to hire Iraqi
Kurds to fight against the [MEK]....The ’Kurdlsh prisoners of wor (who were in fact iranians) held by the {MEK] were
to the C i of the Red Cross, and they conceded that the Iranian regime
was trying to recruit Kurds to fight the [MEK]. The prisoners were released by order of M. Rajavi,...and extensive
documentation as well as film footage and photographs were also made available to the public about these events....

“Most of the ollegations made agoinst the [MEK] regarding the Kurdish people come from a man named famshid
Tafrishi-Enginee, who was cited...as a former leader of the Iranian resistance. Our investigation indicates that Mr.
Tafrishi-Enginee joined the resistance in 1988, but left after 19 months....There is compelling evidence that he is in
fact an agent of the Khomeini regime’s Ministry of intefligence.

[This NGO} has first-hand experience that the Khomeini regime seeks to draw attention away from the civil war in
Iran —in fact the regime has fought ditigently to keep alf mention of the war and application of humanitarian law out
of United Nations reports and resolutions on the situation in iran...[ijn our view, misinformation must be

challenged...in the interest of sound and honest evaluation of events in fran and of the civil war raging there.”

ECOSOC distributed a second report by the same non-governmental organization in January 2001 in
which it provided follow-up information to its earlier allegation (above) that Mr. Tafrishi-Enginee “was, in
foct, an agent of the regime in fran with an assignment to gother intelligence on lranian exiles, to seek ways
and means for discrediting them and all opponents of the regime, and to carry out misinformation
campaigns against them.” Mr. Tafrishi, the 2001 report said, “now freely admits that we were correct.”®

A sensational exposé in The Ottawa Citizen on November 17, 2001 contained extensive, detailed
charges that the MEK was systematically hiding Saddam Hussein’s weapons of mass destruction within its
bases in Iraq, notably Camp Ashraf. The allegations were supplied by a Mr. Nooruz Ali Rezvani, who the

Citizen described as a dissident former MEK member who had left the organization to live in Germany. With
the benefit of hindsight and context, the motive behind this ‘scoop’ will be self-evident to the reader:

“According to Mr. Rezvani, Saddam transported his weapons by the truckload to at least five mujahedeen bases in
Iraq, starting in the months preceding the Persian Gulf War in 1991. Under the supervision of the Iragi and
mujahedeen armies, missifes, bombs, chemicaf powders, poisons and refated materiafs were stored in underground
caves built beneath the mujahedeen's desert camps, he said. Typically, a hidden flight of more than 30 stairs leads
beneath the desert surface to large weapons-storage areas, which are sealed with sliding doors. The doors open with
an electronic code known only by top military oides, Mr. Rezvani said...

“One of the terrorist bases is so secret that only o handful of mujahedeen officers know about it, he said. The
Seemorgh Base, in the northwest district of Baghdad, ‘is directly controtled by’ mujahedeen leader Massoud Rajavi
and his wife Maryam, Mr. Rezvani said. ‘During the Persian Gulf War, they transported missiles, telecommunications
and the chemical and atomic sectors of the Iragi army's sensitive foctories here, he said.” |

Finally, it bears repeating with respect to this allegation of MEK aggression against the Kurdish
population, as with the allegation of MEK armed aggression against Iraq’s Shi’a population (attachment

® (full UN documents cnelosed third under to this attachment)

® Ibid. oo also attachmont 7 and cnclosurcs, which claborato on Mr. Taftishi's intolligcnes rolc, ion and for Iran

7 Aaron Sands, “Saddam’s Deadly Secrel,” The Otlawa Ciiizen, November 17, 2001. The author has been unsuccessful in locating the arlicle on the
Otlawa Ciizen website: however, it was tepeated on other websites (for example: bt i conaens Enews 3375y p0sts), although
without the graphics that ran in the ariginal article dopicting a large underground tmncl otk at Camp Ashraf.
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5), that the most recent Department of State report was prepared with the full benefit of US intelligence
resources, now bolstered by years of exploiting captured files from Saddam Hussein's regime. This review
uncovered no mention of captured Iraqi files bearing on the MEK’s alleged participation in Saddam'’s brutal
aggression in either the north or south. The 2009 report says only that the MEK “reportedly assisted” the
Iraqgj crackdown.®

& 128 Department of

ate, Couniry Reparts on Terrorism 2009, “Chapier 6. Terrorist Organizations”, dated Augusi 5, 2010
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Tzear My Wijingaarden,

Thank you for your letter ot 4 July 1999 regarding your request of infortation on
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The eil-city of Kitkuk was liberaied by the poople and Kurdish forses { poshmerga)-
When the Iraqi Woops counicr attacked and regained control of Kirkuk and other
major ¢ilics Thery were rumors of Mujahedin units assisting the Imagi tcoops. But dug
10 disorder of events and devoiopment it was difficuil t cstablish the trath, However
whct the leadership of Kurd Front d n iation with the Gor

of Irag (GOY) from Aprii - September i981 and the situation was stabilized those
roniers happen o be untrue.

The KDF can confing that the Muyjahodin were not invalved in suppressing the
Kurdish people neither during the uprisimg nor in its aftermath.

We have not come across any evidened 1o suggest that the Migahedin have excreised
any homility tewards the people of Iraqi Kurdisiaw  The NMujahedin —E Khalg hay
its awn political -agenda i Iran and ity members do mot nderfore in Tragi inteinal
affsiry,

Warm regards

Swngen

Hoshyar Zeban
Head of KDP tnternmional Relaions
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(Tab 6b) — Ludot interview with TV 'ARTE’
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La chaine télévisée ARTE
27 septembre 2005

Reportage sur le procés de Saddam Hussein

Emmanuel Ludot (I’'un des avocats de Saddam) :

Et je vais vous faire une confidence, méme si cela va peut étre me coiiter.
Moi j’ai €€ convoqué par I’'ambassade d’Iran et la premiere chose qu’on ma
dit a I'ambassade d’Iran c’est: « Comment va Saddam ? Nous sommes,
nous Iraniens trés inquiets sur sa santé ».

Quand j’ai entendu la question, je me suis cramponné 4 ma chaise pour
savoir si je n’étais pas en train de réver.

« Voila on va se mettre d’accord, dit I’ambassadeur. Nous, nous allons dire
que Saddam n’a pas gazé les Kurdes. Vous, vous direz que les Iraniens n’ont
pas gazé les kurdes. Mais nous avons un dossier & vous donner dans lequel
nous avons la preuve que se sont les Moudjahidine du peuple qui les ont
gazé. Donc, nous allons trouver un responsable commun: ce sera les
Moudjahidine du peuple. Vous direz que ce sont les Moudjahidine du
peuple, nous, nous dirons que ce sont les Moudjahidine du peuple et
I’honneur se sera sauf. Qu’en pensez-vous ? »
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(Tab 6c) — 2 UN ECOSOC reports
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UNITED
NATIONS E
Y, Economic and Social piser.
. GENERAL
X Council )
E/CN.4/Sub.2/1995/NGC/55

22 Augusc 1935

Original: ENGLISE

COMMISSION ON HUMAN RIGHTS

Sub-Commission on Prevention of
Discrimination and Frotection
of Minorities

Forty-seventh session

Agenda item 19

IMPLICATTONS OF HUMANITARIAN ACTIVITIES FOR
THE ENJOYMENT QF HUMAN RIGHTS

Written statement submitced bv International Educational Developmenc,
3 non-governmental grcanizacion on the Roster

The Secretary-General has received the following communication, waich is
circulated in accordance with Economic and Social Council
resolucion 1296 (XLIV).

(21 August 1995]

1. Int tional Educational Development/Eumanitarian Law Project has been.
canmernad dbouc the armed gonflict in Tran bacween the military forces of. th:
XKhomeini regime and the Naticnal Liberation Army (NLA} of the National Counc.
of Resiscance of Iran. We have also been keenly aware of the situation of the
Xurdish people in the area and have raised our concerns, based on our own
investigations, in the United Nations human ghts forums.

2. ‘We have been distressed because of certain misrepresentations of events
in the area, in particular allegations made that the NLA has collaborated with
the armed forces of the Government of Iraq, inter alia by paxticipating in
atcacks againsc. Kurdish people in Kirkuk, Qara Hanjeer, Kifri and Altun Kopir
in April 1991. There are also allegations that NLA tXoops cook parc in the
use of chemical weapons against Kurdish villages, and that they even
collaborated éarlier with the then Shah against the Kurdish peaples.

GE.95-13923 (B
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B/C.4/Sub.2/1595/NGO/ 55
page 2

3. From our independent investigation and discussion with parties involved,
we find these allegations false. Accordingly, we wish to set out the facts as
we believe them to be. -

4. During the Gulf war, the NLA evacuated the military bases they had in
Rurdish areas along the Iran-Irag border - some in the north and some in Cthe
souch. They relocated to the middle border area away from Xurdish
sectlements. - The key reason for this costly rélocatien was to remove
themselves from Irag’s intermal affairs.

S.  After the defeat of the Iraqi forces in the Gulf war, the Iranian regime
began a two-pronged initiative to anmihilate the NLXA and te establish an
Iranian- 1led Islamic g in Irag. In March 1991, Iran senc seven
Guard Corps divisions and brigades to actack NLA base camps on the bordes.
However, these were heavily dafsated by NLA fighters. Six of the Iranian
soldiers captured by the NLA wore Xurdish dress. At the same time, the
franian regime sought to nire Iraqi Kurds to fight against the NLA, and in
Kurdish arsas demolished the abandoned NLX camps.

5.  The *Kurdish” prisoners of war (who were in fact Iranians) held by the
WLA were n .ot ced to the Int tional Commitcee of the

Red Cross, and they conceded that che Iranian regime was trying te recruit
Xurds to fighc the NLA. The prisoners were rsleased by ordef of #. Rajavi,
Commander-in-Chief of the NLA and extensive documedcacion as well as filwm
footage and pnotographs wers also made available to the public about these
events. B

7. The NLA and the National Resistancs Council of Izza sent messages ko
Xurdish groups in Irag indicating thac they had o intersst whacsoever ia

intarfering with them or in their own struggles. They rsiteraced Chat their
only objective was directsd at the Khomeini regime and scressed that they had
relocacad to central bor areas away from the Kurds. N

8.  This communicacion follows a pattern of good rslations betwesn the NIA,
e National Resistance Council of Iran and Kurdish people and their leaders
in Eraq. Mesistance leaders have mec with leaders of the Irag Kurdish
Democratic Parcy (led by Mr. Barzani) and freely associaces with ocher. ¥urdish
frag, Surope. the United Staces and ac Uni:ed Macions sessions.

groups i

9.  Most of the allegacions made againsc the NLA regarding the Kurdish people
come irom a man named Jamshid Tafrishi-@nginee, who was cited by people at
chis session of the Sub-Conmis3ion as & [ormer leader of the Iranian
resistance. Our investigacion indicaces thac Mr. Tafrishi-fnginee joined the
resistance in 1986, but left aftar 19 monchs with a low zank. In his lectex
of resignation, handwritcen and dated 23 September 1990, e cites personal
prablems and requests leave to transfer to a refugee camp. He then travelled
to Zurope where he hegan to campaigm publicly against the NLA. There is
compelling evidence that he is in fact an agent of the Khomeini regime’s
Ministry of Intelligence. - R ——
ettt N sigitbiniai= haiiitd
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E/CN.4/Sub.2/15895/NGO/SS
page 3

10. IED/HLP has first-hand experience that the Khomeini regime seeks to draw
attention away from the civil war in Iran - in fact the regime has fought
diligently to keep all mention of the. war and application of humanitazian Law
out of United Naticns reports and resclutions on the situation in Iran. The
regime  attempts to make the incernarional community believe the NLA is really
fighcing the Kurdish people in Irag and as such is a pawn of the Irag regime.
We present this assessment of these events because in our view, misinformatian
must be challenged and true facts presented in the interesc of scund and
honest evaluation of events in Izan and of the civil war raging there.
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UNITED
NATIONS E
Economic and Social
Council )
Distr.
GENERAL
E/CN.4/2001/NGO/5 §
23 January 2001

Original: ENGLISH

COMMISSION ON HUMAN RIGHTS
Fifty-seventh session
Item 9 of the provisional agenda

QUESTION OF THE VIOLATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS AND FUNDAMENTAL FREEDOMS

IN ANY PART OF THE WORLD
Written wi i by International B jopal D: Inc.,
anon:| jzation on the ter

The Secretary-General has received the following written statement which is circulated in
accordance with Economic and Social Council resolution 1996/31.

[19 January 2001}

*/ This written statermnent is issued, unedited, as received from the submitting non-governmental
organization(s).

GE.01-10491
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HUMAN RIGHTS IN IRAN

1.1n 1995 i d submitted & written statement
(United Nations Document E/CN.4/Sub.2/ 1995/35) to the Sub-Commission on Prevention of
Discrimination and Protection of Minorities (now the Sub-Commission on Promotion and
Protection of Human Rights) in which we provided information abcut a person named Jamshid
‘Taftishi-Enginee. In our statement we poinied out that while Mr. Tafiishi-Enginee had spent
about 18 months with the National Liberation Army (NLA) of the National Council of
Resistance of Tran, we believed that he was in fact an agent of the regime in lran with an
assignment to gather intelligence on Iranian exiles, to seek ways and means for discrediting
them and all opponents of the regime, and to carry out misinformation campaigns against them.
Mr. Tafrishi now freely admits that we were comect.

2. Mr. Tafiishi has recently written letters in which he reveals that the Intelligence
Ministry of the Iranian regime hired him (apparemly paymg him $72,000 in addition to travel
and other expenses) especially to carry outa ign about the NLA, with
false accusations that the NLA bad itself engaged in violations of human rights or intimidation
or extortion of the Iranian exile comumunity. A number of human tights orgamzanons were
treated to false and governm T d letter writing
Unfortunately, some of these organizations may have believed this misinformation. Sadly, this
campaign appears to have succeeded in shiffing attention away from the serious violations of
‘humanitarian law being committed by the Irani military forces as well as the continuing gross
pattern of human rights violations taking place throughout the country. Perhaps if the
international community has responded to Mr. Tafrishi as we did — we thought Mr. Tafrishi
was 5o clearly inept for his job anyone could see him for what he was — there would still be
strong intemnational action regarding Iran.

3. In other work on the situation in Iran, we have expressed outrage over the
staggering number of political prisoners executed in the regime’s jails. Now it appears we were
conservative in our tally of these cxecutions: Mr. Hossein Ali Montazeri, former designated
successor to Khomeini, Iran’s Supreme Leader at the time, recently made public shocking
documents indicating that as many as 30,000 political prisoners were killed in 1988 alone.
Iran's current leaders, including Mr. Khamenei, M. Khatami and Mr. Rafsanjani, as well as
the officials still in charge of the Judiciary, played the primary role in this massacre.'

4. The documents made public by Mr. Montazeri include the text of Khomeini's fatwa
in Summer 1988, which read in past:

“Thosc who arc in prisons throughout the country and remain steadfast in their support
for the Monafegin [Mojahedin], are waging war on God and are condermned to
execution.... Annihilate the enemies of Islam immediately. As regards the cases, use
whichever criterion that speeds up the implementation of the [execution] verdict."

Other documents made public by Mr. Montazeri show that on July 31, 1988 alone, about
3,800 persons were killed, only three days after the beginning of this bloody massacre. On the
same day, in a letter to Khomeini, Mr. Montazeri wrote:

"At least order to spare women who have children and finally, the execution of several
thousand prisoners in a few days will not have positive repercussions and will not be
mistake-free. . . . A large number of prisoners have been killed under torture by their
interrogators. . . . In some prisons of the Islamic Republic young girds are being raped
by force. . . . As a result of unruly torture, many prisoners have become deaf or
paralyzed or afflicted with chronic diseases.”
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5. Gross human rights violations in Iran did not end in 1988. In his Jatest report to the
General Assembly, Maurice Copithome, the C ission's Special R ive on Iran
attests to high rates executions and of particularly gruesome tortture, continued discrimination of
women and religious minorities, and curtailment of freedom of the press under conditions that
he calls “truly draconian,"*

6. The continuing flagrant violations of human rights in Iran and the shocking massacres
of 1988 are irrefutable cases of crimes against humanity. These violations took place and
continue in the course of an on-going civil war and are related to that war. Accordingly, the
international community is, under the provisions of the Geneva Conventions of 1949 and other
instruments of hu itarian law, under an obligation to seek out and try those responsible.
Such a trial is not limited to a special international tribunal, hut may take place in the courts of
any party to the Geneva Conventions.™

7. International Educational Development/Humanitarian Law Project urges the
Compmigsion as a whole as well as its individual members to undertake appropriate action in
light of grave breaches of humanitarian law committed by the Irani regitne. We also urge the
‘Commission to continue the mandate of its Special Representative.

* The state-run daily fran News, made a reference to this massacre on April 9, 2000: “The decrec was issued
ata time when President Khatami, was the deputy to the Commander of the Armed Forces Staft in
ideological and cultural affairs. He implemented the Imam (Khomeini)'s decrec most decisively."

* United Nations Document A/55/363 atpara. 13,

¥ See, for cxample, Geneva Convention TV of 1949, United Nations Treaty Scries Vol. 75, p. 267: “Each High
Contracting Party shall be under an abligation to search for porsons alleged to have commilted , or to have
ordered Lo have committed, . . .grave breaches, and shall bring such persons, regardless of their
nationality, before ifs own courts.
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Allegation 7: MEK brainwashed, imprisoned and tortured members who wanted to leave
Camp Ashraf starting in the 1990s

While not a criterion for being labeled a terror group, the revelation that an organization may
have engaged in the abuse of human rights is cause for investigation, opprobrium and action by
governments and private watchdog groups alike. The reputation of an entity, once exposed as an
abuser of human rights, is not easily, if ever, rehabilitated.

It was therefore a major reputational blow to the MEK when, in May 2005, Human Rights Watch
(HRW) released a 28-page report entitled No Exit - Human Rights Abuses Inside the Mojahedin Khalg
Camps, in which serious alleged human rights abuses by the MEK {referred to as ‘MKO’ in the HRW
report) were described in detail, based on lengthy telephone interviews with twelve persons offering
first-hand accounts. The report said of these witnesses that “[tjheir testimonies...paint a grim picture of
how the organization treated its members, particularly those who held dissenting opinions or expressed
an intent to leave the organization. The former MKO members reported abuses ranging from detention
and persecution of ordinary members wishing to leave the orgonization, to lengthy solitary
confinements, severe beatings, and torture of dissident members. The MKO held political dissidents in its
internal prisons during the 1990s and foter turned over many of them to Iragi authorities, who held them
in Abu Ghraib.

Coming from one of the world’s most respected humanitarian NGOs — some of whose senior
leadership the author knows and greatly admires — this report dealt a severe blow to the image and
reputation of the MEK, in America, Europe, and undoubtedly elsewhere. The MEK, for its part, denied
all of the human rights abuse allegations, called into question the truthfulness and affiliations of the
witnesses who had supplied the material for the HRW report, and invited scrutiny of its sites, operations
and people to debunk the report’s conclusions.

A group of four Members of the European Parliament who were supporters of the MEK formed
a delegation and conducted an investigation of the HRW charges, including private interviews at Camp
Ashraf with MEK members and officials, and what it called “impromptu inspections of the sites of alleged
abuses.” The result was a book-length rebuttal of the HRW report which, by its account, exposed the
falsity of testimonials in the HRW report, witness by witness, often quoting ex-spouses or siblings of the
HRW witnesses and introducing, with some if not all the witnesses, the hand of Iranian government
influence over their testimony.? Their rebuttal sharply criticized the HRW report’s authors for, among
other alleged shortcomings, failing to meet with these telephone witnesses or take other prudential
steps such as visiting MEK sites, to verify their stories.

The credibility and quality of its staff’s work thus challenged, HRW issued a statement on

February 14, 2006 in which it said, in part: “We have investigated with care the criticisms we received

* Ko Lxil - Lumen Rights

side the Mojahedin Khalg Camps. 1uman Rights Waich, May 2005
jlumt hrw.or 1 LB0-c3it,

4 4
André Bric and Paulo Casaca assisied by Azadeh Zabeti on behall of the Triends of'a Tree Tran - Twropean Parliament, “People’s Mojahedin of Tran™
=Mission Report (L'IIarmallan publishers, Seplember 2005) Blfp: v editions-b it A asp s ¥ Lvreds 0303 (there

arc versions published in French and Englishy
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concerning the substance and methodology of the report, and find those criticisms to be unwarranted....
Directly responding to the rebuttal by the members of the European Parliament — known as the Friends
of a Free Iran (FOFI) — the HRW statement continued, “The FOFI document disputed the testimonies and
challenged the credibility of the witnesses interviewed by Human Rights Watch, saying, among other
things, that their alfegations were ‘widely believed to be orchestrated by Iran’s Ministry of

Intelligence’....Neither FOFI nor any of the other critics of the Human Rights Watch report hove provided
3

any credible evidence to support this charge.

Without wishing to relitigate the 2005-06 HRW report controversy, or claiming superior
knowledge regarding these and similar contradictory claims, the author would direct the reader’s
attention to the following information if only to provide context to any search for “ground truth’
regarding the MEK’s human rights practices.

To begin, one individual who did claim superior knowledge to that of HRW regarding the
activities and practices inside Camp Ashraf was Colonel David Phillips, USA, who commanded the 89"
Military Policy Brigade responsible for Camp Ashraf from January-December 2004. Colonel Phillips, who
was subsequently promoted to general officer rank, wrote a letter dated May 27, 2005 to Kenneth Roth,
Executive Director of HRW. The letter, which was read into the Congressional Record on June 21, 2005
by Rep. Thomas Tancredo, said in part:

“I...was responsible for the safety and security of Camp Ashraf from fanuary-December 2004. Over the year
long period | was apprised of numerous reports of torture, concealed weapons and people being held against
their will by the teadership of the Mujahedin e-Khalg. ! directed my subordinate units to investigate each
allegation [ond] in many cases | led inspection teams on visits to the MEK/PMO}
facilities where the afleged abuses were reported to occur. At no time over the 12 month period did we ever
discover any credible evidence supporting the allegations raised in your recent support. | would not have
tolerated the abuses outlined in your report....Each report of torture, kidnapping and psychological deprivation

turned aut to be i Tomy , as the senior officer responsible for safeguarding and
securing Camp Ashraf throughout 2004, there was never a single substantiated incident as outlined in your
regort..

“1 believe that your recent report was based on unsubstantiated information from individuals without firsthand
knowledge or for reasons of personal gain....Iraq was very dangerous throughout 2004. in my opinion, Camp
Ashraf was the safest place within my area of responsibifity.”*

The next year, on August 24, 2006, Lieutenant Colonel Julie S. Norman, USA, Military Police
Commander of TF 134, JIATF at Camp Ashraf, wrote in a Memorandum for the Record regarding the
JIATF's agreements with the PMOI during her tenure beginning in September 2005: “For the past three
years,...US Forces have been in charge of security outside of Ashraf, and the PMO! has been responsible

3 - - .
Human Riglrts Watch. “Statement on Responses to Hunan Rights Watch Report on Abuses by the Mojahedin-e Khalq Oreanization (MKO).”

February 14, 2006,

e Record = Lixtension of Remarks, June 21. 2003, p. 121299,

2
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for internal discipline of Ashraf, which has been fulfilled in the best manner....There exists no prison or
any obligation to stay in Ashrof; everyone is free to leave PMOI anytime he/she wishes to.”*

Numerous testimonials along similar lines have issued from US, European, and Iraqgi as well as
MEK parties, some claiming to have evidence that named witnesses in the HRW report had ties to
Iranian intelligence.® There is an evident pattern of activity in Europe and the US involving Iranian
intelligence, with a primary objective being to defame the MEK. The individual discussed in the previous
attachment who had admitted fabricating stories about MEK aggression against the Kurds, Jamshid
Tafrishi, had a broader mission, as reported to the UN Secretary General by an American NGO
accredited to UN ECOSOC {third enclosure to attachment & above):

“Mr. Tafrishi has recently written fetters in which he reveols that the Intefligence Ministry of the Iranion regime
hired him (apparently paying him $72,000 in addition to travel and other expenses) especialfy to corry out o
misinformation campaign about the {MEK], with false accusations that the [MEK] had itself engaged in
violations of human rights or intimidation or extortion of the Iranian exile community.”

Mr. Tafrishi, a political refugee in Denmark, submitted an affidavit dated August 30, 2001 for use
in the US Court of Appeals reviewing the FTO designation of the MEK/PMOI. (The full text and original
affidavit are enclosed next under.) In it, Tafrishi says, “Alleging human rights abuses against the PMOI
was one of the most serious projects the firanian intelfigence] Ministry was pursuing outside iran with
me and a number of other agents....In 1994, we were engaged in an extensive campaign to convince
Human Rights Watch that PMOI is engaged in human rights abuses and encouraged them to prepare a
report in this regard. The information was also being sent to the United States Department of State who
was preparing a report on the Mojohedin at the time.”

Allied governments describe in similar terms the activities of Iranian intelligence within their
territory. Germany’s Federal Ministry of Interior said this in its 1999 Annual Report:

“As before, the priority aim of the iranian Intelfigence Service VEVAK (Ministry for Intelligence and Security) is to
combat Iranian dissidents living in Germany... VEVAK activities were, as in the previous years, focused on the
political neutralization of opposition groups and their anti-regime octivities. The [MEK] continued to be the focts
of the intefligence interest of the Iranian intelfigence service. In its fight against the Iranian opposition-in-exile,
VEVAK makes use of so-calfed "culture associations”. These are cover organizations founded os directed by
VEVAK and acting in accordance with iran’s interests and wishes.

“In addition, the iranian service initiates anti-MEK publications which in part are publfished by former MEK
activists and have the aim of persuading the readers of these publications to turn their backs upon this
organization. For spying on the MEK, the iranian intelligence service also recruits supporters of that
organization and other lranian nationofs. Recruitment mostly takes place during visits by exifed franians to Iran.
When in that country, they will be approached by VEVAK and, in instances, under threat of massive harassment
against themselves or their relatives in iran, are compelled to co-operate with the intefligence service.””

The Dutch National Security Service {then still known as ‘BVD’) wrote this in its 2001 Annual
Report:

femorandum for the Record, Subject: Undarstod Agroomants Botweon JIATF and PMOI During 1.TC Norman®s Tonurs (22 SEP 05 24
AUG 06),” Department of the Army, TI-134, JIATT, Camp Ashral, Trag, 24 AUG 06

For cxample, following the visit to Canp Ashraf by a Norwegian Parliunentary Delogation. oo meniber. Lars Riso, wrote a lotter o HRW
Fxccutive Dircctor Konncth Roth to this cffoet, quoted in the FOFT Mission Roport cited above.
7 Annual Report of the Oflice for Protection of the Consitution, Tiundesministerium des Tnern, p. 208

gty i by odidoes e boed v 1 Anmal Report of the Office for 14 10258 on.pdf bioh)
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“One of the tasks of the iranian intefligence service MOIS is to track down and register persons abrood who are
in contact with ition groups. Special attention is paid to bers and former members of the principol
opposition group, the Mujahedin-e Khalg (MKO)....The Iranian authorities see the MKO as a terrorist
organisation and urge western countries to ban it....Agents of the Iranion intelligence service also receive
instructions to spread adverse information about the MKO or its members. The MOIS thus tries to destabilise the
organisation and to discredit it in the host country, which offects pofitical and social support for the movement.
The MKO... reports each {alleged) attempt by the Iranian intelfigence service to infiftrate the organisation or to

i negative inf ion to the ities in the host country.”

As described in general terms by the German and Dutch services, there is a considerable body of
information in circulation regarding the loyalties, sponsorship and thus credibility of specific individuals
and their public assertions about the MEK.®

Is the MEK an organization that abuses the human rights of its followers? Before reaching a
verdict on this allegation one must note the repeated specter of claim and counter-claim on basic facts
playing out in the public domain; siblings and former spouses disputing in detail the public claims of

their own family members; US military eyewitnesses raising warnings about the credibility of allegations
relating to the periods of their service at Camp Ashraf in Irag; and allied governments reporting that
Iran’s intelligence services promote falsehoods in an effort to color international opinion regarding the
MEK on this score. Nothing is ever conclusive on such an issue. But an objective observer will want to
exercise an extraordinarily high level of diligence before claiming to know whether the constant tainting
ied.

of the MEK’s reputation as an abuser of human rights is jus!

wv e orpdrpvontd! a1 enupdf
- is & police pholograph of one
sination of pro-MTK individuals

¢ the delails and

® annual Report 2001, National Socurity Scrvice (Nethiarlands), p. 33.. Soptemiber 6, 2002 ke
As one possible example of MEK efforts 1o expose MOIS operatives. supporters of the MEK have whal the;
TIRW witness upon being arrested in Paris on Tune 17, 2007 afler allegedly participating in the attempied as
who had arrived al a mesting with (he infent 1o publicize and profest his lies o fhe lranian MOIS. MUK supporfer
pund were subscquently made public.

for cxample, the signed “Witness Statement of Winston Tames Griffiths,” a vtired T.abor MP, hefore the 1K, Proseribed Organisations
Appeal Commission (the court case that overturned the TK's listing of the MTK as a lerrorist organization, see Allachment 10) which names
several “front organizations [or the Iranian regime” that he says frequently approached him and fellow UK Members of Parliament, lifteen
wabsitos “used to sproad misinformation against the PMOL™ and detailed allogations regarding one Massoud Khodabandch and his wifc Anne
Kinpleton, who together run the “Iran-lnterlink™ website (it i A second signed witness statement to the Commission
from Abrahim Khodabandch, brother of Massond Khodabandeh, provides a dotailed narrative consistont with Mr. Griffiths” submission.

4
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(Tab 7) - Tafrishi affidavit
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Affidavit of Jamshid Tafrishi,

Personal background
1.1, Jamshid Tafrishi, was born on April 13, 1955, in the city of Tabriz, Iran. I currently
live in Denmark as a political refugee.

2. lam divorced and have 2 children.

3. Until last year, 1 pretended that I was an opponent of the Iranian regime, while | was
in fact advancing the assignments given by the Iranian regime's Intelligence Ministry. In
these years, I actively participated in the Iranian regime conspiracy to accuse PMOI of
human rights violations. 1 was also engaged in other plans such as providing false
information about PMOI to foreign governments, particularly alleging that PMOI is
supported by the Iraqi government to tarnish the image of the organization.

4. In these years, the Intelligence Ministry invited me to Singapore four times to meet
the most senior officials of the Intelligence Ministry. Singapore is one of the locations
the Intelligence Ministry uses to meet its agents. Once it became clear that I was
meeting with Intelligence Ministry's officials, my divorced wife pressured me to go to
Tran for further meetings with Intelligence Ministry officials. I traveled secretly to Iran
in a trip arranged by the Intelligence Ministry and met with the Ministry's officials in
Tehran and Shiraz. From 1995 until 1999, I received a total of 72,000 dollars from the
Tntelligence Ministry as payment for my work on their behalf.

5. I met Saeed Emami (AKA Shamshiri), the number-2 man in the Intelligence Ministry
for eight years, who was behind the murder of at least 100 dissidents in Iran, The latest
of these serial killings was exposed in November 1998, when Dariush Forouhar and his
wife Parvaneh were brutally murdered in their home. Emami was also responsible for
the assassination of dozens of dissidents abroad. I also met Mostafa Kazemi (AKA
Sanjari, Emami's deputy), Amir Hossein Taqavi (responsible for the PMOI case in the
Intelligence Ministry, also involved in the political killings) and Hossein Shariatmadari
(a deputy Intelligence Minister and the current editor of the government-controlled
Kayhan newspaper). My contact with the Ministry was a man by the name of Reza who
happened to be an assistant to Saced Emami. It was revealed later that his name was
Morteza Qobbeh. He was Emami's other deputy and had the task of recruiting those who
dropped out of the Mojahedin Organization.

6. After escaping from the Iranian regime's prisons, I joined the National Liberation
Army of Iran in Spring 1989 to fight against the ruling dictatorship in my country.
During the Persian Gulf war, when the situation became difficult and intolerable, I was
no longer able to continue to fight against the clerical regime and made a written request
to be transferred to Hillah refugee camp in lraq, where I was introduced to the United
Nations for departure. Consequently I went to Jordan and Turkey and was eventually
relocated to Denmark as a political refugee.
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7. In 1993, the Intelligence Ministry was implementing a plan to recruit those who had
dropped out of the PMOI and then use them against the organization. They brought my
ex-wife from Germany to Denmark to entice me again. After a long episode, she gave
birth to a child and the Intelligence Ministry agents took my wife and the child to Iran
and kept my child hostage for nearly five months. They pressured me to go to Singapore
and meet with the Intelligence Ministry's officials.

Motivation for revealing my information

8. The decision to make public my activities and what 1 know for the past several years
was not a spontaneous decision, Several months after my last visit to Tehran, parts of
the Intelligence Ministry's crimes were exposed as the result of the aggravating power
struggle between the ruling factions. When 1 first saw Saeed Emami's picture in the
state-run newspapers as some one responsible for the serial murders, I realized that
those whose orders 1 had been carrying out were not ordinary agents of the Ministry but
fully-fledged professional killers and terrorists.

1 feel a sense of deep regret and remorse over the fact that I allowed myself to be taken
advantage of by these ruthless killers.

After 1 made a firm decision to expose the Iranian regime's conspiracy against the PMOI
and the NCRI, Intelligence Ministry agents began to threaten me. They are experts in
setting up fake accidents. I could not trust anybody. In one case, on August 3, 2000, the
regime had tried devised a plan against my life through my ex-wife, who is an
Intelligence Ministry agent. Fortunately my vigilance in the affair foiled the plot.

Tntelligence Ministry’s task

9. The Ministry had assigned me to carry out several tasks:

A, Accusing the PMOI of violating human rights as someone who had previously
worked with the organization.

B. Recruitment of disaffected members and efforts aimed at luring non-PMOI
members of the NCRI away from that coalition.

C. T was also assigned to the task of providing false information to European
countries on the PMOI and the NCRI I was also aware that other agents are
engaged in similar activities in other countries.

Allegations of human rights violations

10. Alleging human rights abuses against the PMOI was one of the most serious projects
the Ministry was pursuing outside Iran with me and a number of its other agents. The
Ministry was convinced that if it were successful in neutralizing the PMOI and the
NCRI in their actions that exposed human rights abuses in Iran, the United Nations
would no longer condemn the Iranian regime. They felt that the only way to achieve this
was to accuse the PMOI of human rights abuses. Thus, acting as disaffected members of
the PMOI, our responsibility was to accuse the organization of human rights abuses in
order to disarm them of the human rights weapon.

11. In 1994, we were engaged in an extensive campaign to convince Human Rights
Watch that PMOI is engaged in human rights abuses and encouraged them to prepare a
report in this regard. The information was also being sent to the United States
Department of State who was preparing a report on the Mojahedin at the time,
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12. In 1996, using the same story against the PMOL, we met in Geneva with Professor
Maurice Danby Copithorne, UN Human Rights Commission's Special Representative
on human rights situation in Iran. The Intelligence Ministry organized everything
regarding this meeting. The contact person with professor Copithorne was Nasser
Khajeh-nouri who operated from US but regularly visited Europe.

13. A similar attempt was made at Amnesty International in 1996, when a number of
Intelligence Ministry agents met with the representative of the human rights
organization in Germany.

14. Despite all our efforts, we were not able to convince human rights organizations or
the UN Special Representative to denounce the PMOIL As a result, we were asked to
concenirate more on governments.

False information to foreign governments

15. One of our tasks was to discredit the PMOI among members of parliaments and
governments in Europe and the United States. In this respect we were asked to claim
that the PMOI is cooperating or being helped with the Iraqi government.

16. As part of this plan, 1 was assigned to inform international organizations as well as
foreign governments that PMOI was involved in suppressing the Kurdish rebellion in
Iraq. This plan was conducted under the supervision of Nasser Khajeh-Nouri, who was
the regime’s agent in the United States. He organized interview for me and other agents
with an Iranian radio station in Los Angeles to tell our story that PMOI suppressed the
Kurdish people along the Iraqi forces. Khajeh-Nouri consequently prepared a report
under my name on this issue and sent it to US intelligence and government agencies as
well as the United Nations. Consequently, a US Non-Governmental Organization,
International Educational Development [organization], prepared a report of their
investigation on this issue refuting our allegations against the Mojahedin, which was
published as UN document on August 22, 1995.

17. In a similar move, Nasser Khajeh-Nouri once told me that he has received reliable
information that PMOI is helping the Iragi government to buy chemical weapons and
other kinds of weapons of mass destruction. He asked me to expose the information and
said we would then make it an international issue, by sending it to US government as
well as European governments and international organizations. He said he would
personally provide this information to US officials. To this end a public meeting was
organized in June 1995, in Hamburg, Germany where I disclosed the information that
had been given to me.

18. In this respect not only we were providing false information on the PMOL, but we
were also claiming to have been threatened by PMOIL members. In one occasion, on
February 16, 1996, when 1 was living in Germany, I wrote to Chancellor Helmut Kohl
and claimed that PMOI intended to assassinate me.

19. T am aware of several other cases where other agents were told to approach the law
enforcement agencies in European countries including Germany, Denmark and
Netherlands claiming that PMOl members have threatened them.

20. T am aware that this affidavit will be proffered as evidence in an administrative
proceeding being conducted by the United States Department of State.

[
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Affidavit of Jumshid Tafhish,

Personnl bachground
1. 1, Jomshid Tuleishi. was burn v April 13, 1956, i the city of Tabrin (ran. 1
currently live In Penmark as A patitical relugye.

2. Lam divorced unet have 2 chlldnen.

3. Until last year, | protonded it | was an opponunt 9F the frinian regime, while ! was
in Mg advaseing e wod given by the braniunfegime's inulliyeniee Ministry. In
thowe yenry, § uetivaly participatid in the Truniun repinge canspimay to pocuse PMUI of
Awmun rights violations. 1 was alw cnuaped In othyr plans such us providing fulw
infarmation ahout PMOI to farelgn governments, particulurly atleging (hat FMOL is
suppuirted by the fragl govemment {a famish the imngd of the arpanizntion.

4, I these yeary, the Inielligenee Minintry inviled mq to Singapore Tour times io moot
thie most senior oMiciuly of the Intelligenoe Minidry. Ringapire is onto af the Tocationy
the lntofligence Ministry wses 10 meet fis agonts. (nes it becam: cicar thay | was
meating with Intelligence Minislry'd oiicials, my divhirced wife pressured me to go lo
fran for further mectings with Intelligeneo Minisicy ofttcluls, | tuveled secretly 1o (ran
i u trip amanged by (b Intelligence Ministry and mpt with the Miniutry's officialy in
ehran and Shiraz, From 1993 until 1999, ) received |t il of 72,000 dollars from the
Tnteltiycnes Ministry as paymont for my work on Lheid behall

for gight years. who was behind the murdur of at leus 100 diwsidents in fran. The latest
of thess aurial killings was expasad in Navember 1998, when Dsriuxh Forouhar und his
wile Pagvaneh were hrutatly murdered in thelr howne, Lmemi was also msponaible for
the wssaxsination of dozen of dssidenis uhroad, | glao met Montas Karemi (AKA
Snjari, Limumi's doputy), Amir Jlosseln ''aqayi (res| sihlc for the PMO! casc in the
Intelligenee Mininry. als invulved in thy political kilfings) and Hivywin Shariatmadart
{a deputy Intelligence Minlster und the current cdifor of the povernment-cottenlled
Kayhan newspaper). My contact with the Minisiry # mun by the nunc of Rom
who huppened o be un assisiont W Seoud tmami. I was reveated fnicr thut his pame
wus Morleza Qubbch. Hle was Emuni's other depufy und had the wak of recnhing
thowe i dropped out of the Mejehedin Organizalion.

S. 1 met Suced |imami (ARA Shumshiri), the numb’g mun in the intalligencs Ministry

6. Alter cacuping from the Lranian coime's prison I'juined (he Nutional Tiheratlon
Amy af fran in Spring 1989 & fight againat e rgliog dicwlorship in my vmmiry.
During the Persinn Gull war, when the situation hoeufme difficult and inwdlerable, | was
o longer bl 10 continue © ight ugalnst the clerical fogime and made a writn request
1o he lransfurred to 1illah refugee eamp in frug, | wan introduced (0 the United
Mationg for depurture. Cunsequcnily | went to Jordap and Turkey and wns eventudly
palowuted to anmaric as o political refugee.

£
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7. In 1993, the inwlligence Mininry was implomantiol u plan W regruit those who had
dropped aut of the PMO] und then use them wgainst the argaaiation. They hrought my
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Motivailun for revenling my information

&. The ducision to make public my activivies und whet
wia ot 3 spontuncoun dueision, Severul manths al
the Intelligemce Ministry's erimes were exposed us th resuit of the  aggravating power
sruggle betweun the raling factons. When | firmt mw Saced Umami'n piotur in the
slale-run REWSPEpCTs 3y Kome one reapansible for the serist murdrs. | realized thut
thise whase erdes 1 hod been carmying our were nof ordldary agents of the Miniatry
hut fully-lletiged profcssional killors and tercort

| knaw for the past sevarul yeurs
my lust visit to Tehrun, parts of

1 beent aulfiring from stich prychalogical presarca wnd dense of decp regret that | have
heen furced w visitu pryshialric conter in Denmark (cilled D-4) and nueive piychiatric
caunseling for five hours every day.

Afer 1 e & fiam deciiun fo expose the Imnian reyitic’s conspirmey aguinst the PMO!
and the NCRI, Tntelligence Minisiry agonts began t threaten me. They are export in
wetting up lake accidenty, | could not trunt eaybody. [q une case, on Atgust 3, 2000, the
regime hud teied devised u plan agsinst my lte through my ex-wile. who is an
Intelligencs Mininiry agent. Fortunkiely my vigitanee {0 the aMir friled the plot.

Intolligeare Minfatry™s tusk

9 Tha Ministry hud wesigned me ta carry out saversl ks:

A, Accusing the PMOT of violating human rights py semeone whe hud previousty
worked with the organization.

N, Regruitment of disaffosted members and effurtn aimed at luring non-PMOI
members of the NCRE uway fiam that coalition.
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on the PMOL und the NCRI. | was nlsa aware that other ayenw ws engagod in
similar nctivitics in ather countries,

Altcgaslonn of human vighta vielations
10. Alleging buman rights abusey against the PMOL was unu of the mast scrious
projocts the Ministry was pursuing auide lrun wifh me and & pumber of it other
ugenin, 'The Ministry was convinced that il it wero sugeeasful in neutrullzng the PMOL
ond the NCRL In (heic sctiony thut cxposed human ghtu uhuses In Imn, the United
Nutivns would no longur aondemn the Jranian regime. They felt that the only way @
uchieve this wis t ccuse the PMOT of human rights sa. Thus. seting ns disa sl
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rights abusen in order to dimm them of the human rightn weapon.

11, In 1594, we were engaged in an i paign 10 ince (Human Rights
Which that PMOT is engaged in human fights nhwhd enuouraged them W PROPAI® &
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Allegation 8: MEK operates as a cult, separating married couples after 1991 and sending
their children away, prohibiting single women from marrying, and self-immolating

Critics of the MEK, many journalists’, and some governments? include in their descriptions of
the MEK a characterization that it is a “cult” or engages in cult-like behavicr, Such a description is out of
the ordinary when discussing entities listed as foreign terrorist organizations — even when discussing the
most dangerous terror groups such as A/ Qeeda, which many believe would not hesitate to use weapons
of mass destruction on large civilian populations were it to obtain such weapons.

In the American public’s experience with groups alleged to be “cults,” these have not generally
been associated with terrorism. There may have been other domestic laws at issue {such as homicide,
tax evasion, fraud, weapons violations, child abuse, and land use] with the past activities of the Ku Klux
Clan, the followers of the Bhagwan Shree Rajneesh in Oregon, the suicide Jonestown Cult in Guyana and
later Heaven's Gate in San Diego, deranged murderer Charles Manson and his female followers, the
Branch Davidians in Texas, etc. All have bean viewed by the public with disdain and revulsion. None, at
least in Amaerica, have been linked to the pursuit of political power.,

There is therefore little frame of reference in the foreign policy and international security
domain with which to factor the persistent negative commentary about the MEK's alleged “cuit”-like
behavior over the years into a judgment on the how the MEK’s activities over the past 2-5 years align
with the standing criteria for either listing or de-listing an entity as an FTO. if a group is already guilty of
committing, abetting, or planning to cammit acts of terrorism, the further attribution of abnormal
personal and social proclivities that may offend the sensibilities of Americans or Europeans — even if
proven true —would seem to be extraneous. If a group is not guilty of actions meriting continuing
designation as an FT0O, it is even less clear where the issue of undesirabie social practices finds its place
in such a decision process.

And yet, the “cult” label almost invariably surfaces in policy commentaries urging that the MEK
be kept on the list of FTOs. The author’s best explanation for this is that critics of the MEK are far more
interested in the strategic issue of US foreign policy toward Iran than the quasi-technical matier of
whether the MEK now qualifies to have its designation removed as an FTO {much less whether social
mores within the MEK are alien to western sensibilities). Their fear seems io be that a de-listing of the
MEK by the US would be tantamount to a major policy reversal toward the government in Tehran—a
signal that Washington has given up not only its pursuit of negotiations with Tehran, but also the hope
that forces for reform inside Iran hold out any prospect of moderating the revolutionary Islamic regime’s
pursuit of its nuclear program and continued state support for terrorism.

To question the relevance of these disturbing characterizations is not to say they are either true
or untrue. As there is no empirical unit of measure that renders ane actor’s behavior pattern cuit-like
and another’s not, the judgment to be made is in the eye of the beholder. The criticisms of the MEK
include that its historic leader, Massoud Rajavi, and current leading figure, wife Maryam Rajavi, have

Llizabeth Rubin. idenfitied s & contributor (o the New York Times Maguzine, recently wrole ol her visit fo Camp Ashral cighl years carlier.

likening it (o “a factory in Maoist China” in & commentary (hal asserts as fact many of the allegations examined in this study. Tlizabeth Rubin,
“An Franian Cult and its American Friends,” New York Times. August 14, 2011, Sunday Roview. pp. 5, 8.
sy, comy 2001108, {4/opinion: sund Vifs-americon-(iiends fam b0 roL

? Vior example. sce p. 28 of the Dutch National Security Service Annual Report for 2001,

1
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long demanded and received total obedience and submission from the rank and file; that information
reaching MEK members is very limited, and its content sanitized; and that marriages were broken up in
the early 1990s, and their chiidren sent overseas to be raised by relatives, friends or arranged host
famnilies, since which time men and women have been kept mostly separated and celibate. Some have
portrayed the superior authority of Madame Rajavi and a large echelon of ranking female aides over the
MEK’'s male population as bizarre, overreaching presumably even feminist standards of women’s
empowerment. It is certainly a reversal of the gender palitics in most of the Middle East.

MEK supporters deny the implication that they are in the excessive ‘thrall’ of their leaders’
influence, and contend that the ‘cult’ characterizations ars either false or exaggerated. As with ather
allegations, they can point to the hand of lranian intelligence, promoting this unflattering profile of their
organization.® They point out that the Gulf War and its aftermath in Iraq made the MEK's security in
Irag very tenuous, with {see previcus attachments} a nationwide Shi'a-Kurdish uprising followed by a
crushing ground campaign by Saddam Hussein's forces, cross-border insertion of large numbers of
Iranian Revolutionary Guards, aerial bombardment from Iran,* and a US-imposed no-fly zone aver much
of the country. Residents of Camp Ashraf believed that, as they were surrounded by dangers from
several quarters, this was no place for chiidren to be growing up.

They say that, even during Operation Desert Storm, an overland convoy by road westward into
Jordan was set up using small vans that would hopefuily not attract the kind of precision airstrikes made
famous by GEN Schwartzkopf's televised debriefings during the Gulf War. Children were initially taken
to a hotel in Amman provided by the late King Hussein, and then escorted enward to Europe and
Canada for safekeeping with supportive families; many returned after 2000. MEK supporters make no
attempt to deny that their committed members stayed hehind in Iraq and sustained their activities
against the Tehran regime,

One other MEK activity branded as ‘cult’-like that western audiences find quite alien to their
own cultural framework is self-immolation as an act of protest, such as that performed by several MEK
sympathizers in 2003 when Maryam Rajavi was arrested by French authorities.® The only comment here
is to note that virtually nowhere in the American reaction to the 2011 so-called “Arab Spring” has one
seen a cultural disdain for the act of the man who started it. Tunisian fruit vendor Mohamed Bouazizi's
fatal self-immolation has been respectfully portrayed by the western media and expert analysts alike as
a legitimate, if desperate, act of protest. With this perhaps more than the other allegations, people will
be guided by their own personal views. The point here is that interested parties with various agendas
have tried hard to influence them.

* A Tuly 2010 article in the Toronto S roportod tho following: “Jolm Thompson, who heads wp the Mackenzie Institwie, a securiy minded
think-tank, says... he was offered S80.000 by a mas tied to Iran’s mission in Canada “They wanted me to publish a piece on the Mujahedin-c
Khalg.” e said. ‘ran is trying 10 get other countries to label it as a terrorist oult.” Thompson says he turned down the ofer.” Brian Lilley.
~Activists say spy chicf is right, China is spying. Loronto Sun. July 5, 2010

< 2010/0745/ 146161 26 hirel

* Supporters of the MEK say that Iranian fighter plancs bombod MEK bascs in Iraq in April 1992, farecting but missing Massoud and Maryam
Rajevi. and the! this is rarely if ever mentioned as context in government reports that. (hey add, exaggerate the severity of alacks against Iranian

embassies in thirteen capitals in their narratives of alleged MUK terrorist acts.

Ity

s . . .
Tn 4 public gesture of solidarity, others pledged their willingness to undertake st ation il the MTK d it would serve the cause

For hor part, Mrs. Rajavi was recognized by the Fronch judicial authoritios for having tricd o stop those spontancous actions by othors.
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Allegation 9: MEK is deeply committed to a hardened leftist, anti-democratic and anti-American set
of beliefs, and its claims to support democratic principles are simply lip service for western ears

Scholars have warned that the MEK is entirely fraudulent in its publicly visible political posture,
and they take issue with anyone who may have believed its rhetoric advocating universal rights and
political participation in Iran. Michael Rubin, Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEl),
wrote in 2006 of “a mistake common to some on the left and the right who care deeply about lranian
freedom but fail to understand the nature of a group which, in public, says the right things about
freedom and democracy but, in reality is dedicated to the opposite. Maryam Rajavi and her husband
Masud are adept at public relations and adroit at reinvention, but the organization over which they

preside eschews democracy and embraces terrorism, autocracy, and Marxism.”*

Ray Takeyh of the Council on Foreign Relations testified to a congressional subcommittee in July
2011, “As the organization has lost its Iragi patron and finds itself without any reliable allies, it has
somehow modulated its language and sought to moderate its anti-American tone.... Although in its
advocacy in Western capitals, the [MEK] emphasizes its commitment to democracy and free expression,

in neither deed nor word has it forsworn its violent pedigree.”*

The question of whether or not a foreign entity is engaged in activities meeting the criteria to be
listed as a Foreign Terrorist Organization almaost certainly does nat hinge on whether its members’
ideological preferences run more to Marx and Fanon than o Rousseau and Jefferson. More interesting,
perhaps, is the thesis that the M
and law enforcement officers, human rights groups, journalists and analysts alike —is engagedin a

K — closely watched by Iranian intelligence agents, western military

conspiracy to say one thing to the world while secretly intending to do entirely the opposite if ever
allowed the chance.

The historical record reflects that Massoud Rajavi, from the inception of the MEK, was opposed
to US support for Iran under the Shah. He embraced the concept of armed struggle as the path to
liberating the Iranian people from historic exploitation and repressive governance. These themes were
commeon to guerrilla movements and revolutionary intellectual movements around the world in the
1960s. While jailed in the 19705, Mr. Rajavi is said by MEK supporters to have authored a 15-volume
political thesis drawing from an array of political philosophers.

MEK publications quote an Eric Rouleau dispatch from Tehran in Le Monde dated March 29,
1980, as follows: “One of the most important events not to be missed in Tehran are the courses on
comparative philosopky, taught every Friday afternoon by Vir. Massoud Rajavi. Some 10,000 people
presented their admission cords to listen for three hours to the lecture by the leoder of the People’s
Mojahedin on Sharif University’s Jawn.” His message, the Rouleau article continued, was that “freedom
is the essence of evolution and the principal message of Islam and revoiutien.”

The Rouleau-authored news article in the New York Times enclosed under attachmenit 2 of this

* Michacl Rubin, “Menstars of the Left: The Mujahedin al-Khalq,” FrontPnecMasazin.com, Jamary 13, 2006,

frieesy chive i convroad Article aspx? AR TT! &

Massacre al Camp Ashraf: Tmplications for TT.8. Policy.” prepared statement by Ray Takehk before the Committec on Toreign Allairs,
Subcommittoc on Oversight and o U8 House of s, July 7, 2011
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study, dated June 13, 1980, quotes Mr. Rajavi addressing an even larger crowd, but this time facing the
threat of imminent attack from ‘Hezbollahi’ supporters of Ayatollah Khomeini. Rouleau quotes Rajavi's
words from the podium: “What are we being atiacked for? We are good Moslems, and we are told we
five in an Isiamic Republic. But we are being besieged by hooligans and terrorists. The Islamic
Constitution guarantees off liberties in principle. But we are forbidden access to the newspaopers, to the
radio, to television and to Parliament.”

MEK supporters produce documents from the Communist Tudeh Party of Iran in France, dated
July 30, 1981, denouncing and calling for the execution of Mr. Rajavi for the “unjustifiable deviation” of
“aliiance with liberals,” and calling on the Mojahedin faithful to “wake up” and understand that “Rajavi
the traitor” is one and the same with “America.” To date, MEK supporters say, there has never been an
MEK office in a Communist country. From 1982, when the National Council of Resistance established its
Constitution, through the 1980s, MEK histories chronicle a series of NCR Resalutions and Deciarations
planning for a constitutional process and free elections post-Khomeini, granting autonomy to the
Kurdish areas as previously noted, and setting forth the “Freedoms and Rights of Iranian Women.”
While the authar has nat been abie to authenticate the historical record of the MEK's doctrinal activity
provided by its supporters, critics have not suggested that these events and actions did not occur.

On June 29, 1993, Dr. Joshua Muravchik of Johns Hepkins School of Advanced international
Studies, who at the time was a scholar at AEl, spoke about the MEK at the internationa! Club in
Washington. His remarks, which were read into the Congressional Record by Rep. Helen Delich Bentley,
included these:

“One warning about this group is that they don't reolly mean whot they soy, ond ore not being straightforword
about what they believe. § have no way of knowing If this is 50, but | was heartened by the fact that they do not
Just have a slogan democracy; they give a lot of the right answeis....

“Let’s stipnose that the fears of their critics are weli-founded, and they do not meon what they say abolit
democracy. The foct that they are taiking sbeit democracy, and nat ing, is stifl very important. They
are talking abeut the values of refigious telerunce, free speech, and contested elections. They are talking about
the values of tolerance us opposed 1o cruelty, which s s to me 1o be the fundamental issue. They are
spreading this message among the iranian pecple and in their part of the world. Ti
1o hgve spread, whether the people who are spreading it Sif) or not. We have aften seen thit peaple
start spreay age and eveniuaily they convince then: . From this pers ve, even the obfection
that they are insincere is nor & decisive objection, becouse the Majahedin soy the right things ahout democrocy,
and Fam eager to see pecple in this part of the world talking abaut democrocy....

s o very valuable message

7 m

“i want to talk to them about what they say to the world at large about palitice! events in their part of the
world. | especiofly want to tolk about what are saying about demorracy ta their own peaple in their radic
brozdeosts. What messoge are they biinging to the lranian peaple, and is i the sume as the message they bring
tous?

Eighteen years later, thanks to the infermation revoiution that has begun to transform the
Middle East, we need not wonder what message the MEK and NCR is broadcasting to iran. Atarally
outside Paris on June 18, 2011, marking thirty years since the Khomeini regime had instituted a wave of

® “Panl Discussion on Tslamic Fundamentalism,” by Dr. Toshua Muravchik
Bentley, p. K2203, Scptember 21, 1993 fattpifhomas b
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mass arrests and executions against the MEK, Maryam Rajavi had a communications opportunity
afforded to few if any Iranians. She addressed a crowd inside and outside a large exhibition center
estimated in the many tens of thousands, jeined by French and international dignitaries, among them
parliamentary delegations from 31 countries, each presenting a majority resolution of support far the
safeguarding of the 3,400 residents at Camp Ashraf, Iraq. The proceedings were broadcast into Iran and
other countries carrying Persian television programming, and camera crews filmed the entire
proceeding for dissemination via the internet, DVD, etc.

With such a platform, the NCR President-elect might have faced some agonizing choices, if the
ahove-quoted Washingtorn experts on iranian affairs are correct, hetween communicating the MEK's
“true” ideology to such a significant Iranian audience versus themes that would be more palatable to
her international audience. If so, Madame Rajavi seemed to have no difficulty finding her voice:

“Iranian history, society and the Resistance...say no to appeasement, ne to submitting te the velayet-e fagih
constitution, and no fo the totality of religious fuscism. On the contrary, we say yes to freedom, democracy and
equality, yes to the separation of church and stote....

“{Tihe right of the iranian people to bring down this brutal diciatorship should net be trampled upon more than
it already has. | remind you of the words of Abraham Lincoln, who said, ‘The government, with its institutions,
kelongs ta the people who inhabit it. Whenever they shall grow weary of the existing government, they con
exercise their ¢ itisti right of ing it, or their futi v right to dis or overthrow it."...

“One has only to recall the flood of disgusting allegations against the Resistance movement: Accusations such
as torturing and murdering our own members, the cult of personality, being @ cult, killing hundreds of thousands
of Iragi Kurds and Shi'ites, money faundering, forming criminal associations, imprisoning
their wifl, fack of popularity inside Iran, ond most important and prevalent, the alfegation of
indeed, what was the purpose of all these slanders? Throughoui the past three decades, these
allegations justified the hanging and torture of the iranian peapie and their Resistonce....

ir and wornen

“Our godi is to estebiish a free and democratic repibiic based on the separation of church and state, gender
equality and with emphasis on women’s equal participation in politice! feadership. We wont a non-nuclecr Iran.
Our platform could be summed up in three words: Freedom, Equality und the supremacy of the peapie’s vote.
This has been our ideai from the cutset. We are not fighting and making sacrifices to be able to grab onto
power. We hove not even set our sights on shating power and the ability to govern. Our biggest mission is the

of the peopie’s sovereignty and democrucy... [Wie would be content to remain in opposition and
feel honared to sacrifice ourselves for the sake of giving the iranian pecple the ability to choose freely. -4

nce of Tran, Paris

* From text of Address by Mrs. Maryam Rajavi, President-Tlect of the National Council of Re;

Villepinte, 18 June 2011,
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Allegation 10. MEK continues to have the capability and intent to conduct terrorist activities

The answer to the question of whether the MEK/PMOI “has engaged in planning and
preparations for possible future acts of terrorism or retains the capability and intent to carry out such
acts” {per the State Department criteria) is significant because an affirmative answer to this question
alone — even if MEK/PMOI has committed no acts meeting the definition of terrorism for a very long
time — can be cited to justify its continued listing as a Foreign Terrorist Organization.

As noted in earlier attachments, open sources do not point to MEK acts of violence after 2001 or
2002 at the latest. As important as the history of MEK activity is up until that time — hence, the
examination of issues covering the entire history of the organization in the previous attachments —here
the focus will be on available information relating to the MEK’s possible terrorism-related activity since
the timeframe of the last 'known’ acts of violence.

On June 18, 2003, the Commander of the US Army’s 4™ Infantry Division, MG Ray Odierno (now
US Army Chief of Staff), described the results of the MEK’s voluntary relinquishment of weapons to US
military forces in Iraq in a press videoconference to the Pentagon:

“They have been completely disarmed. We have taken alf small arms and off heavy equipment. They had about
10,000 small arms, and they had about 2,200 pieces of equipment, to include about 300 tanks, about 250
armored personnel carriers and about 250 artillery pieces. And we disarmed all of that equipment from them
about 30 days ago.”

Commentary about the MEK has included reference to a November 2004 FBI report available on
the internet entitled “Mujahedin-E Khalg (MEK) — Criminal Investigation,” prepared at the Los Angeles
field office, as an important source of information about alleged illicit planning and funding activities by
named persons affiliated with the MEK.> While the author claims no professional expertise in the law
enforcement realm, or first-hand knowledge of the matters discussed in the document, the following
may bear on the degree to which judgments can rely on this resource:

e The report lacks a ‘file’ number and has a disclaimer typed across the bottom of page 1 that
says, “This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBI.”

e The document recounts MEK alleged activity back to the 1970s, many specifics of which are the
focus of this brief study; the reader is invited to assess the historical precision of this rendering.

e The key assessment in the report (p. 18) says: “It is not believed that the MEK will launch attacks
against U.S. interest or European interests based solely on a U.S. led invasion of Iraq, however,
the MEK may still attempt to organize terrorist operations in the U.S. and Europe targeting
Iranian interests.”

s The report chronicles close cooperation between the FBI and French anti-terrorism authorities
leading to the Paris police operation in June 2003 that produced “165 investigative detentions,
25 arrests, and 17 international indictments.” Eight years later, as noted in Attachment 2 above,
the Investigative Magistrate of Paris anti-terrorism department issued a Decision declaring that
because “the dossier is devoid of evidence for charges...we order the dismissal of charges...
against persons named above and against anyone else.”

™ Maj. Gon. Odicmo Videoteloconforcnee from Baghdad, Defonsol INK, US Departmont of 1ofonsc, 18 Junc 2003
parchive 201 LR34 I0-2520R 1 i
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s The report also speaks of an Iraq Investigation conducted by an FBI team at Camp Ashraf during

a period ending in April 2004, during which over 175 MEK members and “MEK defectors” were
interviewed. As the New York Times reported on July 27, 2004, “senior American officials said
extensive interviews by officials of the State Department and the Federal Bureau of
Investigation had not come up with any basis to bring charges against any members of the
group.”?
This last point bears elaboration. On July 7, 2011, Dr. Gary Morsch, a Colonel in the US Army

Reserves who was deployed to Camp Ashraf during this period and ran a hospital in Camp Ashraf,

testified to a House subcommittee about the criminal investigation conducted in 2003-04, saying:

ased on my direct role as the lead physician assigned to Camp Ashraf in early 2004,... | fived and worked
with the residents of Ashraf on a 24-7 basis. 1...left Ashraf with a great knowledge and insight into the
organization, as great a knowledge or insight, I believe, as any other American, or more so.

“f was there during the entire investigation -- interrogation phase. And from the beginning to the end, olf 3,400
or, at that time, maybe a few more - were interrogated. 1 did not see the official report of the FBI, but | tafked
to the agents and the interviewers on a daily basis as they'd come back from spending the day in these
interviews. And they were - they expressed tremendous frustration that they hod come to Ashraf with
particuiar people they thought they were going to he able to take back to the U.S. to prosecute for various
nefarious criminal or terrorist activities, and day by day they were not able to find any evidence on any illegal
criminal or terrorist activities, and finally left empty-handed, as they said. And they were — they were quite
disappointed.””

On July 26, 2004, at the State Department’s daily press briefing, then-Deputy Spokesman {and
now Ambassador) Adam Ereli was asked whether the MEK camps in Iraq were supervised, and he
responded, “"The important point is that A, they’re disarmed; B, they are not — as I said earlier, that they
are not in a position to pose a threat to individuals inside or outside Iraq. And that’s the critical
consideration in our view.”>

On July 20, 2006, MG William Caldwell, USA, Spokesman for Multinational Force — Iraq, said this
in a press briefing at the Combined Press Information Center in Baghdad:

“Currently...the MEK is out ot Ashraf in o secure military focility that the coalition forces, in fact, guard on a 24-
by-7 basis. They're under continuous surveiffance and control. Their future status does need to be eventually
determined, but currently, they're not operating within the country of fraq. They’re in o fenced-in facility...and
there is [sic] quite a few coalition forces that are continuously guarding that facility to make sure they are in fact
not affowed access out of it, and if it is, it’s a controfled access, where they are in fact...escorted the entire

time.”

® Donglas Joh, “Th Reach of War: Poople’s Mujahodeon; 115, Scos No Basis to Proscouts Tranian  Opposition Torrr (:mup Foing Held in
Iraq "\c\\,\mrk Times. Tuly 27, 2004 Tilg:wiewr:st  204QTI2 T word et

], "The artiele also said, 11" rivaiely, serion Amevican oficiads moted that it has bocn more hon 33 e members o
e H.{)p[e s Miahedleen were last believedd 10 fave ben involved in ainacks aggaunst the United States, and that mowt of s recent violen acty
were direcied at dran.”
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These references are cited as context for assessing any allegations of MEK terrorist-related
activity since 2002. The author has found one such mention of the MEK, in the National
Counterterrorism Center (NCTC) Report on Incidents of Terrorism 2005:

“On 31 October 2005, ot 8:30 PM, in Al Basrah, Al Basra [sic], irag, militants detonated a roadside command-
initiated vehicle-borne improvised explosive device (VBIED) as a police patrol passed, killing 15 civifians and five
police officers, ding 71 civilians, and ing several restaurants, businesses, vehicles and a public
market. No group claimed responsibility although iraq security personnel suspect involvement by the
Mujahedin-e Khalg Organization (MEK)."”

(Refer to Attachment 5 above for background on possible Iragi attitudes and beliefs regarding the MEK,
particularly within the Shi‘ite area of southern Iraq.)

This study makes no claim to have located and surveyed every open source item of information
bearing on confirmed, alleged or suspected MEK activities during the past decade; but of the
information surveyed, no contrary information has been omitted here. Former senior US officials who
had access during their time in government to all terrorist-related information have in recent months
spoken publicly at events organized by MEK affiliated entities or groups supportive of the MEK. Some
commentators have criticized these ex-officials for reportedly receiving compensation for some or all of
these speaking appearances. Understanding that the reader will weigh those circumstances, the author
has made a judgment here — without prejudice to other prominent American public servants who have
similarly spoken at these events — that the following testimonies represent the respective officials’
truthful views:

Louis Freeh, FBI Director from 1993-2001, said the following at a Washington, DC panel
discussion on July 16, 2011:

“[Wje all keep contacts with our associations and our agencies. No one hos come up to me or any of my
colleagires from their current agencies and soid,... this is a bad organization; this is an organization that has
terrorists’ intent or capobility.” That's not happened....[W]e have not been notified by the Department of Justice
that we are suspected of providing materiol assistance ta a Foreign Terrorist Organizatian,”ﬂ

Governor Tom Ridge, the first US Secretary of Homeland Security, from 2003-05, said the
following at the June 18, 2011 rally north of Paris (event described in Attachment 9):

“Every single day that | had the privilege to serve in public office in Washington, D.C., just obout every day...we
would get a list of threats agoinst the United States. And | must telf you, during that entire period of time as we
looked at threats, and we looked at terrorist organizations —those individuals or thase groups that were
threatening the security [ond] the safety of the United States of America — never once, not once, never ever,
ever, ever did MEK appear on o fist as being a threat to the United States of America. They are not o terrorist
organization.”

7 Report on Incidents of Terrorism 2005, National Counterterrorism Conler, 11 April 2006, p. 61
B v i IO0S 1o o incidorts of tarporism pdf
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UK law is, of course, different from US law, although in both countries governmental decisions
to list terrorist organizations are subject to possible judicial review and court-mandated de-listing. The
144-page Judgment issued on November 30, 2007 by the UK Proscribed Organisations Appeal
Commission, which overturned the UK terrorist designation of the MEK/PMOI and was subsequently
endorsed by the British Parliament, is excerpted here at some length, as it speaks to questions similar if
not identical {one difference being the absence of data after that date) to the issues being weighed
today in the US Court of Appeals:

“281.2. Although, through the NLA [Nationa! Liberation Army], the PMO! did have a very substantial
military capability in Iraq prior to 2003, it was dis in the i i of of the
invasion;

“281.3. Given the absence of any materiaf to the contrary, the only conclusion that a reasonable
decision maker could reach is that, since the disarmament of the PMOI/NLA in lraq, the PMOI
has not taken any steps to acquire or seek to ocquire further weapons or to restore any
military copabifity in iraq (or, indeed, elsewhere in the world). The PMO! has not sought to
recruit personnef for military-type or violent activities, the PMO! has not engaged in mifitary-
type training of its existing members and the PMOI has not sought to support others (i.e.
other individuals or groups) in violent attacks against Iranian torgets;....

“295. In our view, on all the relevant material a reasonable decision maker could only come to the conclusion
that either there never was (contrary to the eartier claims of the PMO!) any military command
structure or network inside lron after 2001 or that, by some time in 2002, any such structure or
network had been dismantied. There is no evidence of any present operational military structure inside
Iran which is used to plan, execute or support violent attacks on franian targets. Nor is there any
evidence that the PMOI{ has retained military operatives inside Iran with the intention of carrying out
such attacks. That is consistent with the evidence that the PMO! has not carried out any attacks since
August 2001, or May 2002 at the latest, and the absence of any evidence suggesting that the PMO!
have attempted {whether in Iraq or Iran or, indeed efsewhere) to acquire weapons or a military
capability following its disarmament in Irag in 2003.

“296. On the basis of the material before us, to the extent that the PMO! has retained networks and supporters
inside fran, since, at the latest, 2002, they have been directed to social protest, finance and intelligence
gathering activities which would not fall within the definition of “terrorism” for the purposes of the
2000 Act.”™

The UK Government appealed the above Judgment, and in May 2008 the Supreme Court of
Judicature Court of Appeal upheld the Judgment, declaring:

“53. The reality is that neither in the open material nor in the closed [classified] moteriof wos there any
refiable evidence that supported a conclusion that PMOI retained an intention to resort to terrorist
activities in the future. w1

% Judgment issued on November 30. 2007 by the UK Proseribed Organisations Appeal Conunission pursuait to a complaint brought by a group
of Parliamentarians against the UK Secrelary of State for the Tome Department “Tn (he Matter of the People’s Mojahadeen Organisation of Iran,”
) e
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CONCLUDING COMMENTARY

How well do we understand the MEK?

The exercise of an intensive but short review of accessible English-language information
resources does not turn a foreign policy generalist into an expert on the MEK. The author concludes this
review without claiming to be “right” about every — or perhaps any — issue relating to the MEK. But one
clear conclusion is that many narratives and characterizations relating to the MEK that have for years
been repeated by journalists and commentators are, in important respects, difficult to square with the
known facts as recorded and assessed by the most trusted governmental, military, judicial or press
organizations. So, the issue at hand is not so much whether this observer is “right,” as whether others
may have been less right than they seemed to think, and therefore whether the public at large can rely
on them as sources of information, at least on this subject.

Allied intelligence, internal security and judiciary bodies have confirmed the extensive covert
effort over many years by Iran’s Ministry of Intelligence and Security and other organs of the regime to
spread false and defamatory stories regarding the MEK throughout Europe, Canada, the United States
and Irag. Such complex undertakings would not be deemed worth the effort if these allegations were
actually true and could more readily be verified by one and all.

As much as this will challenge people advertising superior knowledge and insight about the MEK
to back up their assertions, it is not concern for their reputations so much as for the United States’
reputation that prompts these thoughts as will be explained.

Counterterrorism Policy — Distinguishable from U.5. Foreign Policy Writ Large?

Among the key recommendations in the State Department’s first-ever Quadrennial Diplomacy
and Development Review (QDDR)," released by Secretary of State Clinton on December 15, 2010, was to
establish, with congressional support, a new Bureau for Counterterrorism. This would elevate the
stature and resources of the policy function managed to date by the Secretary of State’s Coordinator for
Counterterrorism (S/CT). A future Assistant Secretary of State for Counterterrorism will, at least on
paper, carry equal rank to the Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs, responsible for
managing US relations and policy with countries of the Middle East including Iran. The question is, will
that official have a distinguishable ‘counterterrorism’ policy to offer the Secretary of State?

The preceding review of designation decisions placing the MEK and its affiliates on the list of
Foreign Terrorist Organizations has found that time and again, over a quarter-century span, such
decisions were taken not so much as a reflection of empirically measured terrorist activity attributed to
the MEK, although such acts were formally cited as justification. Rather, the trigger for designation
actions, time and again, appears to have been a decision to accommodate urgent demands by the
government in Tehran, with the hope of reciprocal action on issues of priority importance to the US.
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Perhaps such a calculus weighs heavily today on the US Administration. Itis legitimate and quite
appropriate for US officials to assess the possible foreign policy repercussions of removing the MEK and
its aliases from the list of FTOs, consistent with the requirement to ensure that the MEK's actions do not
threaten, in the language of the State Department policy guidelines, “the national security {national
defense, foreign relations, or the economic interests)” of the US. But it is surely unarguable that the first
question to be answered, before weighing collateral international consequences, is whether the entity
in question is engaged in terrorism, or terrorist activities. Based on this review, the author’s conclusion
is that any information credibly demonstrating the MEK's engagement in recent terrorist activities must
ke classified; the open sources reviewed for this study strongly suggest the absence of such behavior.

Measuring Success

Recall the twin purposes of the entire FTO enterprise {see Introduction): “curtailing support for
terrorist activities,” and “pressuring groups to get out of the terrorism business.” When a foreign
organization is confirmed to have committed acts within the past 2-5 years meeting the definition of
terrorist activities, US security interests are degraded, and the FTO designation mechanism is a tool of
influence to curb the danger from that organization and hopefully exert leverage toward a positive
change in behavior. Not to designate such a group as an FTO would be questionable.

Conversely, when a foreign organization already designated as an FTO is not found to have
committed acts of terrorism, engaged in terrorist activities, or planned future actions of this nature
within the past 2-5 years, is any decision other than to de-list the group appropriate? In such a
situation, there are several reasons why removing the designation is likely to be the better approach.

s First, the integrity of the worldwide FTO designation process and the influence it is designed to
exert over terrorist groups would be reinforced rather than potentially weakened.

e Second, against the backdrop of a foreign policy consideration deemed to be more important
than protecting the integrity of the FTO designation process, failure to remove the designation
of a group not found to have committed acts meriting the designation within the past 2-5 years
would confirm suspicions on the part of many observers that the FTO designation process is
politicized.

e Third, and most importantly, a US policy explicitly designed to wean groups away from terrorism
would otherwise be denied the opportunity to claim a rare victory in having pressured a group
“to get out of the terrorism business.”

Weighing Iran’s Possible Reaction to de-listing the MEK as an FTO

The author’s view is that FTO designations can and must be about terrorism, and the US
Government is fully capabie of rendering and expiaining such judgments without iran or any other party
dangerously misinterpreting its broader foreign policy ohjectives and approaches. The governmentin
Tehran has recent experience with two key governments — the UK and France — going through a judicial
review resulting in the removal of the MEK from their respective terrorism lists as well as that of the

2
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European Union, after years of Iranian pressure to prevent these very outcomes. In neither case did Iran
engage in serious reprisals.

indeed, iran’s greatest concern in the event the State Department were to de-list the MEK as an
FTO is not that the MEK would be better able to solicit political and public support in the United States;
as the MEK's mast vocal critics have been the first to point out, it already has sought and received public
expressions of support from a “whao’s who of distinguished former US national security and forsign
policy officials.

No, the larger concern in Tehran would be that the US Administration may be signaling a change
in its perspective on the MEK as a possibie factor in the future of domestic Iranian politics. This study
has noted a consistent theme from the MEK's detractors that the group has no significant support inside
fran and is viewed very negatively for alleged past activities such as its congenial relationship with the
Saddam Hussein regime during the lran-lrag war.

Qthers will have to judge, in the event the MEK is removed from the FTO list, the extent of its
political potential in iran. There is no rush to address that question. What US decisionmakers must
realize is that neither Tehran nor Washington will ultimately control how the people of iran feel about
the MEK.

In sum, the act of removing the MEK from the Foreign Terrorist Organizations list would not
destabilize or undermine US interasts regarding iran. The authorities in Tehran are well aware of the
pending court matter in Washington, and understand that US law provides for either the Congress or
the courts to direct a change in policy if the State Department cannot show cause for continuing the
terrorist designation. The decision to maintain the MEK on the list, or to remove it, can and should be
taken on its own merits, for the benefit of the US"s worldwide counterterrorism policy effort. The State
Department would be well advised to make clear that de-listing an entity — if justified by the facts—is
not a foraign policy signal, but a counterterrorism measure consistent with US policy and law.

The U.S. Obligation at Camp Ashraf

No one reading this brief study should be unaware of the fact that approximately 3,460 persons
at Camp Ashraf, Iraqg who were disarmed, vetted for possible involvement in criminal terrcrist activities,
formally granted ‘Protected Persons’ status under the Fourth Geneva Convention, and subsequently
placed under military protection by the United States in 2003-04, have since then suffered two deadly
attacks by armed Iragi security forces, in viclation of the above commitments. The attacks, on July 28,
2009 and again on April 8, 2011, killed 47 unarmed civilians and injured hundreds more.

Prior to the first of the attacks, on January 1, 2009, control over Camp Ashraf had transferred
from US military forces, under the command of MNF-| Commander General David Petraeus, to Iragi
savereign control. Farmer US Attorney General Michael B. Mukasey has testified to Congress that GEN
Petraeus “has soid he agreed to permit iraqi security forces to assume control only after receiving explicit
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and written assurance from the lragi government that the protected status of Ashraf residents would be
rr

scrupulously observed

That these commitments were violated, and the lives of civilians lost after trusting in American
assurances and protection, renders the Camp Ashraf attacks more scandalous and deleterious to
American honor and reputation than even the Abu Ghraib prisan abuse scandal, the comparative lack of
media interest notwithstanding. In the author’s view, if anyone is wondering why so many US military
senior leaders have taken an active interest in the MEK designation issue, he or she need look no
further.

Nor is this a purely military matter. The author’s career in the US Gavernment as a civilian pelicy
official beginning in 1981 has centered on fostering successful military-to-military relationships, effective
security assistance programs, and appropriately regulated arms export policies. This included four years
executing delegated presidential authority over nearly all arms transfers consistent with the Arms
Export Control Act, and co-authorship of the standing guidance to US Embassies worldwide
implementing the so-called Leahy Law, which mandates enforcement of human rights standards in State
Department-funded security assistance relationships.® Both the Arms Export Cantroi Act {AECA) and the
Leahy Law appear to have been violated by Iraqi forces trained and equipped by the US.

Videos of US-supplied HMMWY vehicles running over Ashraf residents at high speed have gone
‘viral’ and can be easily located with any internet search engine. LS-trained iragi soldiers seen kneeling
ard firing upon panicked, unarmed women and men are graghically captured on these crude but
sufficiently clear video clips. If the Administration is not preparing an AECA “Section 3” report to
Congrass detailing the misuse of US-supplied defense equipment to Iraq, it must do so. Further, the US
Embassy in Baghdad should be preparing a report for the State Department identifying the Iragi soldiers
in units known to have participated in the attacks on Camp Ashraf; the Department must then render its
judgment on whether these units committed gross violations of human rights,” as a consequence of
which the identified individuals in those units would thereafter be excluded from future US training and
assistance opportunities. As politically inconvenient and disruptive as these actions may be to US-irag
military relations at an admittedly sensitive time, these remedies are required by law. They must be

pursued, for the uitimate good of America’s reputation and influence in the worid.

How a Policy Intended to Save Lives Can do the Opposite

To some, the question of how to assure the protection of Camp Ashraf’s residents may appear
to be entirely unconnected to the issue for decision at the State Department on maintaining or
removing the FTO designation from the MEK. The reality is, advocates in the United States are not the
ones conflating these two issues: Iran and Iraq have both already done so. Iran has long calied for the

? ‘Tostimony of Michael Lt Mukasey Before the Liouse Comumittes on Loreign Afllvirs - Subcommittes on Oversight and Investigations, July 7,
2011 by sl 0y 13 2ok 07071 pdis
3 A paralle] but scparate *Leahy Law applics human rights enforcement to DoD-funded scourity a

A Spanish judge, operating under Spain’s “universal justice” doctrine, has reportedly sunmoned (he head of the Iragi Army and two olher
o answer allepations of possible crimes against humanity in the April 2011 atiack af Camp Ashraf
4159567

stanes accounts,
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expulsion of the MEK population froam Irag. In February 2008, as the enclosure next under reports,
Supreme Leader Khamenei and President Talabani met in Tehran to discuss implementation of what
Khamenei said was a bilateral agreement to do precisely that. Talabani reportediy replied that the “Iraqi
government is determined to expel them and will go forward with its decision.” > The first attack by
Iragi forces on Camp Ashraf took place a few months later.

Members of the US Congress who have actively sought to prevent further harm to the Ashraf
residents are in no doubt as to the effect of the FTO designation on the safety of this population. Ata
congressional hearing days after the April 8 attack that killed 34 Ashraf residents, Rep. Brad Sherman,
Democrat of California, said: “In privote discussions, the lragi Ambassador’s office has said [that]
because the MEK is listed as a terrorist group..., lrag doesn’t feel that it has to respect the human rights
of those in the camp.”® His Republican colleague, Rep. Ted Poe of Texas, said at a subsequent hearing,
“When |...visited with Mr. Moliki...for almost two hours with other members of the committee,...[hje said
one reason that the people in Camp Ashraf are treated the way they're ireated by lraqg is becouse the
State Depoartment coi 7

tinues to designate them as a foreign terrovist organization.

If US palicy planners are preoccupied with concern about the disruptive effects a decision to
remove the MEK from the FTQ list might have on US-iran bilateral relations going forward, they would
do well to give some thought to how they will explain their failure to anticipate and prevent a third
mortal attack by American-trained and equipped soldiers against a defenseless community of innocent
civilians holding ‘Protected Persons’ identity cards given to them by the United States.

P, Tebruary 28, 2011
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(Concluding Commentary) attachment

Meeting of Khamenei and Talabani
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Feb 28, 2009

Iran urges Iraq to expel opposition group

55

Iraqi President Jalal Talabani (C) meeting with Iran's supreme leader Ayatollah Ali K hamenei (R)

TEHRAN (AFP) — Iran's supreme leader Avatollah Ali Khamenei on Saturday urged visiting
Iraqi President Jalal Talabani to cxpel Iran's main opposition group from Iraqi territory, the
ISNA news ageney reported.

"Wo await the implementation of our agreement regarding the expulsion of the hypocrites,” he
said, using a term the Tslamic republic uses to describe the main opposition group in exile, the
People's Mujahideen of Tran (PMOT).

He did not elaborate, but in late January Iraq's national security adviser Muwafaq al-Rubaie
said in Tehran that Baghdad planned to extradite armed Iranian opposition members who have
"Iranian blood on their hands."

"The only choices open to members of this group are to retum to lran or to choose another
country... these people will themselves choose where they want to go," Rubaic told reporters at
the time,

Founded in 1965 with the aim of overthrowing first the US-backed shah and then the Islamic
regime in Iran, the PMOI has in the past opcrated an armed group inside Iran.

It was the armed wing of the France-based National Council of Resistance of Iran (NCRI) but it
renounced violence in June 2001.

ISNA said Khamenei also slammed a January decision by the European Union to remove the
PMOI from the EU list of terror groups following a legal battle in Britain.

He said the move "shows being a terrorist is a contractual issuc and is not based on rcality.
Nonctheless thoy arc not ready to aceept thom into their countrics.”

The agency quoted Talabani as saying in his talks with Khamenei that the PMOI "have
committed many crimes against the Tragis, and Traqi government is determined to expel them
and will go forward with its decision."

Baghdad announced on December 21 it planned to close Ashraf camp north of Baghdad and
close to the Iranian border, where around 3,500 PMOI members are held under a form of house

arrest.

On January 1, Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki went further and said he would cxpel the
PMOI from the country

Copyright © 2011 AFP. All rights reserved.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Now we will see if someone from Academe
can actually keep within the same time frame of 5 minutes that
our diplomat did.

STATEMENT OF ELIZABETH FERRIS, PH.D., CO-DIRECTOR,
BROOKINGS-LSE PROJECT ON INTERNAL DISPLACEMENT

Ms. FERRIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much, you may proceed.

Ms. FERRIS. Let me make it clear at the outset, that I am speak-
ing from my perspective of having 25 years of experience in very
difficult humanitarian situations. And also as an independent aca-
demic researcher. I have never been to Camp Ashraf, I don’t have
expertise in judging whether or not it should be designated as a
terrorist organization, but based on very difficult situations in
other parts of the world and other times, I would like to suggest
that finding solutions should be the main focus. And what we have
learned from some of these other situations are, there is a role for
international standards and international processes. You have to
look and see what is in the interest of the different stakeholders
and come up with a solution that responds to those interests.

For example, we look back at Vietnam and the huge Vietnamese
refugee situation and see it as having been a successful thing. But
at the time, there were agonizing choices and compromises that
were made. When we look at the international principles that are
relevant, first of all, the fundamental right to life, security of the
person, and basic human dignity. Iraq must be held accountable for
the safety of people in Camp Ashraf, that is a sine qua non, it has
to be the basis for all policy.

Another basic international principle is that people must not be
sent back to situations where their lives are in jeopardy that ap-
plies whether or not countries have signed on to the refugee con-
vention which Iraq has not, but that has become customary inter-
national law. That has to be the bedrock, both of U.S. policy and
of finding a solution.

Now if you look at solutions for refugee situations and here we
know the residents of Camp Ashraf have not yet been formally de-
termined to be refugees, but there are three solutions: People can
go back voluntarily, which is, in most cases, the best solution but
doesn’t seem particularly appropriate here, unless there are some
cases of people who do want to return.

A second is local integration, to be allowed to stay in their coun-
try of refuge with full benefits, rights, and most of all, in safety and
security. Again, Iraq has made it very clear that this is not an op-
tion for the residents and a long term of Camp Ashraf.

The third solution, resettlement in a third country, has histori-
cally been used for only a small percentage of the world’s refugee,
but it was designed to respond exactly to cases such as this one,
where people can be supported to start new lives elsewhere in a
way that respects their safety and also other basic human needs.

I think that this resettlement in a third country is the best op-
tion probably for most of the residents of Camp Ashraf. So if you
work backwards from that and say, “What will it take to get
there?” First of all, this question of the impossible deadline we
have heard of the closure of Camp Ashraf by December 31st of this
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year that deadline needs to be extended, I would suggest for at
least for 6 months, to enable the United Nations High Commis-
sioner for Refugees to put into place the procedures and standards
to determine whether or not people individually meet the criteria
of refugee status. There are some things that follow from that in
terms of the way those determinations are made.

Then the process needs to begin, although it has already begun,
of looking for countries which will accept and receive the residents
of Camp Ashraf who have been determined to be refugee. And here
the role of the U.S. Government is critical, when you yourself said
in the earlier panel, Mr. Chairman, some of the difficulties when
the U.S. cannot resettle people because of terrorist designation.

But, you know, the U.S. Government has come up with very cre-
ative ways of working around legislative prohibitions and stand-
ards and procedures in other cases, whether it is coming up with
different places for processing or declaring exceptions or paroling
people in, which is not a very good solution, but it is one that per-
haps should be considered.

At the same time, the U.N. and others should explore possibili-
ties for resettling people in other countries, in Europe and Aus-
tralia and some of the nontraditional resettlement countries such
as Brazil, which might be willing to take some. But it is all linked.
Those governments are saying, well, if the U.S. Government isn’t
going to accept people for resettlement, why should we? I under-
stand that several European governments have made decisions to
accept some residents for resettlement, but they need to say so
publicly because if Iraq believes the international community is se-
rious about resettling people elsewhere, I think that it will have
more incentive to cooperate not to close the camp and to make it
possible for people to be processed and resettled afterwards. Thank
you.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Perfect timing.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Ferris follows:]



140

Elizabeth Ferris

The Brookings Institution

Co-Director of the Brookings-LSE Project on Internal Displacement
December 7, 2011, Hearing on Camp Ashraf

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
House Committee on Foreign Affairs

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the House Foreign Affairs Subcommittees on
Oversight and Investigations and on the Middle East and South Asia, for the opportunity to speak
with you today.

I would like to stress at the outset that I am speaking from my 25 years of experience in
international humanitarian issues and my perspective as an independent academic researcher.
Although I have followed developments in Camp Ashraf for a long time, I have never been to the
camp and I have never (to the best of my knowledge) spoken with anyone affiliated with the
MEK/PMOL. I do not have knowledge or expertise about whether the MEK/PMOI should be de-
classified as a foreign terrorist organization.

In many ways, the situation of Camp Ashraf is unique. In my many years of experience, it is
certainly one of the most complex situations I’ve seen. Feelings and passions run high on this
issue. What I would like to do is to step back from some of the details of this particular situation
and put this in a broader context. In particular, I would like to focus on the question of solutions.

Although the residents of Camp Ashraf have not been determined to be refugees (and they may
or may not be so under the terms of the 1951 Refugee Convention), I understand that many of
them have filed applications for refugee status. Moreover, some of the issues surfacing around
the residents of Camp Ashraf have much in common with some of the difficult refugee or
refugee-like situations we have seen in the past. First, refugee situations are always political and
it is usually the case that the way refugees are treated by a host government is significantly
influenced by relationships between the governments of the country of origin and the country of
refuge. There are often vastly different understandings of why people left their country, There
have been many situations where refugee leaders have been seen as manipulating their followers
and cases where camp residents do not have freedom of movement or of expression. It is usually
difficult for even knowledgeable outsiders to fully understand the dynamics within a camp. (I
think for example of the camps in then-Zaire where Rwandan refugees were controlled by the
Interhamwe in ways that were not understood by humanitarian actors assisting them until much
later.) Particularly after the experience of Rwanda, the UN has devoted considerable energy to
emphasizing the importance of maintaining the civilian nature of refugee camps. There are also
many cases where diaspora groups have been important actors in the way a crisis has played out
(e.g. Sri Lanka). And when situations drag on for years, the dynamics can become more complex
and the process of finding solutions often becomes even more difficult.
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In other highly politicized situations, the process of finding solutions has been helped by:
a) applying international standards and processes which have been developed over many
years by the international community,
b) looking at the interests of the various stakeholders and finding solutions which respond
to these interests, and
¢) recognizing that in order to find solutions, compromises may be necessary.

For example, we look back on the Vietnamese refugee crisis of the 1970s and 1980s as having
been resolved successfully, but at the time finding a solution required endless rounds of difficult
diplomatic negotiations, political commitment at the highest levels, and a willingness to
compromise. Even so, the process took years and the decisions were agonizing.

Respect international principles

The basic international principles and standards at play are: international humanitarian law,
international human rights law, and refugee law. “Everyone has the right to life, liberty, and
security of person” (art. 3, Universal Declaration of Human Rights). 1t is the responsibility of
states to ensure that people living within their borders are protected. People have a right not to be
returned (or refouled) to another state or authority where their life or freedom would be
threatened. Although lIraq is not a party to the 1951 Refugee Convention or the 1967 protocol to
the Convention, non-refoulement has acquired the status of customary international law (as well
as being affirmed in international human rights instruments), meaning that it is binding on all
states, regardless of whether or not they are signatories to the 1951 Convention. Until a claim for
refugee status is examined fairly, the principle of non-refoulement applies, and asylum-seekers
are entitled not to be returned and to benefit from humane standards of treatment. The Universal
Declaration of Human Rights affirms the right of every individual to seek asylum in another
country, but it is the responsibility of states to determine whether or not an individual is granted
asylum.

Recognize the interests of the stakeholders
Resolving the situation of the 3,200 inhabitants of Camp Ashraf is in everyone’s interests.

Tt is in the interest of the camp residents to move to a place where they can be safe and accepted
and resume normal lives.

It is in the interest of the Iraqi government to close the camp, to find a solution in which the
residents leave the country, and to assert control over its territory. It is also in the Traqi
government’s interests to have the situation resolved peacefully and quickly and to be seen to be
acting responsibly in accord with international standards.

It is in the interest of the US government to resolve the situation, to ensure that a group of people
on which it conferred ‘protected status’ under the Geneva convention for five years are protected
when US forces withdraw from Irag, to ensure that the Iraqi government acts fairly toward this
group, and to uphold international standards and principles. Given the significant political
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interest in the residents of Camp Ashraf;, it is in the US government’s interest to support a rapid
and fair resolution of this situation.

It is in the interest of the United Nations to find a fair and rapid solution for the camp residents,
to ensure that international standards are upheld, and to be seen as a useful and impartial actor by
the Iraqi, US and Iranian governments.

Finally, it is in the interest of the Iranian government to find a resolution to Camp Ashraf. No
government is comfortable with a group of dissidents close to its border and who in the past have
launched military attacks across that border. Resolving the situation would remove this irritant
and would perhaps open the doors to closer relations with lIraq.

While the desired solutions and particularly the means at arriving at these solutions are different,
it is in everyone’s interests to resolve the situation.

Elements for a solution

So, what does it take to resolve the situation? Although the terminology differs, under the
international refugee system, there are three possible durable solutions. These durable solutions,
in refugee terminology, are: voluntary return (in safety and in dignity), local integration, or
resettlement in a third country. (A fourth solution, keeping people alive in some kind of camps or
legal uncertainty is unfortunately used in many refugee situations, but it is not a durable
solution.) Different situations have been resolved through different combinations of solutions.

Our present refugee regime is based on the 1951 Refugee Convention and the 1967 Protocol
(which has been signed by lran but not Iraq), the United Nations High Commissioner for
Refugees which is mandated to protect and assist refugees and 60 years of policies and practices
which have supported solutions. 1 suggest, Mr. Chairman, that given the extraordinary
politicization of Camp Ashraf, if durable solutions are to be found, the situation needs to be de-
politicized by relying on multilateral actors applying internationally-recognized standards and
practices. The system is set up to be fair and impartial

Regardless of the political views of a particular group of asylum-seekers, determination of
refugee status is based on whether or not a person satisfies the criteria in the 1951 Convention
and 1967 Protocol which is whether the person has a well-founded fear of persecution for one of
five specified reasons: race, religion, nationality, political opinion, or membership in a social
group. If a person is found to be a refugee, then solutions need to be found which will protect
him or her. If a person is found not to be a refugee, then the government of the state where he or
she resides should respect the basic rights of the individual to life and security of person while in
the country but has the right to deport that person to the country of origin. If a person is excluded
from being considered as a refugee, under article 1F of the Refugee Convention, for having
committed serious crimes, he or she should continue to be protected under international human
rights law. (However, it should be noted that in article 33 [2], an exception is possible in the
event that the individual is considered as a danger to the security of the country.) The present
situation is complicated by the fact that the residents of Camp Ashraf have not been determined
to be refugees. They have not gone through a process to determine whether they meet the
definition of the Convention. Iraq is not a signatory to the Convention and although it has a
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responsibility not to refoule people from its territory to a country where their lives might be in
danger, the Iraqi government is not legally bound to set up an asylum system or to allow the
foreign residents of Camp Ashraf to remain on its territory. In situations where governments
(whether signatories to the Convention or not) do not have asylum systems, UNHCR has often
played the role in refugee status determination. And there are cases, such as Turkey, where
UNHCR determines whether or not an individual is a refugee under the Convention, and the host
government insists that people found to be refugees will not be allowed to remain in Turkey but
must be resettled elsewhere. In other words, for a government which is not a party to the Refugee
Convention, determination of refugee status does not mean that the government has a
responsibility to allow people found to be refugees to remain in its territory.

In my opinion, the best solution is for UNHCR to be permitted to determine whether or not the
residents of Camp Ashraf are refugees and to find solutions for them outside of Iraq. And it is
absolutely essential that the Iraqi government take all necessary measures to ensure the safety of
the camp residents while this process is being carried out. Several recommendations follow from
this:

o UNHCR must be given the time and conditions necessary to conduct fair status
determination. That means that the deadline to close the camp by December 31* should
be extended and that an appropriate site be found where the status determination process
can be conducted in a safe and confidential manner with appropriate security guarantees
for both the asylum-seekers and UN staff.

e Atthe same time, UNHCR and the international community must take the steps
necessary to ensure that solutions found for the residents of Camp Ashraf meet the
concern of the Iraqi government that camp residents leave the country. I understand that
some of the residents of Camp Ashraf are nationals of countries other than Iran or that
they have close family relations where immigration might be an option. Those
possibilities should be explored. Some of the residents in Camp Ashraf may want to
return to Iran. For Iranians who voluntarily decide to return to their country, the Iranian
government must offer guarantees of their safety and allow UNHCR to monitor their
well-being and safety. This is standard operating procedure for repatriation operations.
For those determined to be refugees who do not want to return to Iran, then the solution
of resettlement in a third country must be found.

e Resettlement slots are in short supply globally and in the region and the issue is
complicated by the restrictions placed by the US government as a result of anti-terrorist
legislation. But the US role is key. If the US is unwilling or unable to accept cases for
resettlement, then other countries will find it difficult or impossible to accept them.
Without the reassurance that people will be moved on, Iraq is understandably reluctant to
go forward with a refugee determination process. If there is an assurance that people
found to be refugees will be resettled elsewhere, then the Iraqi government should be
more likely to allow the process to move forward.

e This means that first, a way needs to be found for the US, either within the existing law
or by changing the law, to accept a significant portion of the camp residents for
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resettlement. Given the designation of the MEK/PMOI as a Foreign Terrorist
Organization, this is difficult under existing anti-terrorist legislation. But the US
government has a track record of coming up with innovative ways of responding to
complex displacement and resettlement situations. The Attorney General has the
authority to parole people into the United States when it is in the interests of the
government although parole has limitations in terms of adjustment of status and access to
economic and social services. Or, perhaps there are ways of simply specifying that this
particular group is an exception to the anti-terrorist legislation — for example, by defining
those who lived in Camp Ashrafin a determined particular period of time, as tier 111
rather than tier | of the anti-terrorist laws.

e At the same time, other countries should offer to make resettlement places available to
the residents of Camp Ashraf. Obviously, it will be easier for other governments to make
these commitments if the US government demonstrates its willingness to shoulder some
of the responsibility. In particular, some of the non-traditional resettlement countries —
such as Brazil, Chile and Burkina Faso — may have a particular role to play in this
politically delicate context. Moreover, governments who are willing, for humanitarian
reasons, to allow residents of Camp Ashraf to resettle in their countries should make their
commitments public. This would reassure the Iraqi government of the international
community’s commitment to finding solutions for the Camp Ashraf residents.

This is not a perfect solution and it will require a great deal of commitment and hard work to
make it happen.

I want to close by saying that the reason the international community has developed a system for
dealing with asylum-seekers and refugees which is based on international law, on well-honed
procedures, on respect for human rights and on an impartial humanitarian agency is precisely to
be able to deal with highly politicized situations such as the present one in Camp Ashraf.
UNHCR works with refugees from all political sides, for example with Iraqis fleeing the Saddam
Hussein regime and those fearing persecution because of their association with Saddam Hussein.
The United Nations General Assembly has affirmed the humanitarian and non-political nature of
UNHCR’s work. 1 suggest that it is in US interests to let UNHCR do its work in accord with
international standards and humanitarian principles.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER.Colonel Martin.

STATEMENT OF COLONEL WES MARTIN, USA (RETIRED),
(FORMER BASE COMMANDER OF CAMP ASHRAF)

Colonel MARTIN. Sir, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity
to address the joint committees. We have a saying in combat, if you
find yourself in a fair fight, you didn’t come prepared. To my left
is Lieutenant Colonel Julie Norman who was a joint interagency
task force commander at Camp Ashraf as well, and worked closely
with the Mujahedin.

The attacks that we have seen numerous times on the video is
included in a very extensive packet I have provided to the people,
and I wish to point out, one is Sabbah, she was born in 1981 in
an Iranian prison. And the other one is Majad born in 1961, me-
chanical engineer, both educated in Germany. Having served in
Camp Ashraf and worked with many people like Sabbah and
Majad, I can honestly say the residents of Camp Ashraf are not ter-
rorists. They are real people with names, faces, lives, and they once
had protected person status, and those that had protected person
status was revoked and those lives have been extinguished. The
State Department calls these people terrorists.

Also in my packet, many contracts that we worked out with the
residents of Camp Ashraf and the leadership to include bringing us
water. These people also, whenever I left the perimeter, as Julie
can tell, I did it continually, I had members of Camp Ashraf at my
side. They were not armed, but I was proud to have them there.
And when I look at those videos, I see something in addition. When
I see those people rushing to rescue their friends, I know if I or
the soldiers with me had been shot up, they would equally be rush-
ing to our rescue, those are not terrorists, those were allies.

Ironically, the State Department does not put Mahdi Army on its
terrorist list, it doesn’t put the Qods force. I have lost people to the
Mahdi army, I have lost two. We have lost hundreds of the United
States forces to Moqtada Sadr’s Mahdi army, and Qod’s force re-
cently that was planning the Saudi Ambassador attack. Our State
Department’s response then was we need to see how high up the
leadership this plot went. The antiterrorism for Iraq, I can assure
everyone, it went all the way to Khameini.

And the other thing State Department said is well, we should
have increased diplomatic isolation. Louis Freeh and I were trying
to figure that out. He said, what is that? To me it sounds like
someone in State Department spent a lot of time in college watch-
ing Animal House, and we want to put Iran on double secret proba-
tion. The State Department claims to have intel. I have gone over
the intel and I have provided them the information from Mr.
Zebari, the foreign minister, Kurd, they said they didn’t attack us.
I gave it to the State Department 6 months later, it came out they
attacked the Kurds. And I went back, What are you doing? Oh,
well, we don’t talk to the people who put that out. The State De-
partment is very stovepipe in what they are doing. This is the orga-
nization that paid Chalabi $33 million for a bunch of false informa-
tion that we used to send our soldiers to war. 4,500 warriors later
and tens of thousands of innocent Iraqis later, we know now
Chalabi was lying the whole time. Fairness to the State Depart-
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ment and Defense Intelligence Agency, serving Donald Rumsfeld
also provided a lot of misinformation.

So it is not just the State Department. But I do submit the State
Department employees today are serving Secretary Clinton no bet-
ter than they were serving Colin Powell.

As we heard earlier today, State Department wants to go all the
way back to the founding of the PMOI. Well, why don’t we go back
to 1953 when a very popular Iranian Government was overthrown
by our own CIA and a very brutal dictator was put in its place?
The State Department never wants to do that, nor do detractors,
they also claim it is a Marxist-Leninist organization. It was found-
ed on equality between those led and those being led. Clerics don’t
have sole authority on the congregations, nor do they have sole au-
thority to interpret the Koran. People call that Marx and Lenin?
I call that Jefferson and Madison.

Then we have the rumors, we heard a lot of them, and I hope
today I will be able to address of lot of those rumors and take them
apart one by one. I used to take them apart when I was base com-
mander at Camp Ashraf, as did Julie Norman.

We talked about review the FTO status, the fact and the law.
Well, the fact and the law, they are wrongfully placed on that list,
they are only foreign, they don’t know threat against the United
States, they are on my flank. And also, they don’t have the means
anymore. So if we talk about the fact and the law, they need to be
removed. And then I hope we have a chance to talk about this put-
ting them in a consolidated location because I have even more in-
formation, I think, than the State Department. Sir, I thank you.

[The prepared statement of Colonel Martin follows:]
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TESTIMONY

Mister and Madam Chairmen: | appreciate this opportunity to address the Committee
on Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on International Organizations, Human Rights, and
Oversight; and Subcommittee on Middle East and South East Asia. As the first full
colonel to command Camp Ashraf my goal is to provide you with solid information
based on facts resulting from personal experience and extensive research. Of note,
with me are retired Lieutenant Colonel Julie Norman. Julie served as the Joint
Interagency Task Force Commander whose mission was to address all issues related to
the Mujahedin-e Khalg (MeK). -

Since our last meeting, major developments have occurred. President Obama has
announced the removal of all U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of the year, minus the
embassy security detail. The President has received criticism for leaving Iraq in a very
dangerous situation. In fairness to the President, he had no choice. Iraqi Prime
Minister Maliki's requirement for U.S. forces to be subject to Iraqi law is unacceptable.
Maliki knew this when he set the standard. Maliki and his ally, Mogtada Sadr, want
American forces ot of Iraq so the consolidation of power can be completed. In the end,
the final outcome of the Coalition invasion of Iraq is to replace one brutal regime with
another — this time aligned with Iran.

I hope everyone has had a chance to watch the video of the April 8", 2011 attacks on
Camp Ashraf. In that video we witness unarmed people being run over by American-
made military vehicles and gunned down in cold blood. There is something else that
warrants our notice - and respect. Ashraf residents are rushing to the aid of their fallen
comrades, braving the bullets and vehicles knowing they may be the next {o die. | see
something further - the people | served beside. | know if either myself or the American
warriors with me at Ashraf had been under such an attack, the residents of Ashraf
would have been rushing equally fast to our rescue. Although unarmed, they were on
our flank, and | was honored to have them there.

Mister and Madam Chairmen, | have included starting on page 1 of my support packet
two examples of the agreement between U.S. forces and the individual residents of
Ashraf. This was their rejection of terrorism, agreement not to take up arms, and to
comply with laws and mandates. This mutually-signed agreement with U.S. Forces
stated MeK members will remain under the protection of Multi-National Forces-lraq at
Camp Ashraf until the options of their future were determined. As noted in the following
page, they received “Protected Person” status and cards from the United States. They
did comply with every mandate. They surrendered their weapons, consolidated at
Camp Ashraf, and worked as close with U.S. forces as possible. Yet, when U.S. State
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Department could not figure out what to do with the Mek, the Protected Person status
was revoked and Camp Ashraf was turned over to the Iraqi government. These two
people, along with 32 others, were murdered by Iragi forces on April 8", 2011. | show
you these documents to personalize the fact that we are talking about real people with
names, faces, and lives - lives that were extinguished and “Protected Person” status
that was revoked in violation of a written agreement. In my hand are the packets of ali
residents killed in the 2009 and 2011 attacks.

Yet, State Department calls the MeK terrorists. It defies logic that people who covered
the flank of American warriors are still called terrorists, while the State Department has
not seen fit to classify Moqtada Sadr's Mahdi Army and Khamenei's Qod’s force as
terrorists. We have lost hundreds of American warriors to the Mahdi Army. We all
know the Qods force had numerous plots, to include the plan to kill the Saudi
ambassador to the United States in a populated American restaurant. The Qods force
has been arming our enemies in Irag, to include Al Qaeda. | hope that during
discussion we will have the opportunity to address this matter further.

Meanwhile, State Department claims their intelligence specialists have classified
information on the MeK. This is the same organization that prepared Colin Powell for
his long-to-be-remembered weapons of mass destruction presentation at the United
Nations. This is also the same organization that paid Ahmad Chalibi 33-million taxpayer
dollars for those lies. The people who picked up the ultimate tab for America’s
excursion into Iraq were the 4,500 warriors killed in action and thousands more crippled
for life. State Department employees are serving Hillary Clinton no better than they
served Colin Powell.

We hear all the rumors about the MeK. We are told they are a cult, they are Marxist-
Leninists; people are held there against their will; they attacked the Kurds; they have
American blood on their hands; they supported Saddam among other things. State
Department and the detractors take and twist their information backto 1965 and the
founding of the MeK.: They never go back to 1953 with the C.1.A.-backed overthrow of
the very popular Moseddeq government. To help in understanding the MeK, an article
titled “Trapped by Politics” is provided in the packet starting on page 5. It also explains
in great detail problems dealing with the State Department on this issue.

There are two items of slander | wish to address now: the claim the MeK is a
Marxist/Leninist islamic organization and people held against their wili.

It is impossible to have a Marxist/Leninist organization. They don't mix. The MeK was
founded on the principles of equality between leaders and those being lead, that clerics
don't have sole control over interpreting the Koran, and clerics can't expect blind
obedience over their congregations. To the State Department, that's Marx and Lenin. |
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argue that's Jefferson and Madison. Further, | doubt Ronald Reagan would have
problems with those principles. | think we can all agree that Ronald Reagan was no
communist.

Then we have the slander that residents of Ashraf are being kept against their will. Both
Julie Norman and | worked out written agreements with Ashraf leadership concerning
residents who wished to leave. One of the documents is included in the agreements
with U.S. Forces section of the packet, starting on page 15. During my command at
Ashraf | visited the compounds and personally shook hands with scores of residents on
every visit. If one wished to leave, all that was necessary was to maintain hold of my
hand and we would have walked out together. Furthermore, the attack videos prove
Ashraf residents were not being held against their will. What better time to escape than
during the confusion of the attack. Yet, they stayed together. The videos say itall. |
hope we have a chance to address the other items of slander.

The MeK and Ashraf residents are not the only ones being slandered. As of late, the
multitude of political and military leaders who spéak up for the MeK are being
slandered. The current main form of slander is the accusation that these leaders are
speaking out for financial gain. Ambassador Butler's verbal attack on General Wesley
Clark as reported in the “New York Times” is but one recent example. The people
coming forward are senior generals including three former Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs,
former senators, former governors, members of parliaments, Archbishop Desmond
Tutu, Congressman Patrick Kennedy, former Director of Homeland Security Tom Ridge,
and former Director of the F.B.l. Louis Freeh who refused to allow his organization to
participate in the politically motivated MeK FTO designation in the first place. Letters
from many of these people are found in the packet starting on page 22. Instead of
slandering, what should be examined is the fact that all these people may be right.

The best way | can describe all the slander over the years directed at the MeK is to ask
all the members of the panel to think what would happen if everything said against you
every-two years by your election opposition, and their parties, were consolidated into
one volume. Then the slander is presented as fact because so many people said and
repeated it. As base commander of Ashraf, | spent a great deal of time debunking the
rumors, a lot coming from State Department. Even recently, Iran tried to blame the
planned attack on the Saudi ambassador on the MeK. For once, Iran regime lies were
not accepted as fact.

The State Department has never figured out how to deal with the fundamentalist Iranian
government. It's been like a non-effective parent dealing withia spoiled child. To
encourage the child from misbehaving, rewards are given. Placing the MeK on the
foreign terrorist list is a good example. Fear of upsetting and provoking Iran into some
hideous act keeps State Department from doing the harder right over the easier wrong.
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Keeping the MeK on the list is @ good example. Denial of misbehavior is another.
immediately following discovery of the Saudi ambassadaor plot, State Department
bureaucrats publicly responded that determination of how high up the plan was
approved within the Iranian government needs to be investigated. As the former
antiterrorism officer of all coalition forces in Iraq, | can save everyone some time. No
plan of this size would ever proceed without Khameini’s approval. Then we have the
ineffective responses. Also following the Saudi ambassador situation, a State
Department representative recommended “increased diplomatic isolation.” When that
one came out, former F.B.I. Director Louis Freeh turned to me and said, “What is
increased diplomatic isolation?”- My response was, “Someone at State Department
spent college days watching ‘National-Lampoon’s Animal House.” Now we have
recommendation to place Iran on double secret probation.”

One of State Department's biggest blunders has been, and continues to be, dealing with
the MeK. Instead of working to help solve the situation at Ashraf, State Department is a
very significant part of the problem. A few, but insightful, documents addressing State
Department antics commence on'page 35 of the packet. This includes Ambassador
Butler showing up at Ashraf with a “New York Times” reporter who the Ambassador
presented to MeK leadership as a member of his staff. Unless something is done
immediately, we are going to see a situation as shameful as our own Sand Creek
Massacre and the My Lai Massacre.

The United Nations have recognized the residents of Ashraf as applicants for refugee
status. But Maliki has blocked any actions from taking place just as he blocked
Congressman’s Rohrabacher’s delegation from visiting Ashraf. One major tool he
cbntinuously uses to justify his actions is the terrorist designation, specifically from our
own State Department. Meanwhile, all we get out of the State Departmentis
assurances that the matter is being aggressively worked. They are now a year past the
six-month suspense set by the U.S. Court of Appeals. In another month the State
Department will have spent the same amount of time “aggressively” working to make
one decision in compliance with a court mandate as the entire American nation spent
mobilizing, training, deploying across the Atlantic, and fighting in the First World War.

The State Department tries to anchor their current stand on a Rand study completed in
2009. A lot of taxpayer-funded effort went into that document. There is some very
useful information in the report. There is also a lot misinformation, cyclic reporting, and
rumors presented as facts. For example, the repart continues to state and pass off as
fact that the Mek attacked the Kurds. | provided the State Department in 2007 the letter
from Iraqi Foreign Minister Zebari making clear that the Kurds were never attacked by
the Mek (page 48 of the support packet). ifound discrepancies throughout the report.
Why General Miller, General Brandenburg, General Gardner, General Phillips,
Lieutenant Colonel Norman, or | were never interviewed, | cannot explain. There is an
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arrogance to the report - in one case directed at the United States Congress. | read the
exact comment from page 65: “Individual members who appear to view the MeK in a
positive light tend to be energetic opponents of the Islamic Republic of Iran or have
significant numbers of Iranian-Americans in their districts. Others are simply
misinformed.”

Maliki has stated that Camp Ashraf will be emptied of the Mujahedin e-Khalq by the end
of the year. He has already renamed the compound Camp New Iraq. Last February
Ambassador Jeffrey testified to Senators Levin and McCain that he was certain Maliki
would keep his word and protect the residents of Ashraf. ‘Maliki forces had already
attacked Ashraf once. Two months later came the April attack. " As we speak here,
Maliki has Ashraf residents under continuous psychological torture with loudspeakers
denying residents sleep while forcing them to listen to messages of pending doom.
Logistics and medical supplies are being denied from entering the Camp. The victims
of the attacks, with open wounds and broken limbs, must endure the pain with no
sedatives or medicines to prevent infection. Last month, Maliki stated his intentions to
the European Union. His letter with responses from the European Union and the
National Council of Resistance of Iran start on page 49 of the support packet.

Let’s not forget the rest of Irag. With knives and clubs Maliki’s forces have attacked
demonstrations throughout the country. Police who wished. to stop the violence were
ordered to stand down. Maliki's secret prisons are fully operational, worse than ever
because American forces are no longer authorized to conduct raids. The attacks on
Camp Ashraf are just a preview of coming attractions. Yet our State Department hails
Irag as the most progressive democracy in the Mid-East. Sir Thomas Carlyle said it
best: “To recognize false merit, and crown it as true because a long tail runs after it, is
the saddest operation under the sun.”

Should Maliki be allowed to overrun'Camp Ashraf and transport the survivors back to
Iran where they will face prison and gallows, the fight for democracy in Iran will take a
severe blow. It will not die any more than the cause for liberty in Texas died at the
Alamo. Ashraf will become a rallying call. “Remember Ashraf.” Eventually democracy
will come to Iran. Iranian citizens are too wired into modern technology and
communications for progress to be permanently denied. Unlike the western world, the
Middle-East did not have four centuries to go through an age of exploration, religious
reformation, Great Awakening,.and industrial revolution. They are getting it all at once.
They will come out of it. Iran will one day be a democracy. The question is what role
wilt the United States have in that? Unless we change our course, and keep our word
to the residents of Ashraf, our role will be one of shame.

If the residents of Camp Ashraf do not receive immediate support they will cease to
exist. Many will be publicly executed to show what happens to those who oppose the
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fundamentalist regime and place their trust in the United States. The remainder will
disappear into unmarked graves and prison dens. The residents of Ashraf need to be
pulled from Iraq as soon as possible. Many people have called upon Maliki to end with
31 December deadline and allow UNHCR representatives into the camp so they can
complete their work on relocating the residents. Until that time, either biue helmeted
United Nations or U.S. Forces need to be on the ground with them. That stated, i don't
believe Maliki is going to wait for December 31% to attack Ashraf for the final time. 1
predict he will attack any time after December 15", His attacks in 2009 and 2011
immediately followed visits with U.S. Defense Secretary Gates. Next week he visits
with President Obama. The sooner he does it following his return from the United
States, the more he can make it appear to be a U.S. government sanctioned operation.

The United States has the capability to airlift the MeK out of Ashraf. Atour training
bases and State National Guard Centers we have the facilities in the United States to
temporarily house them. Through BRAC we have federal facilities sitting empty without
use. Mariam Rajavi has already stated the MeK will pay for their logistic expenses.
Rescuing the Ashraf residents will require fast action. However, if State Department
had tried to effectively work this situation instead of being an impediment to progress,
we and the residents of Ashraf would not be in the situation we are today. What we
need now is for the President to tell members of his Executive Branch of government to
honor our written word, immediately develop a solution, and make it happen.
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Trapped by Politics
by Colonel (Retired) Wes Martin, U.S. Army

If there is any expectation that the current U.S. administration is going to do the harder
right instead of the easier wrong, it is very doubtful to happen in the case of the
People's Mujahedin of iran. The PMO! or Mujahedin, as they are more frequently
referred to, has become more of a cultural, political, and ideological threat to the Isiamic
fundamentalist Iranian government than the military opposition foree of years past.
Located in Camp Ashraf, Irag, 50 miles northeast of Baghdad, the PMO! surrendered
their enormous Inventory of weapons to the American military following the fall of
Saddam Hussein Tha largest component of the Exropean-based National Council of
Resistance of iran (NCRI), the PMOI no longer possesses offensive military capability.

Formed in September 1965 as a Muslim group opposed fo Shah Mohammad Reza
Pzhlavi, the PMO! grew quickly in numbers and influence. Had not the Central
Intelligence Agency tweive years earlier caused the coilapse the popular Iranian
government of Dr Mohammad Mosaddeq, the PMOI would have likely never come to
exist. Had President Teddy Roosevelt's grandson, Kemmit, not publicly boasted about
orchestrating the overthrow and placing the US-friendly Shah Pahlavi in power, the
hostility toward the 1UJ.S. would not have occurred. installing a government that would in
time execute thousands is bad encugh; boasting about it is not the way to win hearts
and influence the minds of the victims. The June 5", 1963 brutal suppression that
ended the demonstrations resulling from the 1ift between the Shah and the clerics setin
mation many actions that stilt have major impact on iran, the Middie-East, and the world:

In 1966 the PMO! adopted a set of philosophies that would put them at odds with both
the rling government and rising Islamic fundamentalists. They came to embrace
suuality between those in power and those not, between men and women, and among
various religions and races. Gaing even furiher, they belisved the clergy should nat
have total control over interpretation of the Guuran, nor should the clarics have total
control over their congregations. These philosophies, which stilt have major influence on
the PMOI, would cast them Info fighting successive enemies.

Even further problems were growing. As in the case of many organizations, an internal
elernent often develops that does not share organizational beliefs, but are within the
ranks because it best sults their purposa at the time. When the opportunity presents
itself, this element will either split off or attempt to take control of the original
organization. This became the situation as a Marxist element emerged within the PMOI.
Often at serious odds with established senior leadership, the Marxists soon found
themselves in a very gdvaniageous position.

Failed alternpts at attacking the Shah and disrupting the government ended up with
arrests of sixty-nine members of the PMO! in August of 1871. The cora of the PMO!
leadership was off the streets, and most ended up on the gallows, including the three
founding members. As very few remaining members of PMOI lsadership survived in the
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Shah's prisons, awaiting the end of torture that only death would bring, the ¢iR between
the rival elements intensified. By May of 1972, two PMOls existed, with the
preponderance of power favoring the Mandsts. The fwo elements spent as much time
fighting each other as thay did engaging the Shah's regime. Meanwhile, one imprisaned
member who was not executed by the government enforcers, but rather remained
captive until the final days of the Shah's rule, was a young Massoud Rajavi. Inside
prison he built an organizational structure and a large membership anchored on original
PMOI concepts and independent of Marxist influence.

Taday, any action conducted by either the PMO! or the Marxist PMQ! is viewed as a
PMOI action with no discrepancy to which organization did #. For the United States, this
is especially frue concerning the deaths of three American officers: the June 1975 dual
killing of COL Paul Shaffer and Lisutenant Colonal John Tumer, and the following
month's kilfing of Lieutenant Colonel Lewis Hawkins, The fact that in August of 1875 the
Shah's police arrested two people for the killings of Shaffer and Turner and stated they
were part of the “Islamic Marxist group,” and a member of the Marxist PMOI would later
claim to have Killed Hawkins, the blame remains on the PMOL

in November of 1978, the strength of the Mandst PMO! was shaken when they losta
major gun battle with ranian police. Weakened, but not broken, both elements
continued 10 be actively involved in 1878 and 1978 uprising against the Shah. In
January of 1879, ten days before Ayatoilah Khomeini returned to Iran from exile in Paris,
Rajavi was released from prison. As he worked to rebuild the PMOI, most of the
subordinate leadership he selected also carme from Qasr Prison, Scon the Mandst
element abandoned any claim to the PMO! name and renamed themselves "Paykar”
(Struggle).

Following the fall of the Shah, tha PMOI had hopes of being part of the moderate
Premier Bazargan/President Bani Sadr government. However, Ayatollah Khomeini was
determined to establish a refigious regime, with himsalf at the center. With this latest
development, almast immediately Bazargan and the PMO! were at adds with the
fundamentalist clerics under the leadership of Khomeinl. Years eadlier, as a cleric,
Khomeini had been condemned to death by the Shah. The execution had been
prevented by a sudden meeting in Najaf, Irag where Khomeini was elevated to
Ayatoliah, In turn, Shah Pahlavi was ieft with the options of viclating Islamic law by
executing an Ayatollah or exiling Khomeini out of country. Out of country did not mean
Khomeint was no longer undermining the Shah nor working to destroy his, or any
Irantan gavernment, that did not practice Khomelnl's own brand of fundamentalism.

On November 3, 1979 Khomeini addressed the university students, resuiting in 400 of
them storming and taking over the American embassy in Tehran, This act caught the
rest of Iran and the world by surprise. Yet if became one more thing aftributed to the
PMOL Any military leader can verify that from Khomeini's exciting the students to their
taking over the embassy, time did not exist for any formal arganization to develop and
perform a mission. Hope for a moderate iran was immediately disappearing, as
evidenced by the same-day resignation of Premier Bazargan. Bani Sadr staysd on for

&
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the time being as President, but it was obvious his attempts to bring order out of this
chaos wera not going o succeed.

As in the words of Shakespeare, “Cry havoc and let slip the dogs of war,” Khomeini was
able 1o seize upon this event to take the world stage and raise the fever all across lran.
His Tollowers had successfully attacked the center of United States presence in Iran and
now held American hostages. Khomeaini used that excitement to bring his wrath on
adversaries, real and perceived, within Iran. Anyone who did not share his
fundamentalist beliefs was an adversary. Top on the list were the PMQI and the
Communists. Attempts by Rajavi to work within the new government were not allowed.
In December of 1879, Khomeini refused to aliow him o run for President; and the
following March, Rajavi was denied attendance fo Parliament. In June 1881, the PMOI
organized a peaceful demonstration in Tehran which attracted nearly half-a-million
people. Khomeini responded by unleashing a brutal crackdewn where dozens were
killed, hundreds wounded, and thousands arrested. By 1982, Khomeini's attacks
produced further bloadshed, to include the death of Rajavi's wife Ashraf and his second-
in-command, Moussa Khiabard.

This time it was the PMOI who had to seek refuge. By 1981, Rajavi and now-ex-
president Bani Sadr had moved the organizations! structure behind their combinad
efforts to Paris. In 1986 another major relocation took place that takes us direclly to the
situation cusrently trying to be resolved. In the Middie-East, the belief is very real that,
*The enemy of my enemy is my friend.” Iran’s mortal enemy was the Iragi government
under the rule of Saddam Hussein. While possessing the ability 1o be very charismatic,
Baddam was also one of the most comrupt, manipulating, brutal, and seif-serving lsaders
in the world. He was a person who enjoyad delighting others with his charm, yet would
take equal delight watching those same people being tortured to death. The legend of
his wood chipper was very much real.

Saddam saw a purpose for the Mujahedin. Having a major military force in his country
dedicated o the overthrow of his principle enemy and replacing that enemy with a
friendly government was very much in his interest. For the PMO!, Saddam offered a
series of bases where they could monitor the Iranian government, work thelr operatives
inside Iran, have a military staging area, operate a radio communications network, and
bea beacon of hope to the people in Iran hoping to survive until a better government
could take control. in 1986, a large majority of Iranian people had lived under the
Mosaddeq government or heard stories from their parents. They knew that replacing the
Shah with Khomeini was not a solution in the right direction, only mare of the same.
Even Khomeini's grandson had long since remarked that replacing the Shah's
government with his grandfather's regime had taken the country from bad to worse.
MNow, just across the border into Irag was organized lranian opposition,

Far the next seventeen vears, the Mujahedin operated several bases in iraq and did
conduct military operations against the Iranian government. Up to the American-led
invasion of lraq in 2003, the Mujahedin grew In size and capability, It was during this
period that the majority of the people now living at Ashraf joined the PMOCL An

7
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interesting and stiif haunting development oceurred in Oclober of 1987, While
attempting to create positive relations with the newly elected Prasident Mohammad
Khatami, who was then making cvertures of becoming more moderate, the Clinton
administration placed the Mujahedin on the State Department list of terrorist
organizations. As time would prove, there never was an intent by the fundamentalist
Istamic leaders of Iran to become more moderate. This perception was nothing more
than a successiul psychological operation that achieved many desired goals, which
once achieved revealed iran’s true intent - complete with an active nuclear weapons
research program.

in 2003, as the United States developed its plans to invade lrag, the franian governmant
set to wark on how to quietly take aver as much of Iraq as possible, The Supreme
Council of Islamic Revalution of iraq and its own military arm, the Badr Coips, were
already firmly Inside Iraq. The palitical operations of the southerm Shia provinces were
continually taken over by Iranian loyelists. Since the invasion, the Ministry of Interior and
especially the national police have become more and more under the control of rebel
cleric Mogtada Sadr. Today, the Iranian influence has expanded itself through the
southern provinces, over mast of Baghdad, and inta Diyala province where Camp
Ashraf is located. .

Also in 2003, as the Coalition prepared to invade, Mujahedin leadership made the
decision that their fight was not with the Coalition and elected not to rise up in support of
Saddamn. Their fight was with the lranlan government. Even when their camps were
bombed, resuiting in deaths within the organizalion, the Mujahedin did not retum fire.
When the Coalition forces amived on the ground, rather than resistance, it became a
relationship of cooperation. The Mujahedin accepted consolidation of their ranks into the
one camp of Ashraf. Of the 10,000 members, approximately 3,700 accepted the move,
with the remainder leaving the organization. Eventually, another 190 of these members
elected to leave the PMOI and move 1o a small carmp under Coalition control. In time,
these 180 former members were accepted into Kurdistan where they now reside,

From the very beginning, the Unitad States had a difficult time figuring out what to do
with the PMOI. This was a first in the history of the world: an invading force inherits
cantrol of a military crganization within the defeated country, yet that organization is an
adversary of another country. That country, being Iran, is the same one that President
Bush declared to be a nation sponsor of terrorism. In 2004, following the PMOl's formal
renouncement of terrorism, members of the Mujahedin were awarded Protected Person
status under the Fourth Geneva Convention.

My first awareness of this organization came in October 2003, After having conducted a
force protection assessment of Abu Ghraib, | had 2 meeting with 800" Military Police
Brigade Commander, Brigadier General Janis Karpinski. A classmate from officer basic
course, | addressed with her the serious tack of adult supervision at Abu Ghralb. Inthe
sama meetling, she addressed the PMOI and how Coalition leadership had yet to figure
out how to deal with them and use them as a potential resource - especially in the area
of intelligence. Their name came up again when an officer reporied to Coalition Forces

&
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J-3 (Operations), Major General Tom Miller, that the Mujahedin ware constructing
combat frenches between their camp and the Americans. Turned out the trenches were
for the installation of water pipes fo handle the surge of new residents caused by the
consglidation. | had no way of realizing this was just the beginning of all the unfounded
rumors | would hear shout the PMOL Two years later, the Mujahedin dilemma would
play a bigger role in my life when | became the Qperations Officer for Task Force 134,
Detention Operations. Seven months after that, it becames my main focus when in June
of 2006, | became the first colonel to serve as base commander of Camp Ashraf.

One thing that always impressed me in 2006 about Camp Ashraf (named after Rajavi's
first wife) was how out of the desert an oasis was built. Qutside of the perimeter fences
was barren land. Supported by water pumped from two rivers and purified within the
compound was a well irigated community. Each time | witnessed this irrigation | was
drawn back to Anwar Sadat's amazement when he first saw the work Ariel Sharon had
done during Israeli occupation of the Sinai Peninsula. The Mujahedin had also set up
autlets along the pipeline to allow local farmers to draw water for their use. Electricity
was pravided to all camp facilities; a hospital and clinics served not only the Mujahedin
but anyone who showed up al the gates requesting treatment. Each compound had its
own bakery and dining facility. Each of these had a special food or item that
championed over the other facilities. They produced their own ice and made their own
soft drinks. The uniforms they wore were always well-serviced and clean at the
baginning of the work day.

I found Carnp Ashraf's mosque a testimonial to the organization’s founding principles of
tolerance of other religions and races as well as the clergy not possessing total control
ovar interpretation of the Quran or the congregations. Constructed with the two towers
of a Shis religious center, it was open fo all. Sunni residents of the local area were
welzome to come and worship. Americans and all other nationalities of any faith were
welzome to come inside the masque. Unknown fo the outside world, ane of the biggest
celebrations of the year at Ashraf is Christmas. This may seem sirange to outsiders, but
any resident of Ashraf is always ready to point out that Christ is the second prophet,

As hase commander, | moved out o develop a professional relationship and gain a
thorough understanding of this organization. What | found is the vast bulk of proclaimed
knowledge among the Americans concerning the Mujahedin was basically rumers. No
cne had attempted fo study the history of the organization. it was almost like Graek
mythology. The unknown was explained with stories passed on from one to another, By
westem standaeds, their way of life is considered strange, i not bizarre, but that doesn't
make them bad people, They do live a Spartan life and have a ciosed society. Men and
women live separate of each other. Makeup is not womn, At the time of my presence, all
of the membership wore uniforms. Women have the key leadership roles of running the
organization. They do have a strong allegiance to Massoud Rajavi and his surrent wife,
Maryam. Often their understanding of western attitudes and perceptions is as weak as
our understanding of what they think and feel. it is sasier for westerners who don't
understand them to simplify the situation by proclalming the Mujahedin to be a cult. |
have had many detailed conversations and debates with them. They have even asked
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me about the cult label and how they could improve the outside percepticn of
themselves. Often the advice | gave was very hard and direct. To their credit, they
aceepted the advice and frequently exercised the guidance | provided.

Unfortunately, while serving as base commander, both the Mujahedin and | had to put
up with occasional visits frem a State Department representative who would come in
with her own prejudice and refuse 1o even listen to what anyone eise said - to include
Americans. The most disastrous visit by this representative occurred during the same
fime | was back in Baghdad taking care of several other responsibilities. Upon my seturn,
| found myself having to go visit every compound this representative had toured and
mitigate every offensive remark she made and unwarranted action she conducted. This
State Department employee is yet another testimonial to the media acknowledgment
our government made years ago that the State Department did not send over its best
and brightest during the early days of our involvemenit in frag. Part of this overall
problem can be attributed to Secretary of Defense Donaid Rumsfeld refusing io turn
over the rebuilding of Iraq to Secretary of State Colin Powell. A larger part of it was that
maost State Department employees were not going to give up the geod fife tolive in a
war zone in less than ideal conditions. We have paid, and continue ta pay, for that
mistake. Ashraf can be included on the tab.

Perhaps the most blatant and iresponsible rumor that came out of State Department
occurred in the fall of 2006. An urgent warning came through that the PMO was
recruiting lragis by the hundreds and training them at a specific compound. My
unannounced inspection of this compound revealed a handful ¢f local lragi workers. The
Mujahedin hired local labor because there was always oo much work a1 Ashraf for the
membership to perform. Should the workers come and go every day, their chances of
getting caught by the Shia death squads were that much greater, The workers preferred
to come and go once a week and deliver the earnings to their families. Having seen
enough to realize that once again | was chasing State Depariment swamp gas, | started
{0 leave the compound. My PMOI ascort interrupied my departure and stated that there
was another building to examine. | assured him between what | already witnessed, and
his willingness to show morse, | was convinced there was no reason to look further,

Another rumor concerned the Mujahedin keeping people against their will, They did
have concertina wire fences between their compound and ours. To the outside, it
appeared they were trying to keep people in. Upon much closer examination and
experience, | came to realize that they didn’'t want anyone to defect from the
organization without being debriefed and carrying in their possession sensifive
documents oF information. In one case, the Mujahedin took me to 8 compound they had
for people wishing to leave. One person was living the good life there and didn't want to
leave. He was being cared for with meals and lodging, but didn't have to wark for his
keep. The Mujahedin leadership asked me to talk to him and convince him to come over
to our defector camp. Unfortunately, | was unsuccessful, This person had the hest of
both werlds and didn't want to give it up. Using the logic of Imam Ali Hussein, the
Prophef's grandson, the night before the Battle of Karbala in 880 AD, Mujahedin
leadership told thelr membership, "We will turn out the lights.” Anyone wishing to leave
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had that chotce. Mujahedin leadership just wanted to know about the departure before it
happened.

One unexpected departure afforded me the opporiunity fo negate another rumor: that
the Mujahedin wera sneaking out of Camp Ashraf without our knowledge to conduct
business and undermine the {ragi government. Having shown up unexpectedly in the
middle of the night, this man caught both the Americans and PMOI by surprise. The
Mujahedin accepied my deing the debriefing of this person who was now under our
control. They accepted my word that he didn't bring any sensitive documents, only
himself. This person’s former role was to do the shopping and bank business trips to
Baghdad while under American oversight. When | interviewed him, he made it clear he
wanted nothing more to do with the Mujahedin. | then specifically askad him if the PMO!
were leaving camp without our knowledge. Even though he was dissatisfied with his
former organization, he assured me they were not violating any of our rules and were
complying with everything we mandated. That conversation, and many other avents,
further proved to me that the PMO{ was fulfiliing the spirit and intent of every
requiremnent placed on them by the Americans.

The Mujahedin was an intelligence source that we didn't learn fo fully use for a long time,
even though they were willing to share information. This is the organization that made
the world aware thaf the Iranian government was conducting nuclear research
operations. Their relationships in the local area were bringing in continual reports of A
Qaeda, Badr Corps, and Mahdi Army activities throughout the region. Not untitthe
arrival of the Marine Corps Human Exploitation Team wera we able to get that
information into the intelligence network. 1 was always amazed at the amount of
information thay were able to extract out of lran. One inslance was the resultofa
conversation in Baghdad betwesn that same State Depariment representative and o
senior iraqgi official. When the conversation was over, the Iragi official filed his reporito
Tehran. Within two weeks, all the details of the conversation were handed to me by the
PrOIL

Concerning my tour of duty at Ashraf, | came to know the Mujahedin better than any
other cutsider before, and very likely after. | heard the rumors, then pursued the facts. |
challenged them in debate and listened to them in discussion. Having already been the
AntiterrorismiForce Profection Officer for all of Irag, ! had a solid understanding of the
ever-changing threat, To understand what | was working to protect, and from whom, |
had done an incredible amount of studying. When | was outside the perimeter in
missions with the Mujahedin, | found them 1o be a solid ally. Inskie the perimeter, |
found them to be a major learning opportunity, We didn't always agree, but we always
respected and trusted each other.

Upon my return o the Pentagon, | began working with State Department
representatives in Washington, D.C. to properly address the PMO! issue. What | found
were the two primary people at Foggy Bottom responsible for the Mujahedin had almost
no working knowledge of the arganization. The first two meetings | had with them, and
several ather people in attendance, concerned presenting a time-line histary of the
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organization from its earliest days and going over about sixty photographs | had taken
conerning all aspects of Camp Ashraf and its residents. The State Department
representatives had no idea what the membership locked like, the uniforms they wors,
the layout of the compound, the existence of an industrial compound where trailer
homes were being manufachred, the fact they ran their water through a treatment plant
before consumption, had medical facilities, and ate thelr meals in dining facilities. They
did know a lot of the rumors, but almost none of the facis

Finally we got to the issues concerning the Mujahedin, The biggest one was the
accepted-as-fact rumor that in years past the Mujahedin had attacked the Kusds. |
proeduced a letter from Hoshyer Zebari, head of Kurdistan Demoeratic Party
Internaiional Relations, clearly stating this did not ocour. This was checked out by
having their counterparts in Baghdad talk to Mr. Zebari. | was later assured by my
Foggy Bottom counterparts that Mr. Zebari confirmed my information to be true. Yet,
saveral months later when the annual report on terrorism was refeased by the State
Department, the accusation for aftacking the Kurds was not removed. | questipned the
same people | had been dealing with and was informed that they don’t communicate
with the people who put out the annual report,

Another issue that has plagued the PMOI is the Marxist label. While the PMOI worked
for more openness in Islam, the Marnxist element discarded [slam in favor of Mandsm.
The best analysis 1o this situation was provided by former Undersecretary of State
George Ball in his August 19, 1981 Washinglon Fost article, Mr. Ball stated, *._.The
sloppy press habit of dismissing the Mujahedeen as leftists badly confuses the
problem. .. Hs intention Is to replace the current backward Islamic regime with a
modernized Shiite Islam drawing its egalitarian principalities from Koranic Sources
rather than Marx...”

The leadership of the Mujahadin have expressed their willingness to leave lrag and go
elsewhere. The probiem is they have no place to go. Even if the United States follows
the actions of the European Union and removes this organization’s terrorist designation,
none of the members can come o the United States because they were once ina
designated terrorist organization. As far as Homeland Security is concerned, itis
irrelevant as to whether that designation was right or wrang in the first place. As long as
the United States leaves them on this fist, no other country is willing to accept them. The
only actions that have come out of the State Depariment were to pull the “protected
persen” status and turn oversight of Camp Ashraf over o the lragi government.

Against this backdrop, we now have a U.S. administration who believes the war is
basically over for America and we can start pulling out. As Americans, we haven't
learned from our mistakes. In the early days of Irag occupation, we saw little activity in
the southern Shia provinces. We were so focused on the Sunni activity that we never
reatized lran and the Supreme Councll of Islamic Revolution of lrag were taking control
of ali the community and provincial govemments. The same has now been going on for
several years throughout the country. Yet our politicians continue to express corfidence
and support of this government.
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We continually experienced corruption within the Iragi government, to include eivilians
being arrested without reason and held for ransam, illegal detention facilities to include
on Ministry of tnterior grounds, and an entire Sunni village ordered 1 leave their homes
within an hour so Shia families could mave in and take over their possessions. |
personally had senior members of the Ministry of Culture offer to give me a painting that
wag part of usurped arl. One of the most painful events was when one of our convoys
was driving through an lragi police checkpoint. Just as our last vehicle antered the open
ares, the rear gunner saw the uniformed tragi police officers running for cover. As he
radioed the warning to the convoy commander, a suicide driver came at the front of the
convoy. Engaged by the lead gunner, the vehicle was destroved and the driver killed
before ke made it to the convoy. Suddenly, the entire right flank of the convoy was
under attack When it was over, one American was killed in action. Meanwhile thisis
the government that has been making confinued promises to the Americans that the
Mujahedin will be protected. Yet on @ continuing basis, Camp Ashraf has been placed
under siege. Aftacks have left members of the Mujahedin dead or maimed. Critical
medical supplies, petroleum products, and food have been denied delivery to Ashraf.
Loudspeakers have besn continually used fo conduct psychological operations against
the PMOI.

It is not hard to recall the fiasco that was supposed to be the legitimate execution of
Saddam Hussein. if not for the unexpected release of the digital footage, the world
would never have learmned of the executioners chanting *Mogtada, Moglada” while
Saddam’s body was dangling from the rope. These actions supporied the promise
Mogtada Sadr made to his followers, that Saddam would “not live to see the light of the
new year.” There is no reason to expect the Iragi government 1o do any better with the
PMOI. If Prime Minister Maiiki reaily cared about iraq, he would turn to the PMOI just as
Egypt's Anwar Sadat tumed to Israel’s Ariel Sharon and ask for guidancs in developing
more fertile lands.

Ruled by fear enforced by brutality, the iranian fundamentalist government reimains in
place. Each year we watch the speciacle of Mahmoud Ahmadinejad giving his annual
speech o the United Nations. Represeniatives of the free world get up and ledve as
Ahmadinejad speaks. He coesn’t care. For his rants are not to positively influence the
outside world, but to be shown inside Iran how their President is standing up to the
West. Even though in his last rambiings he called for an investigation into the American
government's orchestrating the 9-11 altacks, Ahmadinsjad's attention is never far away
from the annihilation of lsrael. Khomeini often stated, "The road to Jerusalem is through
Karbala.”

The real benefactor o the fall of the Mujahedin will be Ahmadinejad and the ruling
religious fundamentaiists. The determination to maintain themselves in power by deceit
and brutality was well proven following the 2009 lranian presidential election. There was
no way the mullahs were going o allow a real moderate and progressive leader like Mir
Hussein Mousavi to bacome the President. The brutality in putting down the protests
following the election brings back the deep memories of 1963 and 1881. Perhaps more
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than anything else, the iranian government wishes for the membership of the PMOl to
be turned over to them. The Mujahedin has represented resistance fo the
furdamentalist governmant for more than a generation. Mass public executions will be
conducted 1o show the Iranian people what happens to people who oppose the
government. The public executions will also be used to further break the spirit of anyone
considering resistance and to show the world what happens to those trust their lives fo
the United Siates.

To appease the Iranian government, the State Department recently placed Jundalleh, a
Sunni-Balocht Islamic group, on the terrorist list. To this, it needs to be accepted that
this group in fact is conducting terrorist activities inside ran. That stated, the timing
speaks for itself as the State Department Is trying to figure a way to work with the
Irarian government and is making an appeasement gesture, There is little chance the
same State Depariment is going to make a negetive gestura by removing the PMOI
despite calls from the American Legisiative and Judicial Branches of government, as
well as the European Union, to professionally revisit this issue. That would be the
harder right. History is repeating itself back to when the current Secretary of State's
husband was the President and the Mujahedin was placed on the list.

Meanwhile, the State Department claims to have access 1o classified information about
the activities of the PMOL. i is doubtfud to be more accurate than the intelligence reparts
about Saddam possessing weapons of mass destruction and those State Department
intefligence reports that frequently sent me out looking for activities that were not
happening. To dete the State Department has yet fo share this classified information
with gither the United States military or members of Congress who do have the
clearances, need to know, and ability to validate or debunk the information. This
steadfast refusal leaves us o conclude State Department officials have realized this
‘classified information” cannot withstand the test of scrutiny.

That takes us back to the already discussed real and present danger of the PMOI, Will
the United States allow the easier wrong and permit the Iragi government to turn the
PMO! over to Iran? No matier how the United States government will attempt to cleanse
itself of this matter, one fact will always stand out above all others: the Peoples”
Mujzhedin Organization of Iran surrendared to the United States military. They trusted
their safety to the United States. They rencunced terrorism at the request of the United
States and through the effort lead by the United Siates, they sccepted the status of
protected persons, As a nation, we made a serious mistake in the First Gulf War when
Kurds and Shia were encouraged 1o rise up against Saddam. After one hundred hours
of fighting, we shut down and left them to their fate. Thiteen vears later we invaded fraq,
setting off a whole new series of mistakes. Trusting the iragi government to handle the
Mujahedin any better than they handled the execution of Saddam will be a mistake that
will cost 3,800 lives. There Is still time to correct this problem, but not at the pace and in
the direction the State Depariment is moving. -
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MEMORANBLUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN
THE USFORCES AT CAMP ASHRAF AND PMOT
CONCERNING UNEXPECTED DEPARTURES

1. Gereral: The arrangements for transferring ndividuals who request to become
residents of the Tesuporary Interview and Protection Faciiity (TIPF) have been defined in
the 3 December 2003 Memorandum between the Joint Interagency Task Foree (HATF)
Ciificer i Charge (OH0 sad Peoples Mojabed iy of Irar (FMOT) representative. While
niot 2 commoy ovent, situations do occur when a resident of the City of Ashral
unenpeciedly departs the ity of Asheaf aod raquest 1o bacome residents of the TIPF

2. Purpeses The purppse of this Memorandum of Understanding is twofold: () to
maintain trust between US Forces and PMOY and (2} 1o enswe that individusls are not
departing the City of Asiwafl with sensitive material or PMOI property.

3. Scope: This mernorandum is Hmited wo search methods concerning unexpecied
departuras.

4, Undevsianding: The following is sgrecd upon when a resident of the City of Ashmal
unexpectedly reguests Coalition to ke hirvher inre Protective Custody:

a. Resident of the City of Ashraf tarning himselFherself ever to Coalitlon Forces will
e takea immediately into proteclive cusiody. Hesshe will be transported w Gate 138
if this iy not the jocation where the incident oceurred.

b. Tactical Operations Center (TOC) will be Imredintely contacted, TOC will
contact Forward Operating Base (FOB) Commandes, Baltalion Cormmander and
JIATF OIC,

e HATF OIC {or representative) will noily PMO! L0 that s member has reported
10 Coalition Forees for relocation 1o the TIPT, '

d. 1.8, Forces at 138 will conduct an on-site search of the person leaving e PMOL

&. The Bartalion Cormmander and JIATF OIC (or represertatives) will meet PMOL
representatives at 138,

(1) Ifthe departing member is willing, PMO! represcntatives will conduct a fiekd
segrch of the deparing member nt 135 and while belng gbserved by LS. Forces.
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(2) T the departing member is not willing to allow PMOT representatives to
conduct a search, a field search will be conducted by U.S. Forces while PMOL
representatives observe,

(33 Any discrepancy between PMOT and ULS. Forces will be resolved by the
Ashral Forward Qperacing Base Commander,

§. Any 20d all documents, equipment and property belonging to the PMOL will he
wened over to the PMOL  This will include any pichure or document containing
intetligenne value to the PMO! organization. Perscnal items will be retained by the
person leaving the PMOL

g, [fihe PMOI member js o fomsle, ssarches from either organization will be done
by o female member under the same procedures described in paragraph 4a(5).

. Upon completion of above meationed, the foymer PMOT member will be escorted
by U8, Forces to the TIPF for in processing.

4. Rffective Date: This agreemeny is effective § November 2006, Changas to this
memorandum will be addressed between FOR and PMOH leadership.

- ot 7l
;:3’;‘,,,4’.«;/4 ,«% /,Z}{:V e
WESLEY ¥, MARTIN

COL, US Army EMO! Reprosentatipe

Ashraf FOB Commander
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEREN
THE US FORCES AT CAMP ASHRAF AND PMO]
CONCERNING WATER SUPPLY TO FOB ASHRAF

1. General: During the presence of Coalition Forces at Ashraf, the Peoples Majahedin
of lran (PMOID) has routinely provided additional water to support these forces. The
water supply originates at o pump stations which belong to the PMOL The Bast Pump
Station {5 located at the town of Marfi and the West Water Pump $tation is located on
the Tigris River. Malntenance a5 well as generator and pumping equipment 1o operaie
woth pumping stations are a vesult of joint U.E. Forces and PMOI efforts,

2. Purpose: The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding is to identify water
supply expectations to Coalition Foroes,

3. Scope: This memorandum is Yiemited 1o amount of water provided 1o Coslition
Forces.

4, Undersfanding:

2. PMOI agrees ta provide 30,000 - 100,000 gallons of unpurified water to FOB
Ashraf on a daily basis. The aforemeraioned is vequired w produce approximately
40,000 gatlons of purified water,

b, In the gvent of unexpested interruplion of water to the City of Ashraf {braakdown
of equipment, loss of electrieal power, broken or destroyed pipes, other technical
problems, or increase in Jerrorist activity) water supply to FOB Ashraf will be
adjusted propoctionally. Meanwhile, FOB and PMOT leadership will work out the
resolution of the specific problem.

5. Effective Dater This agreement is effactive § November 2006, Changes to this
memorandum will be addressed beoween FOB and PMOI leadership.

Pt T :
WESTEY M, MART b MANDANA BIDRANG

COL, US Army vor of Ashraf (PMCT
Ashual FOB Commander q‘{::’ L‘ Tte
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LOCAL CEASE- FIRE AGREEMENT
OF MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING AND COORDINATION

The undersigned, sach aciing under thelr respective military suthority,
hereby agree to a local cease — [ire between Lisutenant Colonel Kenneth
Tove of the Coalition Forces, and Mr. Mehdi Barale of the National
Liberation Army of Iran- NLA of the People's Mojahedin Organization
of Iran (PWIOL), also known as the Mojahedin B-Khalg within lraq. This
agreement is intended to ensure 2 complete cessation of hostilities and
prohibits all acts of urmed force between the parties and does not
constitute an act of surrender. The parties agree to accepl and o be
bound by the conditions and terrms of this agreement as set forth in the
{ollowing articles.

NLA/PMOI state that they have not fired even a single bullet against
US/Coalition forces in this war because their only enemy is the religious
dictatorship ruling Iran, NLA/PMOI also state that they have never been
involved in the war or any act of hostility with U.8. /Coalition forces.

Article 1. The parties shall order and enforce & complete cessation of all
hostilities againsl each other in lrag by ali specified armed forces under
their coniral, including all units and persoanel of the ground, naval, and
air forces, as appropriate, effective immediately. The NLA Units
Commanders' forces shall remain in uniform.

Article 2. Unless otherwise directed by U.S.\ Coalition Commander, the
NLA Units Commander shall, in order to prevent incidents which might
lead to a resumption of hostilities or incidental engagement, ensure that
forces under his coramand remain within the following geographic
limits:

|. Ashral Camp, described as that geographic area enclosed by the
map coordinates of 388 MC 5676 and 388 MC 6876 and 385 MC
6864 and 388 MC 5664,

2. Alevi Camp, described as that geographic area enclosed by the map

coordinates of 388 NC 0371 and 388 NC 0671 and 385 NC 0666
and 388 NC 0366,
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Zohrzh Camp, described as thal geographic area enclosed by the
map coordinated of 385 NC 1784 and 388 NC 3184 and 385 NC
3158 and 318 WNC 2258,

4. Rana Base, described as that geographic area enclesed by the map
coordinates of 388 NC 1762 and 388 NC 2562 and 388 NC 22355
and 388 MC 1755,

5. Sodeh Camp, described as that geographie area enclosed by the map
coordinates of 388 NC 1646 and 385 NC 2153 and 388 NC 2550
and 388 NC 2044.

.- The major roads conmecting the above camps and base.

Article 3. NLA forces under the Command of the NLA Unit
Commander shall display white flags on all mechanized equipment, 0
include on artillery pisces, as a flag of truce.

Article 4. During the period of this agreement, NLA Unit Commander
shall ensure that all NLA units comply with the following:

A. Not fire upon, or commit any hostile act toward, any U.sy
Coalition forces.

B. Not destroy or damage any of the NLA units vehicles or
equipment.

C. Mot destroy or damage any government or private property {e.g.,
public infrastructure, oil pumping) refining \storage \ transportation
facilities).

D.. Place all wowed artillery and air defense artillery pieces in a
passive ravel mode.

£. - Tum off all radars. NLA emphasizes that it has never bad any
radars.

EF. Keep military personnel in vniforn at all times.

Article 5. U8\ Coalition forces will not fire upon, or commil any
nostile act toward, any NLA forces covered by this agreement. .8\
Coalition forces will not desiroy or damage any NLA\PMOI property in
their camps in [zag.

Article 6. Failure to order and enforce a complete cessation of afl
nostilities, or failure to comply with all requiremenis contained in the
preceding Article shall consiétute}’ a serious violation of this agreement.
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A serious violation of this agreament may lead to dencuncement of the
cease-fire and recommeencement of hostilities.

Article 7. Por mutal protection of forces the undersigned U3\
Coalition and NLA Unit Commanders will provide each other with the
{ocation of all known land mines in and around the geographic vicinity
ag described in Article 2. NLA cmphasizes it has never planted any
mines anywhere.

Article 8. The undersigned U.S\ Coalition and NLA Cononanders are
responsible for enforcement of this agresment, and shall establish within
their respective commands all measures and procedures necessary to
ensure compliance with all of the provisions of this agreement, by all
elements under their command. They shall cooperate in complying with

the provisions of this agreement. ‘

Article 9. The U.S\ Coslition and NLA Commanders agree that this
focal agreement dogs not surrender or capitulate froops under command
of the NLA Commander, The respective Commanders agree that, except
in the case of & serious violalion identified I Article 6 of this
agreement, hostilities will not recommence without appropriate notice o
the other Commander which will in no case be less than 43 hours.

Article 10, The Articles of this agreement shall remain in effect until
expressly saperseded either by mutvally asceptable amendments and
additions or by provision in an appropriate agreement between both
sides,

Article 11. NLA reserves the right to self defense against the Iranian
regime’s attacks and to prevent and confront theft, looting and
sbduction. The NLA agrees that if it becomes necessary to leave the
designated geographical Hmits established in Article 2 above in order to
protect itself in self-defense, it will inform the Coalition Forces prior to
daing so, in order that the Coalition Forces can avoid engaging the NLA
unit

Aricle 12: This agreement comes into force upon signature of both
parties.

Acticle 13, This agreement may be amended by mutual writien
agreement of the parties. 2o
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June 2011

Camp Ashraf

I join the UNHCHR, EU, other countries arcund the world and human rights
organizations and personalities to deplore strongly the lragi forces’ violent attacks
against the defenseless and unarmed residents of Camp Ashraf on April 8th, 2011
which laft 35 residents killed and hundreds of others wounded, Concems exist that if
the UN does not immediately assume the protection of the residents, lragi authorities®
will carry out yet another armed attack against Ashraf residents,

The proposal presented by the European Parliamert is & peaceful and viable
solution for Camp Ashraf, and | hope that the United Nations, the US and EU would
assist in the implementation of this plan as they all have exprassed thair concemn for
thae human rights and dignity of the residents of Ashref to be preserved.

Caonditions that coincide with Ashraf residents’ rights under internaticnal Law and the
Geneva Conventions must be realized for the grounds to be set to reach 3
permanent solution for the crsis in Ashraf. Until the full implementation of the
European Parliament plan and during the transitional peried, attempts by the US
government, UN, EU are necessary to have the following preconditions
accomplished:

1. The military sccupation of Camp Ashraf must be brought to an end;
2. The 2-yearlong inhumane siege against Camp Ashraf by the Iragi

govermnment must be lifted. The camp's gates must be opened to membars of
the residents’ famifies and their lawyers to visit the residents;

o

An independent investigation be carried out by a representative appointed by
the LN on the April Bth attack against Camp Ashraf and the crimes committed
ingide the camp as has been called for by the UN Human Rights High
Commissioner, | fully support the prosecution of the perpetrators of the ciimes
against humanity in Camp Ashraf, and

4. Ashraf's security and protection must be guaranteed With the reopening of the
Un monitoring office (UMAMI) In Ashraf,
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The compulsory relocation of 3,400 unamed refugees g llegal and violates UN
standards and Intermnational Lew and Intemationa} Humanitarian Law provisfons. I is
very clear to me that relocation inside rag not only falls short of guarantesing the
end of repression and killing of Ashraf residents: in fact it places them in the midst of
aven greater threats. Therefore, compulsory rslocation is not a realistic and practical
solution, and in praciice can only be preparations for another killing spree.

) I e

Archbighop Emeritus Desmond Tutu {Cape Town — South Africa)

™
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'i'ehran’s Foes, Unfairly Maligned

Washington

AS the United States tries to halt Iran's nuclear program and prepares to withdraw
troops from Iraq, American voters should ask why the Obama administration has bent to
the will of Tehran's muliahs and their Iragl allies on a key issue: the fate of 3,400
unarmad members of the exiled Iranian opposition group, Mujahedeen Khalg, whe are
living in Camp Ashraf, north of Baghdad.

The government of Prime Minister Nuri Kamal al-Maliki, a Shiite Muslim, has brazenly
murdered members of the Mujahedeen Khalg. Mr. Maliki justifies his attacks by noting
that the group is on the United States’ official list of foreign terrorist arganizations.

In April, Iraqi forces entered Camp Ashraf and fatally shot or ran over 34 residents and
waounded hundreds more, Mr. Maliki has now given the Mujshedeen Khalg untll Dec. 31
1o close the camp and disperse its residents throughout trag.

Yithout forceful American and United Nations infervention to protedt the camp's
residents and a decision by the State Dspariment to remove Mujahedeen Khalg's
official designation as a terrorist group, an even larger attack onthe camp ora
massacre of its residents elsewhere in Iraq is likely.

This situation is the direct result of the State Department’s misconceived attémpt to
crippie the Mujahedeen Khalg by labeling it a ferrorist organization, beginning in 1887,
At the time, | was director of the Federal Bureau of investigation. | concluded that this
was part of a fruitless political ploy to encourage 2 dialogue with Tehran. There was no
cradible evidence then, nor has there been since, that the group poses any thieat to the
United States.

Tragically, the State Depariment’s unjustified terrorist label makes the Mujahedeen
Khalg's enemies in Tehran and Baghdad feel as if they have a license to kill and to
trample on the written guarantees of protection given to the Ashraf residents by the
United States, And Tehran's kangaroo courts also delight in the terrorisi designation as
an excuse to arrest, torture and rmurder anyone who threatens the mullahs’ regime.
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Far better or worse, the State Department often makes politically mictivated
designations, which is why the lrish Republican Army was never put on the fist (despite
the F.B.L's recommendation). Similarly, Moktada al-Sadr's Mahdi Anmy in frag and the
Hagaant werrorist network in Pakistan — both of which have murdered many Ameticans
-— have successfully avoided being listed.

During my tenure as F.B.1. director, | refused to allocate bureau resources fo
investigating the Mujahedeen Khalg, because | concluded, based on the evidence, that
the designation was unfounded and that the group posed no threat to American security.

{ did, however, object to ths State Department’s politically motivated insistence that the
F.B.L stop fingerprinting Iranian wrestlers, and intelligence operatives posing 2s athietes,
when the wrestiers were first invited 1o the United States in a good-will gesture. And the
F.B.L did iry, unsuccessfully, to focus the Clinton administration on the threat posed by
the lranian Revolutionary Guard Corps, which exported terrorism and committed or
archestrated acts of war against America, including the 1996 Khobar Towers attackin
Saudi Arabia, which killed 19 American airmen. We leamed from prosecutors on
Tuesday that a unit of the corps plotied to murder the Saudi ambassador in Washington.

Some critics call the Mujahedeen Khalg a dangerous cult, But since leaving office, |

have carefully reviewad the facts and stand by the conclusion that the Mujahedeen
Khalg is hot a terrorist srgarization and showid be removed from the State Department's
list immediately. Many of the most knowledgeable and respected tarrorism experts in

the world have come to the same gonciusion. {Though | have on some occasions
received speaker's fees or travel expenses from sympathizers of the Mujahedeen Khalg,
my objective analysis as a career law enforcement officer is the only basis formy
conclusions.}

Britain and the European Union have already acted on the evidence, removing the
Muiahedeen Khalg from their sanctions lists in 2008 and 2009, respectively, The British
court reviewing the Muishedsen Khalg dossier went so far as to call the terrorist
designation “pervarse.”

The Mujahedeen Khalg is now led by a chadsmatic and articulate woman, Maryam
Rajavi, who enjoys significant suppart in Ewropean govemments. In 2001, the
Mujahedeen Khalg renounced viclence and ceased miltary action against the lranian
regime, And in 2003, the group voluntarily handed over its weapons to American forces
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it Irag and has since provided the United States with valuable intelligerce regerding
lran's nuclear weapons pragram. By the State Department's own guidelines,
Mujahedeen Khalg should be delisted.

Yet Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and the White House have balked at
defisting the aroup and proteciing its members at Camp Ashraf, despile bipartisan calls
for action.

Incredibly, as our duly to protect the camp'’s residents reaches a critical stage, the State
Depariment offers only silence and delay. The secretary is still “reviawing” the
designation nearly 15 months after the United States Court of Appeals in Washington
ruted that the depariment had broker the law by failing to accord the Mujshedeen Khalg
due process when listing it as 2 terrorist group. Mrs. Clinton has not complied with the
court's order to indicate "which sowrces she regards as sufficiently cradible” to justify
this fife-threatening designation. The reason is clear: there is no evidence.

Louis J. Freeh was director of the F.B.1. frem 1383 lo 2001.
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What's Next for Iran?

By Howard Dear and Torn Ridge

Published November 03, 2011

i

- On Wednesday, Democrats and Republicans on the House Foreign Affairs Committee
unanimously approved harsher penaliies against fran, citing the regime's plot to
assassinate Saudi Arabia's ambassador on American soil,

This latest Iranian provocaiion signals en alamming escalation by a tenorist regime that
has baen complicit in kifling U5, soldiers through ifs proxies, the Taliban in Afghanisian
and Shia radicals in lrag.

What evil can we expect next from the Mullahs’ brutal regime?

In a word, the wholesale slaughter of 3,400 unarmed Iranian dissidents whom the U8
government has sworn to protect...a looming humanitarian catastrophe we are hopor-
pound to prevent.

There's no doubt that December 31 will be especially joylul this year; a time when
famnilies across our country can welcome home the last remaining sons and daughiers
‘who fought bravely in fraq.

But December 31 will also mark the illegal and arbitrary deadiine set by lraqi Prime
Minister, Nouri al-Maliki, at Tehrar's direction, for closing Camp Ashraf and dispersing
its residents throughout the country— where they can be forfured or killed guietly out of
sight of the international community. This is hardly the "successful® conclusion of the
nine-year military intervention in irag that Americans will want to remembear—or that the
Americar president will want to claim as his legacy in an uphill re-election campaign.

Camp Ashraf, lrag is home to members of the Mujahedin-e Khalg (PMOIMEK) who are
‘orotected persons” under the Geneva Convention.

The MEK is the principal Iranian oppostion movement and it is committed to non-viclent
regime change and a democratic, nuclear-free lranian future.

During the past 25 years, this community has transformed Ashraf from a barren piece of
land into a modem, vibrant town with universities, fibraries and convention centers,
parks, pools, and sports facilities. The Mullah's in Iran consider MEK an existentis!
threat and have vowed 1o annihilate its members in Camp Ashraf ai all costs.

in 2004, the United Siates gave each and every man, woman, and child fiving in Camp
Ashraf, a wrilten guarantee of protection untll they could be relocated safely, But since
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early 2009, when the U.S. handed over the camp to the fragis, Ashraf has been under a
suffocating siege, Residents have been subjected to psychological torture and deprived
of basic necsssities including access to mecical services.

Twice -~ in July 2008 and in April 2011 — defenseless Ashraf residents were brutally
attacked by Wragi troops acting on Tehran's orders. The result was 38 dead, including
eight women, and over 300 injured. And that was while US troops were in the country!
Imagine what will happen when the 11.S. military presence in iraq is removed.

Seeking to extend its influence in the region, Iran will most agsuredly exploit President
Qbama's decision to leave Iraq without any U.S. military presence. And the opporfunity
1o forge a deeper alliance with Irag finds a willing partner in Nouri al-Maliki who has
flouted international outrage over his acticns with respect of Camp Ashraf.

In an ominous development earlier this week, lragi military and potice units in humvees
and trucks entered Camp Ashraf around midright, sounding their sirens and
brandishing their weapons in a calculated effort to intimidate and terrorize the residents.

Maliki's previous attacks on Camp Ashraf were roundly condemned by The Secretary of
State, the UK Foreign Office, the EU High Representative, the U.S, Congress, the UN,
High Commissioner for Human Rights, and international human rights groups such as
Amnesty International.

Senate Foreign Relations Commitiee chafrman John Kerry described the raid 2
“massacre,” calling for a thorough, indepandent investigation, 2nd emphasizing that
iraqis must refrain from any further military action against Camp Ashraf.

When, shortly thereafler, the European Parliament offered & long-term, peaceful
solution {o the crisis wherein Ashraf residents would be peacefully evacuated and re-
settled in EU member states and other countries {including the US), the Iragi foreign
minister prevented a Ewopsan Pasliament delegation from visiting the Camp,

I June, a senior biparisan delegation of the House Foreign Affairs Commities also
travelied to Baghdad to see Camp Ashraf investigate the April 8th massacre. The
Congressmen met lrag Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki. Once again, access to the camp
was denied. The delegation heid a press conference in the US Embassy after the
meeting and called the Ashraf raid a “crime against humanity.”

The need for intervention by the US, EU and U.M. is urgent- American taxpayers, who
are funding 27% of the annual LLN. budget for peacekeeping. should demand that the
international organization immediately dispatch blue helmet forces to safeguard the
unarmed men, women, and children in Camp Ashraf.

In his 2009 Cairo address, President Obama promized a new chapler in U.8. relations

with the Musiim world. Make no mistake about it, America’s inaction in the face of a
Srebrenica-slyle massacre at Camp Ashraf will leave an indelible stain on Musiim-U.S.
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relations-one that will not be easily forgotien or forgiven in the Musiim world.

The amendment to the ran Threat Reduction Act of 2011 that was unanimously
adoptad vesterday in the House Foreign Affairs Committee calls on the Obama
administration to pressurs lrag to ensure the safety of the camp residents, prevent thelr
involuntary return to lran, and delay closing the camp untit the U.M. High Commissioner
for Refugees can resettls them in another country.

Clearly, the United States has a moral and legal duty to uphold the promises it made to
the residenis of Camp Ashraf, iraq. To do otherwise would hand lran a victory, seriously
damage American credibility throughout the world and lead to a humanitarian disaster
that must be prevented.

Howard Dean is the former Democratic govemor of Vermont. He seivad as chairman of
the Democratic National Cominitiee from 2005-08. Tom Ridge is the former Republican
governor of Pennsylvania, He served &s our country's first Secretaty of Homeland
Securiiy in the administrafion of President George W Bush.
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Printed from the Charlotte Observer - www CharlotteObserver.com

Pusted Fhavsday, Gt 20, 201}

For an effective response to Iran, remove Mek
from terror list

PUBLISHED IN: VIEWPQINT

From Cen. Hugh Shelton, former chalrman of the Related Stories
Joint Chiefs of Stalf

The foiled plot by agents of the Iranian regimeio

sassinate the Sandi Ambassador to the US. has Related Images
officials in the Obama administration furiously
seratehing their heads for an "appropriate”
responge, Al too olter with Irauian provocgtions.
U.5. policy options swing ineffectually hetween
the uncreative (economic sanctions) to the unrealistie {military strikes). Gne option sure to gei the
atferuion of the ruling mullehs in Tehran - and that could help ser the stage for a funwe demooratic
transition there - is {o unleash Iren's main opposition group, the Mulahedir-c Khalg (MeK), which
romaing consirained by an i-advised U.S. policy.

The MeK was put on the 1.8, list of *Foreign Terrorist Organizations” during the Clinfon
administration gs a well-intentloned but naive attermpt to galn the condidence of fran's new and, # vwas
beped. reform-minded Fresident Khatamt However, Tran continued to be the world's number one

state sponsor of wrrorism and continued to develop its nuclear program.

The Bush admicisiration followed sufs, fearfu) that the delisting of the MER would prompt Tehran to
send [EDs 1o murder LULS. soldiers. That decision was also ill-advised as the Iranian regime not only
seat the deadly explosives v frag, but hus continved o train, arr and finance an assoriment of
terrorist groups, which have been responsible for hundreds of U8, service members being killed or
wounded.

Today, 3,400 members of the MeX sit in Camp Ashraf, attacked and massacred as recently as this
April by tran's proxies in the lragl military, useless o Americs's larger sirategie objective to contain
and neutralize Iran's radicalism.

A large number of prominent former natonal security officials agree that not enly iz the MeX not 2
security theeat w the LLS. (the group has dedicated iwell 1w secular, democratie governange in fran), it
lsas already proven an able apd willing partner w the ULS, by providing critical intclligence on lran's
nuclear program, and the regime's role in attacks on U.5. iroops in Trag.

So what's the hold up?

While the Federal Cowt of Appeals in Washington, D.C. ruled in July 2010 that the U.S. government
had erred in not delisting the MEK and remanded the case to the State Department for a thorough
review, the department has yet to announce its decision. A well-organized lobbying effort, again by
provies of Iran oporating freely in the U5, has mischaracterized the MeK as » cult with torrorist
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intentions. But this runs counter 1 all of the experience by the top brass ol the US. military s well as
irgellipence officials who have worked closely with and studied the MeX over the years, [l also flies
i the face of eight different court rulings in the UKL EU and France, which have resuliad in the
group's delisting in those couniries.

The still-uaraveling plot against the Saudi Ambassador demonsirates the skill and reach of the Iranian
regime in attempiing to threaten and destabilize the U.S and our ailies, It is somewhat ironic’that
while Tebran's agenis are running loose in this country, hatehing tervorist bombings and azsassinations
of foreign diplomats, our government has shackled the main opposition, which the muliahs fear the
most. T is me to revisit this policy. While the administration, abviously canght off guard, is
scrambling to find the proper response, delisting the MeX {5 the strongest signal the 1.8, can send to
the muliahs of Tehean, The timing could not be better,

hupeifwww. charfoiteobserver.com/201 1/ 1720/v-print 270625 Tlor-an-eflective-response~.., 117192011
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Zhe Washington Tiures

Movember 11, 2011

A matter of honor
Armerica hag a dufy to protect Camp Ashraf residents from lran's vendefta

By Adm. James A, Lyons

On Ot 7, 19897, during the Clinton administration, the Paople's Mujahedsan of Iran
(POMIMER) was designsted as a Foreign Teronist Crganzation {FTO) By then-

ecrefary of Stele M ine Albright. The MEK represents the main opposition
group o the lranian theocracy and has been the source of key intelligence refating
to lran's secrel underground huclesr sies. According o @ senior Chinton
administration official, the designation of he MEK a5 a terorist organization was
intended as o “goodwill gesture” to Tehran apd its newly elected "moderate”
Presidant Mohammad Khatami Such a goodwill gestire ¢oming on the heels of the
¥hobar Towers bombing in Dhahran, Saudi Arabla, where wa had proof of lran's
involverant, resuffing in the killing of 18 U.S. servicemen and the wounding of

SR
. FRAMS .
more than 500 was unbelievable, ¥

Such groveling by aur goverdment o o fanatical lranian theocracy should not hava e

bean a surprise. Aller &ll, when we had proof of its volvement in the bombing of the U.S. Marine barracks in
Beirut Oct. 23, 1883, kiling 241 of our finest mifitary personnel and injuring hundreds more, we did nothing.
Contrary o 2 recent book iting the ncident, the National Security Agency had translated 2nd promulgaked the
infarmation on a planped “spectacuiar’ attack on the U.S. Marines on Sept. 27, almost four weeks before the
ombing. Further, we have known for years that han has provided financing, training and weapons o the
insurgents we have been fighting in Irag and Afghanistan, which continues to this day, but has been swept under
e rug. Even with their involvernent in assisting the Sept. 11 hilackers due to our "hands-off’ policy, we have
essentially signaled to the fanatical mullahs that they hava nothing to fear fram us regardiass of the atrocities they
have compmitied againgt us. Itis why they hvad nothing o fear from their sttempt to assessinate the Ssud) Arablan
armbassador in our nation's capital. Thet tran, which hes cost thousands of American fives, both mollitary and
civilian, has been "offimils” is a national disgrace.

Now we are faced with another moral situation in which we gave our word to protect the Iranian maim opposition
group, the MEK at Camp Ashraf, Iraly. In July 2004, we recognized the MEK residents at Camp Ashraf as
‘protected persons® under the Fourth Geneva Convention. Prior 1o that, the MEK disarmed in May 2003, tuming
over ail their weappns to the ULS. Anmy's Fourh Infaniry Division and we slgned an agresment with svery
ndividua! at Camp Ashraf that we will protect them untll their "fnal disposition.” Froyn 2003 to 2008, US forces
protected Oamp Ashraf from tersorist aliacks from lran and s lragl provies. In 2009, the secunty of Camp Ashrat
wias tumed over 1o lragi forees.

On Feb. 28, 2009, the Ayaiolish Al Knamene| urged ihe visiting lragi President Jaial Talsbani 1o expet iean's maln
opposition group, the MEK, from Camp Ashiraf, According to reports of the visit, the ayatoliah siated, "We await the
imptementation of our agreement reganding the expulsion of the [MEK] hypocriles,” to lran and aress In lraq where
thay wilt disappear forever.

tiging the State Depariment’'s dasignation of the MEK =s an FTO as an excuse, lragl forces in July 2009 lsunched
8 raid an Camp Ashrafs 3400 residents, killing 11 and wounding 300. The lates! atiack coourred on April 8. fragi
2
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forces squipped with ULS. anmored parsoneel sarriers and Humwees killed 38, inclhuding sight wormen, and injured
345 Most were shot and some were crushed to death. Not surprisingly, Tehran praised the stiack and asked
Baghdad to rontinue attacking Camip Ashral untl] s toially destroyed,

Sen. Jonn Kenry, Massachusetis Democrat, ehairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Commitlee, called this latest
attack » ‘massac.” Sen Cart Lavin, Michigan Demacrat, chaiiman of the Senats Armed Services Comniitiee,
sent a letter to Seoratary of State Hilary Clinton asking her to ensurs the safsty of e residents of Camp Ashraf
and o accelerate the review of removing the FTO designation of the MEK.

With Iragi Prime hdinister Nowri al-Maliki declaring that Camg Ashraf will be shut down by Dec. 34, action o resclve
the siuation for the 3,400 residents. including 1000 women, must ba laken now. The U.S. Count of Appeats for the
District of Columbia ruled on July 18, 2018, that Ms. Albright emed in designating the MEK an FTQ. The State
Department was ordered o review this designation, strongly suggesting that it should be revokad. Why this review
is proceeding at glacial spead is unconscionable, particulady since all our European allies have alvsady removad
the designation. Are we efff ciinging to the hope that we can negotiale with the faratical moliahs? Such
negntations wouid be meaningless.

Qn Sept. 13, the United Mations High Tommissioner for Refugees formally snnouncaed the recogniion of the
residents of Camp Ashraf as “asylum seekers” and requested the Iragl government to extend the deadiine beyend
Dec. 31 to aliow sufficient bime for processing asyium applications and reiccation to third-party countries. As of this
date. Irag has not changed is position.

Te ensure that our word and honor still mean something, the MEK should be delisted as 5 FTO now. Furthermors,
alf ools avaliable 10 us mus! be used o make Mr. Mallkl understand that the Dec. 31 deadline must be extended.
Wie did not sacrifice more than 4 400 Amerdean fives and tens of thousands injured in lrag o create a countty se
that it can be anather proxy for lean,

Finally, the United Nations must placse manitoring teams at Camp Ashral to insure the safely of the residents untii
they can be resetiied. The Qbame adminisiration has a rare epporundy to not only stand on princip'e but also ©
send & signal by delisting the MEK that we vl support a "Parsian Spring” regime change in Iran.

Retived Adm. James A, Lyons was commander in chiel of the U.8. Pacific Fleet and senjor U5, military
representative to the United Nations.
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OFFICE OF GOVERNOR HOWARD DEAN
3% Lastwoed Drive, Suite 306
South Burlingten, VT 03403

December 1,301
Dear £d and Tom.

We are sorry we can’t be with you today, but we wanied to register cur support for the belief that
this issue of stopping potential mass murder at Ashral in lraq is of the highest possible importance to the
United States. At a time when our image bas been bavtered across the world, America needs to stand up
for human rights, nar acquiesce o mweder. We share your call taday for the Prosident 1o take thive
immediate steps,

First, take the MEX off the Foreign Terrorist Organization lisi, Not oaly is there no legal reason
they should be on i, as the DU Appeals sourt riled in 2010, but it 3 clear from the ketters that the
UNHCR. has written to the President’s senior siaff, that this designation is hampering the processing of the
residernns of Ashraf as eefugess, and their safe removal from Iraq 1o a third country.

Second, we congur with the decisions to ask the President wy immediately make & ¢lear w Prime
Minister Maliki, who is cureenzly being investigated for war orimes by the Spanish courts, that he must
extend the closure deadline for Ashral, anid to co-operate with the UNHCR in processing the residents of
Ashraf as refugers.

Thied, we join with you in callisy upon the President to ask the UN Security Couneil to establish
a {N farce oo the ground to protect and menitor the inhabitants of Asleaf and the behavior of the fragi
Government oatil all the residents are safoly ont of frag,

This is a problem of American making, Our troops invaded liag and made it possible, over the
years, 10 have & leader 10 Trag who was eloser to fran than to the United States. We disarmed the residents
i Camp Ashrai’and gave each resident a signed promise that the United States would keep them safe.
The Linited States Federal Bureau of Investigation has screened gach of the residents of Ashraf and found
hat none had sngaged in terrorism. Finally, the Obama Administration bas known about this situation for
QVEr 4 yRar.

W have thirty days to fix this problem. I we fail, the country we love will be complicit in
rourder. America is a far better countey than thar,

Sinverely,
Howard B. Dean, M.D. Patrick . Kennedy
Gaverner of Vermont {1991-2063) United Stztes Congressman (1994-2010)

Y
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Martin, Wesley M COL USA DA AOC ODI

Bram;  Martln, Wesley M COL USA DA ADL OBt
Senty  Wednesday, May 23, 2007 8:11 AM

T *dougias.m.store @ s-rag.centoom.smil.mil
G ‘femes.dolizsd @ s-irag.cantcomamiimil
Subject: Deborah Johnson Summery (UNCLASSIFIED)

Clasgsification: UNCLASSIFIED

Caveals: FENS AP 00775
MG Stone:

Reference our discussion conceming Ms Deborah Johrson, he follgwing summary of her situation with the:
Peoples’ Mojahedin of iran {PRO} is provided:

In July of 2006 | took command of Forward Operating Base - Ashraf. During 1his time MG Gardner was coming to
the bass on a routine basis and having mestiigs with PMOI lesdership. Deb Johnson would sometimes
acrompany MG Gardner on these tips. Within the first month of my command | attended one of these mestings
with Deb Johnson sitting te my mmediate dght. She leaned over and expressed her negative view about the
Wojshedin, The comment was iow enough Tor me to hear, but no one slse. Always suspecting the roem o be
siectronically monitoned, and knowing | had to work with the PRMOI alter MG Gardner and she (efl, | quistly rapfied
*They ars good paople.® #

Shorily after this event, LTC Jufle Norman (JIATF Commander) informed me that Oeb Johnson was coming to
Ashiraf for 2 couple of days, Unfortunately, it was during the same time frame that | was ajready scheduled o go
to Baghdad (o ke care of some TF 134 issups. | informed LTC Norman and her incoming replacemen, LTC
Turluck, to e careiul. | further explained the previous Ingident. LT Nomnan assured me that no problems would
oL

Upon my reluen from Camp Victory, LTC Norman informed me that Deb Johneon’s visit was a disaster. LTC
Narman pracesded to explain

a.  While visiting the convention center, Deb Johnaon was shown the buoks gonleining the 5.2 million
Iregi signatures allegedly gathered In support of the PMOL. Deh locked at a few of the signatures and
handed the books back i the PMOI stating that they wers forgeries.

b, Ata women's training unit Deb was shown a computer room while wormen were working, She
downgraded what the women ware doing, stating that they were working on the intranst, not the
intarnet.

¢ During s meeting with women, Deb asked 2 young lady how old she was and how long she had béen

with the FMOL The young lady provided answars to both, which reflacted that she had come asa

young tesnager. Deb then siated that this was human trafficking. In fact, the young Ity had come
with har msther,

When the women in tim asked Deb how ofd she was, Deb Informed them that was a rude question,

Whila in & megting with seversl women, Dab became go difficult toward the PV that OPT Darrell

Martin had 1o escont ber out of the building, While cutside she wes talking on a ceil phons, when twa

fornate members of the PMO! tred to approach her, Db paced back and forth, and mfussd 1o make

contact with the women.

£ Incloging her meating with the women, Dab was provided 2 box of baked flems 1o taks with her, of
which she blatartly refused.

pe

| mat with the FMOI teadership conceming this and procseded 1o gat a full account of the same aciivities that LTC
Norman had deseribsd. Only major diferanse between the two briefings 13 that LTO Noman was less angry, but
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- 'rtot ty mush. LTC Novman, LTC Turduck and | then talenhoned BG MeBride and 845 Gardnar individueally and
provided & detalied reporl. Triz verbal bieling was followed up with 5 decumenisd repod witen by LTC
Morman.

Fregquently, in person and on video-telacorference, MG Bardner would inform his erirs slall 1o rever trust g
National Security Advisor General Rubale. MS Gardner had worked with Rubale during an investigation and
fourd him io be very conrupt, | remember Dab Johngon attending some of those mesiings. In Ootober 2007, and
after the wamnings iseusd by MG Gardner, PMO! handed e 2 report they roceived from their spies in the Iranian
govemmerd. The rapost was writtan by General Rulals. In this report he referenced a mesting ha had with Deb
Johnson. The information concerned potential plans on how the PMOT was viewed and discussions on how 1o
daal with the PMOL. The report was vary encouraging fo the iranian govemment, not so i the PMOL This event
ook about & week for me, and 2 visit from MG Gardner, 1o once again settle down the PMOL

I Apeit of 2007, while assisting the TF 134 corvmandar and working with the State Departmend, | received aset of
documents from the PMOL Thas docurnents wers transfar in succession from the United State Department of
Stats fo tha British Foraign Secretary to the Bitish Home Ministry to the Prescribed Organizations Appeals
Commission o he PMOL Tha documents Included an analysie of he recent census and one tilled: “The MeK
live in their own loverly word.” in the e-mail was Deb Johnson's assessmant of e 5.2 milion signatures and a
ciaim fhat the signetures could not possibly be true.

During 1His same Tme frame, | reviewed with the State Department (Washingion DG} thelr latest consolidated
wriis-up on terrist organizations. This documant had a lot of the stardasd, vet unfeundad, comments about the
EMGL | gan not prove that Deb Johnsors was involvat! in this wiite-up. Howewvar, the new comments of this
sometines invonsct and revised summary includsd negative things abeuk the PMO! that | have alraady shown
Biate Deparment not 1 be frue.

in short, Deb Johnson is not halping our efiorts to get the PMOI situation corractly rescived, We, as 2 nation, and
as individuals, are going to be judged by ihe world and history as to how we executed this war, That includes the
sub-issues within the war, Boflom line is we have inherited the PRO! problem. Whethar we personally fike them
or not iz irglevant. Undoriunately, | have spent (somesti ISt fully) considerable ime trying 1o undo
desnage that has been created by Deb Juhnson. Sne has continually proven herself 1o ba very negatively biased
towards the PMOL The seferenced e-mall, “The MaK tive In thelr own lovedy world” serves as excelient testimony
1o this. if the United States implements 2 plan based wven in part on slacsted inforrnation, provided by Deb
Johnsan or anyone slse, then we are wrong. We are likewise wrong If we know we have an individual improperly
influencing the national decision making proress and we do nothing to minimize the damage being created by
that person. We are dealing with 3,700 human lives. We ave also daaling with an American baitalion and
Bulgarian company fied dawn 1o a mission that we need 1 bring o proper closure. This i3 not the time or place fo
Iet petsonal feelings hinder the wey lo resolution,

wir

COL Wesley Manin
HQDA, QDOCS, (-3
BAMO-O04
{703 6851884
email weslev.marin@ hode-aoc amny smil.pt .  Peady I Ceiive
KON NPTE - WTH G RowRg PPN 7 /j‘ - "ﬁ; i = {/:‘i o
Vrg e ETS Bt ELERTREAVE SLER T A ks s o
T i, WeRE BT OEwE. | PAS GAATE DISCERSIET S
41‘/{'/f . VST GEFLVIEA - A3 % e
Ciassification; UNCLASSIFIED o

Cavents: POUE VO E TIE

S0



191

Martin, Wesley M COL RES USAR DCS G-8/577

From: Gardnar dack O MG C& TF 134 fjack.gardnsr@fmy.centeom. mil]

Bent: Thursday, April 18, 2007 12:48 AM N

Ta: Martin, Weslay M COL BES USAR DOS G-3/57

G Rosa Harld G COL MNF-UTF 134 Commandst FOB Ashraf

Subject: RE: PMO! Receipt of Bsponts

Wes -~ these are not from us ... Not sore who produced the survey. The email is cbviously

from Debra Jobnson. My guess is that she sendt it to a British counterpart: hers in
Baghdad. .. Jack Gardner

~~~~~ Criginal Messagee~~o-

From: Martin, Wesley ¥ OOL USA DA 300 00T fmaileo:wes . marsingos. army.mil]
Zent: Wednesday, Bpril 18, 2007 %:4¢ M

To: CGardnex Jack D M3 OG TF 132

Cor Rose Harold ¢ (0L MNF-I T#F 138 Commender FOB Asheaf

Subject: FW: PMOT Receipkt of Reports

Classification: UNCLBSSIPIED

Caveats: FERSS AONE

¥G Gardner:

As result of this and another e-mail sent to State; Stewe Bpstein and I will be meeting
later todsy. Will keep vou postad on resulis.

viz

COL Wes Martin

i

“d

,
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Blosyment 88

Subject: FW: Eestricted: The MEK. Hive [n theis own [overly world
Malcobm, Further stuff on the Mek, Enjoy! | await the “Rejoice! You are PP
Proclamation” by fax §g ---

Crigingl miessage -~

From: (NEA/T) [Mall 1o XEX @ siate gov] (US Stave Department Official)
Bent 24 July 2006 1644

Tor XK@ fco govul .

Bubject: The MEK live in their own loverly werld

Attached are points from our Counter Terror people on MeK unchanged since 2003,
except for numbers, plus comments on the 17 Juns Irgi People Congress which lead me
1 beligve they wera hard pressed to corme up with the two fragis it would take to fustify
the use of the plural. Faxing the original “Bejoire! You're Pioteoted Persons
Proclamation.” Will coutuns 1o try to Tind duy documentation of what MeKeisre have
sevirr and what MMNF-Linay have profeised: So far, verbal from XXX (U5 afffcial
previowsly posted to Boghdad) is that it was just seiected ighlights from GCIV
especially those that the MEK Jeadership are careful to deny 1o their masses.

From: (Baghdad) U8 Officiad

Sent: Friday July 21, 2006 7:31 AM

Tor KEXX (NEAT; U5 Official

Subject; The MEK Hve in tilr own loverly world

[Bifled as “Iragd People's Confersnce] It was the 17 of June, it was no Congress; it was
t¢ anpounce that 3.2 miltion Iragls had sigeed 2 petition supporting the MeK in Irag, It
wias
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Elaborately staged snd photographed, it cucurred at Camp Ashraf without the knowledge
of the MNF-I farces there and the result was yet one more piese of propagands in their
arsendl. I don’t helieve 5 word of it. [In short, the event seerns to have been an internal
AshrafiMeK gathering.

[Lasked L8 official {, US officiad 7 predecessor in Baghdead, about (ke 5.2 million Iragis
alieged to lovs the MeK. She says she has been shown bookshelves at MeK Central in
Ashral that the leadership claims contains those 5.2m signatures. She wasn't able o
actuaily see them, much less wy 1o verify any of thern for authenticity. (mplausible on
two accounts; Strongly doubt any one could find any fraqi MeK fans, much less 5.2
million, and there’s been no opportenity for the MaK o go out and colleat 5.2 million
Tragi signatures.]

The 2004 document is the one which resulied in the protected person declaration. They
have used that to distort their status. The MeX did NOT resoupced terrorism. The
individual members renounced viokence but none have renoimesd use of violence against
Tran.

Pol Mil Officer

POLAD Task Foren 134
Political-Military Affairs
US Embassy Baghdad

Unclassified: X2k @stuig gov
Classified: XXX @state.seov.eov
V8 Celiphone: XXX

From: (NEAML) (US Officia)

Sent: Friday, July 21, 2006 12.01 AM

To: XXX (Baghdwl) (US Official)

Subject: RE: The MeK live in their own loverly world

37
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Cuestions from the Brits, who are facing a MeK de-listing campsign in London:

Can you tell us what the 16 Jus MeK “Congress” was all about; Purpose, attendees,
result, exc?

The MeK are fouting a 2004 document which they renounced terrorism, and in exchange,

were “essentially given their freedom.” Any recognizable kernel of reality in there
somewhere?

Y
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B2 G. B

DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY OF CAMP ASHRAY, IRAQ

Sosn-g

er e uge

-sirong rematoder (Some of whom b
{109, long-lenm refug
remrriated o date, primarily w an 182 have sought the p
refugee status and third-couniry resestement. Others rermain
leadership.

Trug) is comprised of former
¢ migrants {13%) 32 have
T-i and are seeling
under the sway of the MeK

Tnterviews with corrent and former MeX members confi rm atlegations by Human Rights
Watch and others $hat MeX membership is ofien snforced through isolution, internment, and
psychological pressure. We bave hewd second-hund repoas of forture and sther coercive
physical viclence {as reponed by HRW), but have not verified dus independendy.

Camp Ashraf bas been disarmed of nillidry equiprient and weapoos Tor mors than o years.
Resideaty mousny (}LM!‘«A"E‘.& g martisl pamc‘tes. but havesertted intg 4 lfe of ”emmxcﬁm;
compiier propranining, gardenitg, dinceclasses, wnd rogubic seifcriticisoy Seestans.
Thscipline within the camp remains tighd, but regiilas defections Sontins,

DEMOGRAPHICS

Post and MNF-1 have complated a demographic survey of the originally 3,829-strong
popuiation of Camp Ashraf Our survey focuses o current residents of Ashraf and the MNP-I
Temporary Interview and Protection Facility (TIPF), which houses defaetors from the MeK.
An additonal 312 primarily male Trentae nationals have repairiated 1o date {ons to Swedan,
one to Canada, ons to Turkey, one 1o g, eleven to Paldstan, aad 297 1o [ran).

23% of the current Ashraf populstion is female. Qverall, more than 70% of residents are over
the age of fosty, and less than 1% i below the age of twenty (due in part to the MeK s self-
enforced celibacy), S0% flst came o Trag in the five years (1986-1990) following the MelC's
velocation from Pards.

This male-and-female gronp of middie-aged revolutionaries reoruited i Iran or Issdan
exprtriate commenitizs i the 19805 makes up the core MeK comumunily, approximaicly 50%

of the sutal Ashraf popalation. Most ara lopg-enm members, and keow Hitle of life owside the
desarts of Diyala Province and the MeK's Merarchical and eccentrie discipline.

wingraphaibums, wd ;

é\» cazed m&mbem stagimmer andl panicwhe Luutwmcd it e
“Cenversaional ‘fopics.
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QEIMIUIVE FHE L HUIIBNE 0

The senjor leadership component of this group is relatively small numbering fewer than thirty,
The rest lead r relatively monotonous Bie characterized by long working hours, 2 limited diet
based an potatoes, frequent sleep deprivation, limited cutside contact, and public humiliation
at MeK “self- ariticism™ sessions. :

Many have been errenecusly informed that their families in Iran have been gruesomely killed
“by the mullahs™. No telephone or internel access i available; television and radio are
censored, and usually tunsd to MeK channels featuring tape of public bangings and executions
interspersed with shots of largs red wulips.

However, the population of Camp Ashraf is far from homogenenus, as the exisience of neardy
Gve hundred defectors to date adests, Other significant sub-groups include;

PRISONERS OF WAR

Atibe time of the MeK's surrender, Camp Astraf held 387 male franian natonals capiured by
MeK military forces during the Iran-fraq war, or transfarred to MeK custody from Tragi PowW
camps, primarily in Ramadi. Together, these PoWs amounied o 10% of Ashrafs population.
Thirty-eight have repairiated to [rap, and bweoty-one are resident in the TIPT and seeking
UNHCR interviews for refugee status determination.

PoW defectors were the carliest to agirate {or repatriation 1o Tran. Even PoW TIPF residents
secking refugee status are often ferocious critics of the MeK, wiich they describe (in Fars) as
a destructive cult, Some report disitiusionment afier a initial period of reluctant allegiance;
others see therselves as incarcerated throughout.

Interviews were recently conducted with exch of the 347 former franian Po'Ws stll resident in
MeK facilities. Nine formally deferted and took up residence in the TIPP during these
interviews, several have since requesied repatriation. The ramainder affirred their allegiance
o the MeXK, and asked 10 be permitied 10 remain 8l Asheaf,

All sine defectors appearsd stunnsd at their decision to leave the organization, and apologized
repeatediy for their behavior, which they aitributed to the stress of isolation and psychological
pressure from MeK leadership. Most cited a desire 10 contact their families in Iran (with whom
the MeK bad forbidden contacy) 23 their ratjonsie for defection.

The defectors were relieved o find the TIPF, which McK Ieadership describe 1o adberents as a
collection of squalid tortare cells, was in Fact a dusty refuges camp whose tesidents watch
CNN in wooden-floored tents fearuring vinyl tablecloths and semovars. Several have
requested repatration to Iran, others clearly need dme 1o rest and recover.

The 347 interviewees had been minutely prepared for their interviews with MNF-T and Post
representatives. Many had dark cireles under their eyes, in restament to the MeK's tendency to
conduct nighttime coaching sessions for lower-ranking members. Many tembied and avoided
£ve coniact,

RS
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e s omrmaog
‘Most had memorized - and recited with some difficuity - a cote speech asking that the MeK
be de-tisted as a USG-designated Forsign Terrorist Orgardzation. When PoldiIOLF iied to
engage one POW in conversation about [ocal Iranian politics, be bit his lip, pulled a homemade
laminated catalogue from his pocket, and shouted “Look a2t my book of martyis”.

An eldsrly elecirician dressed In a dark sult fought back tears when asked if be wished 1o
telephone his son, a law professor in Kermanshah, whom he bad met once in the past two
decades. Afier prolonged negotiations and several awkward silences, he grusped his snamel
MeK lapel pin, asked hoarsely w0 go back to the MeX camp. and shmffled away.

ECOMOMIC MIGRANTS

The defector population is lieavily seeded with younger Tranian (and some Pakistani) males
lured to Camp Ashral on the promise of forged FL wavel documents or job opportunities in
exchange for fixed periods of labor. 21% of the TIFF population (thirty- nine males) falls into
this category. and aboul two hundred similar have already repairiated.

0% of the economic migrans were recruited from refuges camps and low-paying jobs in
Tarkey, Pakistan, Dubai, and the UAE. Most had their passports confiscated upon arvival at
Astraf, and were unpleasantiy surprised 1o find themselves washing dishes, sweeping strests,
or digging potatoss Indefiaitely for a pssude-paramilitary orgasization in the Iragt desert.

The rate of economic migrants working at Canip Ashraf today is unknows. Tt is Likely that
sonic femain, as 3% of the current population artved afier the year 2000, at a time when most
arrivals were funily members (often eiderly or minor) or worker- Jaborers rather than paid-up
members of the Mel('s National Liberation Asmy.

MEE ORPHANS

We have also identified o smaller group of orphaned-and-abandoned young-adult children of
MeK members, who were seat 1o Camp Ashraf as minors and not permitied o leave upon
reaching the age of majority. Five such cases existin the TIPF, two were sent 10 Ssheaf from
Irag, wo from Germany, end one from France, & Canadian in 2 shmilar boat has already
tepatriatad.

The nurmber of residents of Camp Ashraf hrought to Trag as rminoss is unknown. Many children
of MeK. memibers (who only took up celibacy after the [deological Revolution of 1985) were
evacuated from Irag at the stact of the 2001 Gulf War and housed in MeK orphanages in
Germany, a number (561 minors) were retamned from 19972001,

MeK parents of teenage children living in Canada and the EU in the 19903 also weated Camp
Ashraf as 3 boarding school, and sent their children solo to Trag {reost flew into Amuun and
were smuggled across the Jordanian border), These and the “German orphan” Lkely account
for some past of the 13% of the Camp Asheaf female population aged below thiety, and of the
14% of the males in the same age range.

Like PoW defectors, young adults living in the TIFF are vocal in their crificism of the Mel.
These rernaining inside Camp Asheal are carefully- coached, indosttinated, eager to relate the

72
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Press Release.

13 November 2011

The Iragi Government’s Declaration of War on the UN and Death Warrant for
Ashraf Residents

US, E1J, UN's Grave Respensibility to Prevent a Humanitarian
Catastrophe in Ashraf

The Iragi Embassy in Brussels has notified the European Parliament of the position of the
iragi Government on the issue of Camp Ashraf in 3 10-point offivial document. The
document is disingenuous and illegal in iis entirety and amounts 1o a virtual declaration of
war on the UN and intemations] community and a death warrant for the residents of
Ashraf. It relterates the intention (o clear the camp by the end of the year, claims the 3400
residents of Ashral are torrorists, denies that they bave any staws as refugees or protection
under the Geneve Conventions and confirms that their continued presence is creating
difficuliies with neighbouring Iran. It clearly opposes attempts by the UNHCR to
intervizw the residents and peovide them with refugee status.

The docurnent stresses that “the Tragi goverament s commitied to its decision to close
Camp Ashrafl by the end of 2011, and since resettlement “did not lead o any resulis
because of cither refusal by the inhabitants of the Camg to evacuate, or non~-willingness of
those States to receive them.... the Iragl government was left with no choice but to
evacuate the Camp based on the pringiple of soversignty, and transfer its residents {o other
carnps in Iraq and facilitare their travel outside Iraq during the period lefi trom this yoar,™

The document deliberately ignores the exiensive offorts of the United Nations High
Commissioner on Relugees (UMHICR), the Uniled Nations Assistance Mission fo Iraq
{UNAMI, the European Union, and United States, who have beat over backwards to
reach a peaceful resolution to the Ashraf issue involving the resettfement of its residents,
but have been repeatedly blocked at every furn by the Iragi Government. The document is
a blatant effort to set the siage for the massacre of Ashraf residents, clearly at the behest of
the franian regime. The UNHCR, European Patliament, US Congress, Amnesty
International and other intemnational bodies have repeatedly demanded in past months that
the wholly anworkable deadline for closure of Ashraf by the end of 2011 should be
e 57
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extended until such time as refugee status of s residents could be affirmed by the
UNHCR, enabling their safe transfer to third countries.

The 10 point document clearly shows that this a policy dictated by the franian regime. it
explicitly states that Irag is commitied to non-interference in the internal affairs of
neighboring states and “the existence of this Crganization however raises problems with
Iran.” In another part of the document it is stated, “The presence of this Organization in
Iraq threatens.. . the seeurity of neighboring couniries and gives an excuse to neighboring
countries [Iran] to interfere in the intemnal affairs of Irag” Article 10 of the document
states, “Traq. as a democratic and peaceful country, wanls to build peaceful relations with
the neighboring countries {Iran}...”

The document fulsely states the reason for the closure of Ashral to be “the Organization
[PMOI] has alveady been classified by the international community as a tervorist
grganization” and “The presence of the Organization is prohibited under the Tragi
Constitution that prohibits the presence of any tervorist entity on Iragi tervitory.”

The letter ludicrously says, “Traq is dealing with the residents of the camp as individuals
and in accordance with the humsn rights principles and rules of isternational law
enshrined in e Universal Declaration of Human Righis and the International Covenant on
Civil and Polilical Rights.” It appears as if the massacre of 47 residents, wounding of more
than 1,000 others, the barbaric three-yest siege of Ashraf, and the denial of medical
facilities causing the painfil death of sick and wounded paiients, is according to the fragi
Government an integral part of the principles of human rights enshrined inv international
law, This is guite simply a jokel

Since the letter leaves no doubt about the Iragi government's fntentions for the massacee of
Ashraf residents, | find I necessary 10 stress the following points:

t. The international community, in particular the United States of America, the European
Union, and the United Nations, must mobilise all their effers to prevent another
predictable bloodbath and a repeat of Srebrenica in Ashrafl The traqi govermnent, whose
tands are stained with. the blood of unammed and defenceless franian refugess, came to
power with the help of the US and British and other Westem governments.. These
couniries, therefore, bear an important moral responsibility in preventing this looming
catastrophe i

2. The intemational coramunily, io particular the Uniled States of America and the
BEuropean Union, must fuily support the mission of the United Nations and the UNHCR
for the affirmation of Ashraf residents’ refugec status and their resettlement to third
countries. They must force the Iragl government (o postpone its deadline untll the
completion of this process. The United States in particular must prevent a great tragedy by
precluding the Iragi government from implementing the orders of the fascist dictatorship
in Iran who seek the annihilation of Ashraf. If such a tragedy were o occur, the United
States would bear the greajest responsibility,
5E
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3. The European Union and its High Representative, Catherine Ashton, must adopt a clear
position by conderning the Iragi deadiine and any forcible relocation of Ashraf residents
inside Traq. BU member states should immediaiely accept some of the Ashraf residents,
particufarly the il and wounded, and persons who have been asylum seekers or who have
family relations in Eurcpean countries. This would be 2 tangible sign that the evacuation
process had begun and would make any invasion of the camp by the Iragi authorities more
difficult to accomplish under the eves of the world’s media,

4. Any promises by the Iragi Government are worthless. A few hours prior 1o the start of
shooting in April 2011, the residents of Ashsaf received a message via the US Embassy
from the fraqi Prime Minister giving assurances that there would be no violence, When
Ashraf residents are dispersed in small groups, Iragi torees and the terrorist lranian Qods
force will torture and assassinate them without the world being informwed. In such
circumstances if the world siands aside and allows matters 1o 1ake their course without
intervening, the resident of Ashraf, including more than 1000 women, face cortain death,

Struan Stevenson, MEP
President of the European Parliament’s Delegation for Relations with fraq
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Natonal Council of Resistance of ran = o] st it gLdie e Bl s

"
- P

Maryam Rajoviz
Relocation of Ashraf refidents inside Irag is taniamount o sending them to their deaths
and is 2 great erime planned by the Iraniaw vegime

The Dupinr Resisiancs s i o way willing io discuss eelocation of Askraf residents inside frag
unfess iheir protection in the rew lveation is officially guararteed by the American forces or Blue
Fizlmots of United Nations

Following the letter from fragl embassy dated |3 November to the protocol section af the European
Parliament indicating thar “the government of iraq is committed to s decision w close Camp
Ashiraf by the end of 203 1,7 and thar "the isgl government was lefl with no chodes hui 1o evacunss
ihe Camp based on principle of sovereignty, and ransfer ity residents to sther camps in frag,” Mrs.
Marvam Rajael, the President-elect of dhe Irandan Resistance said:

“Relocating residents of Ashrelinside raq, is 2 Crime sgainst Humanity and s a prefude 1o 3 grand
mnssacre that has been devised by the Iranian theooratic fascist rulers and the govermment of Trag.
Forcible relocation of Ashral vesidents is tantamount to sending them to thelr deaths and that is
something they will sever give in 1o. A3 it was tested in the massacre of thirty thousand political
prisoners in 1988, the reglme in crisis sitvation would not accept anything bul massacre of the
Peaple’s Mojahedin Organization of tran (PMOTL Curcenily the bloody annihilation of the Ashral
residonts s pursued uoder pretext of relocation.”

Mrs. Rajavi in July 28 reminded the responaibility of the United Slotes regarding any bleodshed in
Aghral and the necessity of preventing it and announced: “The [ranian Resistance s no longer
preparesd 1o discuss refocation of Asheafl residents inside Iraq in no way and at any cost unless the
United Stales would declare that it will accept their protection wtilizing American foroes until
resertioment (o thivd epunries.”

Mrs. Rajavi added ¥if the United States does not want fo fulft] the written commitments it signed
with every Ashral residont 1o protect them untl! the linal disposition, the only acceptable option for
a mlocation inside Trag is the protection of Ashraf residents by the UV Blwe Helmei forces and o
UN monitoring leam stationed in the now location untl] the last resident is wansferred w thind
cosntries, Otherwise, reloeation inside Irag is not acoepiable to anyone, particularly for the women
in Ashrafl They prefer to die in Ashral rather than fo be buried In g remote location away {Tom
international attention and scruting. At g tiree wher the UNHCR had declared iis readiness w
establish the identity of Ashrafresidents, it is not clear what conspiracy s at works that Maliki is
preventing the UNHUR from carrving out its process. Undoubtedly this is lisked to the seven-point
agreament between the mullahs” regime and Maliki's government (o suppress Asheal witich was
publicly anpounced on October 23 by the clerical segime’s Forelgn Minkstey”

&7
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Mrs. Rajavi urged the Seoretary Genoral of the United Mations, High commissioner for Relugees,
High commissioner for Human Rights. and UNS{ Representative for trag, as well as the 1.5,
President, Vice Presidont, Secretary of State, and Secrctary of Defense and the EU's High
Represantative for Foreign Attairs and Seeurity Policy and all the Buropean leaders and Forelgn
Ministers of member states to fulfill their legal commitments according to Article 1 of thied
paragraph of UM charter, International Human Rights Declaration, and paragraphs 138, 139 from
tinal document on Responsibility to Protect "RteP™ adopted by the UN. on 2005 and according to
resolubions 1438, 1506, 2001 of the LN, Security Coungil which have dotermined duties and
frameworks of the United Nations Assistance Mission in iraq.

As ttipulated by prominent imernational jurists, United States and the Linited Nations bear the
responsibility t protect the residents of Ashraf and this is a lezal obligation,

Bilence and inaction vis-a-vis a forcible relocution of Ashraf residents pave the way for ancther
great crime against humanity which is predictable and any cooperation with regards to their forced
retocation is complicity in the crime.

O the aegotistions that ace underway belween the UM, and the Government of brag regarding

Ashirafl, Mrs. Rajavi reminded:

1. Closuee of Ashraf and relocation of the residents inside Iraqg. was the demand of Khamenei
sinee the transker of the security of Ashral from the U8, forces (o the Government of Irag.
The ofticials of the lranian regime bave reftorated this on 8 number of occasions.

[

During his meetng with Khamenel in Tehean on January 3, 2009, Al-Maliki “commited o
close the file on the People’s Mojshedin Organization of lran (FMOT) in an immediate
simatable.” In addition * The Prime Minister of lrag assared Khamenai that Tran takes the
responsibility for final closure of the oppasition PMODs file in a timetable through
international selations 1o wanstere them 10 & third country in the most immediate time frame™
{Al-Faman laternational).

T

3. (n Febeuary 28, 2009, during 2 mesting with the President of trag in Tebran, Khamenel
asked him and the Prime Minister of Irag w implement the bilateral agreement for the
expuigion of the PMOI from Trag {lranian state wlevision).

4. On November 6, 2009, “The Prime Minister of leag and lran’s Speaker of Parliament
underscored the need for the expuision of the PMOT fron Irag and the Iraqi side
emphastzed on thelr removal from Trag” (Iranian state-run news ageney, Mehe).

In his meefing wilh the 1.5, officials in Baghdad on March 23, 2009, Al-Maliki provided
the plan o displace Asheal residents inside fraq (Guardian, December 13, 20100

kd

6. The letter of the Embassy of Trag to the Europesn Parllament vividly shows that the end of
2011 deadling and the massacre of civilian and defenseless Ashral residents have been
dictated by the elerical regime, ¥ this document it has been stipulated:

[T Ry }'S_ ﬁ
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s *The existence of this organization however raises problems with fran™

e« “The presence of this organization in lrag threatens, ., the securify of ngighboring
counties.”

®  “Ivag wanis to build peacefil relations with the neighboring countries (Tran).”

= “There are many complaints against the members of this organization... Large vumbers of
them aro wanted on {ragi and international arrest warrants.”

7. In this dosument, the Government of {raq, in 2 brazen violation of intemational laws and the
Seprember 13 state of the United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR] that
declared Ashial rexidents as asylum-seekers under {ntevnations! protection, sipulates that it
recognizes no legal status for Ashual residents. It neither considers them as refogess, roras
protected persons under the Fourth Geneva Conventions,.. What the Government of Irag
that on July 2009 and April 2011 massacred Ashraf residents, and its senior officials
inziuding the Prime Minister himsell, who are under Jrvestigaiion by the Spanish court for
crime agains! international community, war erime, and erime against humanity, would do
with persons with “no status” who would be incarcerated in barracks in various parts of”
fraq?

The Government that has reneged all of its commitments, written and oral assurances to the
U8, Government and the UN. regarding humane treatment of Ashraf residents, is not trust
worthy and Hs current essuraneces are gimply for neviralizing internatinnal pressures and
planned massacre aceording to the deadiine.

In lengiby negotiations between Ashral residents and the US Government and UN officials,
neither the Americans nor the UN were able 1o present the least security guaranies 1 Ashral
residents after a refocation in frag, Why should defenseless and innocent people be sent to
unknown places far from intemational observers inside fraq when the main intcraational parties
cannot guarantee their protection?
When the UN correctly does not allow its personnel 1o move dbout inside fraq without lotal
ecurity guarantees, then with what logic can the PMOI members in Ashraf who ave the main
targets of the Tranian regime™s terrorism be loft unprotested in frag?

The imposition of relocation Js in contravention of the UN Seeretary (General’s remarks,
siressed in paragraph 66 ol his 7 July 2001 report 1o the UN Seawity Councll in which becalls
upon "Mamber States to help to support and facilitare the implementation of any arangement
thal is acespiable to the Government of Ireg and the camp residents™.

. Wis the Ashraf resident’s right and indeed red ling 1o not surrender to the religions faseism

ruling Tran and its despicabie dictaios, and to be assured of minimum security protection wntil
such time that they are all transferred to third couniries. They have shown the utmost flexibility
in past monthe. In May, o my roquest, they sceepted the Buropear Parliament plan for transfer
10 thied countries and fosook their right of residence in 5 place that has been their home for 25
BRSO -
57
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oaly way tefl 1o prevent a massacre of unarmed and defenscless residents, is the genera!l affirmation
of the refuges staus of Asheal residenms by the UNHCR umi) such thime that subsequent individual
interviews and final status of cach application is completed;

Fourth, the proteciion of Ashraf residents with LN blue helmet forces and the stationing of UN
observers unii) the transfer of the fast persom 10 a thivd country should be facilitated and guaranteed
by the UN Security Council,

Secretariat of the Nationa) Council of Resistance of tran
November 19, 2011
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much, whereas I am the only
one left on the panel, I will proceed and take whatever time I will
consume. Let me get this straight. Mr. Ambassador, the massacre
that has already taken place until that is dealt with legally, and
the people who committed that murder are brought to justice, or
the role of the government is defined, that you are suggesting that
it is then illegal under current law for us to sell arms to Iraq? Is
that——

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. May I just clarify.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Yes.

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. For 4 years I had the delegated re-
sponsibility for arms transfers as Assistant Secretary of State for
Political Military Affairs. Under section 3 of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act, every recipient of U.S. defense equipment is required to
utilize that equipment only for the purposes that it was trans-
ferred. Whenever there is a question of not using the equipment in
accordance with the terms of transfer, the State Department is
usually required to file a section 3 report to the Congress that ex-
plains the circumstances that have called into question the use of
the equipment, and the law does point to a cutoff of arms in the
extreme case of an egregious misuse of weapons. That is a very
rare occurrence.

I saw it once, I think in 1982, when Secretary Weinberger found
a casing of cluster munitions on a pile of—well, it appeared in The
New York Times on a pile of rubble in Beirut, and he terminated
weapons to Israel until such time as they worked it out with the
Americans.

The other law that I mentioned

Mr. ROHRABACHER. So we found a casing, a military item that
was not sold to Israel in order to be involved with Lebanon or to
be utilized in that fashion. And we immediately cut off aid

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. President Reagan cut it off.

Mr. ROHRABACHER [continuing]. Cut off aid to Israel.

However, we now have a video of our arms shooting down inno-
cent women and children, and Iraqi army officers engaged in aim-
ing their rifles and shooting the guns themselves, that we don’t re-
taliate at all against that.

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. It is open-ended. The State Depart-
ment is not always the fastest agency to answer the mail. And sec-
tion 3 reports have been known to take months to deliver. I do not
know the status of whether a section 3 AECA report has been re-
quired or is being prepared for the Congress.

There is a second law implicated here, too. Senator Leahy had
passed a human rights law I think about 10 years ago which ap-
plies in two different legislative vehicles, one to Defense Depart-
ment and one to State Department security assistance. In the
event of a possible gross violation of human rights by an armed
force which is trained and equipped by the United States, there is
supposed to be an investigation aided by the U.S. Embassy on the
scene, reporting back to the State Department where they make a
judgment as to whether gross human rights violations have oc-
curred. The people who were specifically involved must never be al-
lowed to receive U.S. training ever again.
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I wrote the guidance that went to Embassies worldwide for the
Leahy law in the State Department, along with Lorne Craner who
was the DRL Assistant Secretary.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Now the double standard that you are talk-
ing about is just a bit overwhelming. And Colonel Martin men-
tioned the Mahdi Army. And of course we understand that the
arm}‘f? Sadr has—do we call him the Ayatollah? What do we call this
man?

Colonel MARTIN. Sir, he is working on his Ayatollah status, but—
I am serious—but he has not achieved Ayatollah yet.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. All right. Well, we understand that he per-
sonally murdered a fellow cleric. We know that. And we also know
that his armed militias have killed a significant number of Ameri-
cans, not to mention the large number of fellow Iraqis. And yet he
is not on the terrorist list. Is that right, Colonel?

Colonel MARTIN. Sir, he is not on the terrorist list. Neither is the
Mahdi Army.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. But those folks at Camp Ashraf who are un-
armed, they are on the terrorist list?

Colonel MARTIN. That is correct. Those people who put them-
selves between my troops in danger and I had to haul them back.
We have the guns. We will engage. They wanted to be between us
and the people trying to kill us. They are the ones being called ter-
rorists. Muqtada is not being called a terrorist. Hakim’s Badr
Corps is not being called a terrorist. And they were out there kill-
ing.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, Ambassador Bloomfield made it a point
to suggest that he had studied the background of the MEK and
that he believed that even the MEK of 30 years ago was not—and
it has been adjudicated by whom they were not terrorists even to
that point?

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. There is a 140-page judgment in the
British court system that goes into great detail. There was a ruling
by the counterterrorism magistrate in France this past April. They
both consistently judge that terrorism is not the characterization
for the activity that has been

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Yeah. Let me note that we get into a lot of
trouble in the United States with the word “terrorist” because we
have such incredible double standards. And I personally believe
that we need to have a definition of terrorism and stick to it. Even
when it hurts our friends, we need to stick to it.

In this case, we have a double standard in order to hurt people
who are opposed to the mullah dictatorship, which is our worst en-
emies, and a double standard so that they are labeled terrorists
while the man who—and whose army had killed a bunch of Ameri-
cans and is allied with the country that wants to destroy stability
and freedom in that region, he is not on the terrorist list. And the
double standard is just beyond imagination.

Colonel.

Colonel MARTIN. Sir, it gets even worse. Just last week Maliki—
and it came out in the news media in Iraq, where my sources are
providing me the information. I am getting it from the streets of
Iraq. Maliki has informed Muqtada that he will receive 1,500 offi-
cer positions, 750 each in the Department of Defense and the De-
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partment of Interior, of which Maliki is still the Minister of De-
fense and the Minister of Interior. So he controls the police, he con-
trols the military, and also he has eight brigades directly assigned
to him, and those brigades are totally infiltrated by Muqtada.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, just remember that our State Depart-
ment is very intense about this, trying to find a solution. And, as
I said, snails can be very intense, but they are very slow or maybe
they are not going to get the job done.

Let me go back to the definition of terrorism. And I believe that
what we have to do is to define terrorism as a group of people who
are willing to commit acts of violence against civilian populations
in order to terrorize them in order to achieve a political goal. And
there are countries that are good countries that have sometimes
sunk to the level of terrorism and there are other countries that,
of course, just commit acts of terrorism and that is their modus
operandi. Did you want to say something about that?

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. If I may, Mr. Chairman.

There is the law of war and the theory of the law of war. Michael
Walzer is a great theorist of the law of war, and others have writ-
ten about proportionality for many, many years, which is to say
that once you have beaten the other side, you don’t need to use ex-
cessive force. If it is enough to win, you have won. So even among
conventional military forces, professional forces, there is doctrine
which embraces a principle that you do not use force beyond sort
of civilized limits. And terrorism breaches that egregiously by——

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, the civilized position is that if you have
someone who is unarmed who is a civilian, acts of violence com-
mitted against those who work for a tyrannical regime should not
be considered acts of terrorism by the definition that I proposed.
And I think we need to make that a definition. That is the one I
suggest.

If, indeed, the MEK during the time of the Shah attacks sup-
porters, people who are in the government of the Shah of Iran, they
were attacking a nondemocratic government and power, and that
is not necessarily—in fact, I don’t think it is terrorism. Attacking
the troops of a dictatorship is certainly not terrorism. And, frankly,
I believe even attacking the military of another country should not
be called terrorism, and we have done that in the United States
numerous times. I don’t care if they are planting to bomb in a club
or whatever.

But if they are killing—you put military personnel, whether they
are U.S. or whether they are people from a dictatorship, that is an
attack, that is an act of war, and it is not necessarily an act of ter-
rorism.

So even if the MEK did, in another lifetime with people who
were never involved with the current people who are in the MEK,
commit acts of violence that targeted the Shah’s government, that
is not necessarily terrorism; and if some American military per-
sonnel were killed, as long as they weren’t American civilians, that
would be an act of war against us but not an act of terrorism.

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. If I could just say, I would hope you
would agree with me, nothing that you are saying and nothing that
we would say is to condone or encourage violent tactics as a way
of achieving something.
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Correct.

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. Conflict resolution runs deep in Amer-
ican history. And the attempt is always made by policy, if it is well
done, to try to resolve issues through democratic means, through
peaceful means, through negotiation, if possible, so that even going
back to the Founding Fathers and Abraham Lincoln and others
who talked about tyranny, violence is a last resort.

So when the United States is looking at the facts and trying to
judge people, what is the character of this group, when I read what
people were saying about the MEK when I first focused on it ear-
lier this year and then began to examine the reality, I could not
reconcile the two; and that is what got me into the issue. Why is
there a gap between what the media commonly says and even what
the State Department terrorism reports say, and what the facts
seem to point to, why the gap?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Let me ask you about that, Mr. Ambassador.
We had a witness here from the State Department, and his main
testimony, a major part of it, was a history of the MEK. And where
did you find areas of disagreement with that history?

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. I don’t want to focus solely on Ambas-
sador Fried, who is a colleague and someone I have admired. He
is trying very hard to

Mr. ROHRABACHER. We know we can disagree with someone and
still respect them.

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. I think that the position he was re-
peating was consistent with his Department’s position. And I think
the box that the State Department stands in is the one that says,
I am not looking at the other side of the conflict. I am just looking
at acts of violence by one group. Here is what they did on that
date. Here is what they did on this date.

Nobody is disputing that armed resistance was part of the MEK’s
history. The question is, how did it start? What was their purpose?
And this business of being an unregenerately negative Marxist,
strange cult, human rights-abusing group, you picture a group of
people whose minds you could never understand, sitting in a spider
hole with a knife in their teeth.

The history of this group, I am persuaded, is very much an intel-
lectual history of students, students who, if you are as old as I am
and studied political development and all the revolutions that have
occurred in the past century, you know that when the colonial era
started to end, countries were nationalizing oil. And Iran had a
group of students that wanted to have their own autonomy, that
didn’t want to be dependent on foreign powers. Iran had a serious
issue with Russia going back many years. And, of course, the coup
against Mossadegh, who was a nationalist, restored the Shah to
power. These were intellectuals.

And you can read the papers. It is on the record of this hearing.
You can click on all the links and you will see that in 1980
Massoud Rajavi had thousands of students on the lawn at Sharif
University listening to him quote all the political philosophers who
were probably on the side of postcolonial liberation.

So we can have a debate over whether we have the identical poli-
tics or not. But that was the genesis of the group. They believed




215

in something. They didn’t believe in violence. They believed in
rights-based democracy.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Of course, the irony of what you are saying
is that Mossadegh—the vehicle used by those who overthrew
Mossadegh was the—cutting a deal with the same mullahs that
later on overthrew the Shah. And it was the continuing payoffs
from gh(f CIA to those mullahs that kept the Shah in power as long
as it did.

Was that an inaccurate description?

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. If you read the legendary history of
John Foster Dulles and Allen Dulles in those Cold War years, the
CIA took a lot of actions for reasons of state. I am not here to judge
the people in power at that time. I have great respect for American
public servants.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. That is a good way of not confirming what
I just said.

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. But what I am saying is that today we
are making judgments as well, and we have to make judgments for
reasons of state. And a lot of the things we are talking about here
have to do with the reputation and honor of the United States.

My whole focus on this issue is not to advocate one position. You
have been elected to office. I am going to let you decide. But I am
trying to set the information table straight. I believe that we are
only getting part of the story. And if all I do is to give people a
wider aperture and a better appreciation of what really happened
here, I will be very content to let elected leaders in both branches
on both sides of the aisle make the decision.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, I am happy you are talking about elect-
ed leaders. Because I don’t know anybody who elected those folks
over at the State Department or the CIA. And I did read Eisen-
hower’s memoirs—and I would recommend them—about the over-
throw of Mossadegh. And it was just a very short description and
it was a fascinating description of what went on.

What we have got here is a situation that is coming to a head
very quickly. And I wanted to know what you folks thought of the
great suggestion—I might add that it was fascinating that Sheila
Jackson Lee, who is not a member of this committee, who wanted
to come in and make a statement and we were just running out
of time, but I wanted to give her at least some time to get some-
thing in. And right there at the end, I think that was very pro-
found, the point she made, and I wonder what you thought of that,
is that—the suggestion that the President not meet with Maliki
until he has agreed to at least extend the deadline on Camp
Ashraf? What are all three of your opinions of that suggestion?

Go right ahead, Colonel.

Colonel MARTIN. Sir, first off, it is an outstanding suggestion.

Maliki has been getting a free ride from our country. In 2002, he
was a street vendor in Damascus. Now, 3 years later, he was the
Prime Minister. That man has made billions off the United States,
and it pains me to see how much money this guy is getting.

Joe Biden went over there and came back and said, “Oh, we
overestimate the Iranian influence in Iraq. No, we don’t overesti-
mate. We underestimate. And the people in Iraq on the streets
can’t believe it.”
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Somewhere Maliki has to be made to understand that we are not
taken in by his hype, and we are getting a solid understanding of
what is really going on inside that country. He has been working
with Ahmadinejad, and his national security adviser Rubaie has
been feeding Iran all kinds of information because I was getting it
from the MEK what was being fed. And some of it was being fed
to him by a State Department representative that was a continual
source of embarrassment.

So what Sheila Jackson Lee had said I greatly think is a good
idea because somewhere we need to bring this guy under control.
And T also think telling Iraq, you are not getting all this money be-
cause we are tired of making your people in positions of power very
wealthy at the expense of the Iraqi people. Except Kurdistan, they
are living in poverty.

Sir, I yield.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Okay. Dr. Ferris.

Ms. FERRIS. I was very intrigued when she asked that question.
It seemed a very direct response to a very difficult situation.

I think the U.S. has a lot of diplomatic economic tools that can
be used to make it clear that there are certain limits. The deadline
must be extended for closing the camp, solutions must be found,
and we should use every means we—I didn’t know about this sec-
tion 3. But to me that sounds also like something we should pursue
in tgrms of the way that the arms that we have supplied have been
used.

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. I do not want to sort of tear down the
edifice that 8 years of military invention tried to build. I want Iraq
to come out stable. I want it to come out a good neighbor to all.
These negative tendencies that are being talked about I want to
see minimized. I want it to be a country that is governed by the
rule of law, that gives rights to all the communities. And, frankly,
it is not for me to micromanage how the administration does these
things.

I recall another group of Iranians that were in imminent threat
of loss of life. An earthquake had just happened in Bam, inside
Iran. Nobody even called Washington. The Central Command air
component commander just sent in C-130s with blankets and
water and electricity and whatnot. We saved some lives.

So no one can tell me that we don’t have the logistical ability to
do all sorts of things or the diplomatic ability to find a spot outside
of the geography of Iraq where the whole shooting match—sorry for
that Freudian slip—could be moved so that the U.N. can do its
work and onward disposition can be processed.

I recall a cabinet-level person, who I won’t name, in the Bush ad-
ministration when I was doing sensitive negotiations around the
world who said, I am not interested in inputs. You know, don’t tell
me all the things you are doing. All we care about is the output.
Did you get it done?

And right now the only thing that matters is, will the 3,400 lives
at Camp Ashraf be unharmed as this U.N. mission is carried out?
I don’t know how long it will take. I don’t know where it will occur.
I don’t know who will have to exert themselves to make it come
about or how this conversation that seems to be in the air that
can’t take place with all the parties will finally be accomplished.



217

It is not my task. But I am an optimist, and I am a believer that
you can do amazing things if you are the United States if you want
them done. It just has to be taken up at high levels.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, Mr. Ambassador, let me suggest that
you are a very knowledgeable person, and I certainly appreciate
the depth of information that you have and made available to us.
It has helped my understanding.

But let me just suggest that, unless you are willing to make deci-
sions, hold people accountable, rather than just leaving that to oth-
ers, nothing is going to happen. I mean, we are going to lose. And
the bottom line is, unless right at this moment we start holding
people accountable and saying—and that is why I have repeated
over and over again, if there is another massacre, the people at our
State Department, if they have not removed this designation as a
terrorist organization, they are partly responsible, if not culpable,
if not some type of an accomplice in committing this murder.

And, frankly, you are right. Things will get settled. But they are
only going to be settled when those of us are willing to stand up
and basically hold specific individuals accountable and kick them
out if they do the wrong thing and not—just let these people who
have been making these kinds of decisions continue in power.

That is the reason you have oversight hearings in Congress, is
to find out who is accountable and to hold them accountable, ask
for explanations, give people a chance to give their side but come
to a determination and figure out it is not just an idea that is the
problem but there is a person over here, too, who is attached to
that idea.

And, right now, we are coming into this deadline. And the Euro-
peans have been able to look at the truths that you have found
through your research and have managed to get themselves to get
the MEK off the terrorist list because they now understand that
that designation, if it ever was justified, is not justified.

But if we don’t take it off and these people get massacred, it is
those people in our establishment who have not done what the Eu-
ropeans were able to do who are partly responsible for the death
of innocent people. So that is what this is all about today. And it
is about finding out just exactly what the details are but also mak-
ing sure that we know that, if something doesn’t happen, these
guys at the State Department are going to be held accountable for
it.

You can answer that.

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. If I could just say, Mr. Chairman, it
seems to me that we have people in the room who have friends and
relatives inside the camp. They are human beings. Many of them
are educated human beings. They have a lifestyle which would sur-
prise a lot of people. They are very worldly in many cases.

This is a train wreck that hasn’t happened yet. And not only is
it imperative that it not happen, but I believe our reputation in Eu-
rope—you mentioned the Europeans. They are watching this very
closely. And I am not here to say I know the one thing that will
fix the whole problem. I know you are very focused on the listing
issue. I have tried to be extremely careful to simply deal with the
facts and to demand that the facts be
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Mr. ROHRABACHER. Oh, I don’t think there is one thing that is
going to solve this, even getting them off the terrorist list, but that
will be a big step forward.

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. I have not settled on final judgments,
and I haven’t advocated specific solutions. But I will put one idea
forward. You did hear Ambassador Fried talk about trying to get
the people at Camp Ashraf to participate more constructively, how-
ever he put it. And if they would only do their part, as it were, this
could all be agreed, and we could figure out what to do next.

I simply want to say that because the people at Camp Ashraf are
not just 3,400 individuals, they are on the terrorism list, so the
United States Government considers them part of a larger organi-
zation which has leadership in France. If it is too hard for the
State Department officially to have a conversation with the people
in France who could say yes or no—and I have two memos that
they wrote basically offering all sorts of options to solve this prob-
lem, so I am mystified that the details are so hard—my point is,
maybe if there is an outside party who could put a videoconference
together and get Paris, Ashraf, State Department, CENTCOM,
Iraq, and the U.N.—let’s have the conversation. Let’s stop the train
wreck before it happens. I am an optimist. I believe it is possible.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. The people sitting on this side of the table
can’t make that happen. I mean, we can’t. We are legislators, and
we are not in the executive branch. What you just said could very
easily happen if anybody with authority in the State Department
would have determined that a long time ago. That should have
been determined a long time ago.

And, by the way, let me agree with you and let people under-
stand, the people of Camp Ashraf are going to have to do their part
as well. And there is certainly indications that they haven’t been
willing to reach people and to go the extra half mile as well. If we
are going to save lives, everybody has got to contribute to the solu-
tion.

Colonel, does this remind you at all of—I am sure you have read
the history of Colonel Gordon in the Sudan where they knew that
he was going to go under. And they knew he was—and I just re-
member that back in my reading back about 20 years ago how the
British Government just wouldn’t make a decision until finally they
made the decision to help Gordon; and, by that time, he had been
overrun and murdered.

Colonel MARTIN. Sir, that specific one I don’t remember. But this
is exactly what is going to happen. And I don’t think they are going
to make it to December 31. I think Maliki is going to pull the same
stunt he did with the execution of Saddam Hussein, and that was
a despicable act.

I was talking to Judge Poe about it earlier. Sam Houston taught
us, you don’t build democracies off lynchings. That is why Santana
wasn’t lynched.

Mugtada al-Sadr had contacted Maliki and told him, I want Sad-
dam executed tomorrow by my people. And Muqtada had promised
his people that Saddam would not live to see the light of the new
year. Maliki contacted General Gardner and said, I want him
turned over. Gardner said, what are you talking about? He is al-
ready scheduled to be executed on the 10th of January. “I want
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him now.” And it was pursued within task force 134. “What is
going on?” And that is when it was revealed what Muqtada was up
to.

But the State Department weighed in, demanded that Saddam
be turned over, and he was. And then he was delivered to face jus-
tice. And as you saw on the videos, that chanting “Muqtada,
Mugqtada,” and when Saddam was executed and then dropped to
the ground and kicked and everything else, that is—and then,
when that blew up on the videos, the State Department jumps out
of the way. And we in the military take all the heat rounds as to
why we allowed that to happen when, in fact, we objected.

The Saddam execution is a lesson because now Maliki is going
to jump before December 31. He attacked the first and the second
time immediately after Secretary Gates—a very fine man—was in
the country. Immediately after gives the impression that Secretary
Gates blessed this. I know he didn’t.

Now Maliki is coming to see President Obama, and he is going
to go back to Iraq just about the same time all U.S. troops are
pulled out. I can see him attacking sooner than the end of the year.
And if I may, sir, this is from Maliki’s own political magazine and
it is the center page where, when you open it up, it always opens.
And here is what the article says.

Mek organization, international terrorists from a previous dicta-
torship and the depth of western hypocrisy. The world crowded
with hundreds of very dangerous terrorist organizations according
to your laws. Mek is one of these organizations.

It goes on.

The history of the Mek organization is full of crimes against both
Iraq and Iranian nations. After the rising of the Islamic Republic
in Iran in 1979, Mek organization, with direct support of the
West—and it goes on.

This is an attack from Maliki’s own political magazine on Europe
and the United States as well as the MEK. Maliki knows most
Americans don’t read Arabic. And, as a result, this is the kind of
stuff that goes unnoticed by the State Department people.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, let me just note that when I was
younger I remember seeing Mussolini strung up by his heels, and
I had no sympathy for Mussolini. And I have seen dictators strung
up by their heels, and I don’t care what they did to Saddam Hus-
sein. I don’t care that. The people that we need to care about in
this world are innocent, honest people that want to build a better
Worlcll, not these gangsters who get power and slaughter innocent
people.

My father was in the military, too, so I understand that military
people want things done with order or they view them as being de-
structive in the end. I personally disagree with that, but I respect
that opinion. And I know you are a very honorable man and would
state that principle for us.

I think that what we are going to do is end it here, and I will
just have a very short closing statement. But I will give each one
of the witnesses 1 minute to summarize.

Ambassador BLOOMFIELD. Thank you very much, Chairman
Rohrabacher. I am grateful for the opportunity to put on the record
the summary of my inquiry into this.
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I repeat that I am not an advocate because I think there are al-
ready plenty of advocates on this subject. And the problem that I
have seen, as I have looked at this problem, is that people are set
in their views. And the views are far apart, and they are not deal-
ing from the same base of information. So the approach I have
tried to take is to find credible sources that will help people at
least agree on the information; and if they have the same informa-
tion, maybe they can have a conversation about where that takes
us in terms of policy.

The other point that I have emphasized as I have looked into
this—and I spent 5 days in France last month and talked with lots
of people, heard their stories; and it convinced me that there is an
even deeper story than I thought. There is an untold story that
needs to be understood in Washington. I do not want to see Amer-
ican policy flying blind, particularly at a time when the Middle
East is undergoing such change.

We talk about Iran’s nuclear program. Most of that discussion is
about how far advanced the technical program is. I am persuaded
that the likelihood that they would use or even hand out a nuclear
bomb to a terrorist group is small. The far higher likelihood is they
would use the status of a nuclear power to do the things they are
doing right now in Lebanon, in the Palestinian areas, in Iraq, in
Bahrain, in Yemen, and in Iran. And this is the political agenda
that the mullahs are following.

We really have missed a big piece of the story, and I hope people
will look at my prepared testimony and my August study as a re-
source. It has a lot of source documents you can click on and make
your own judgment. I am not going to tell you what it adds up to,
because I don’t need to. But I hope the Congress will ask the intel-
ligence community to confirm the tentative conclusions that I have
brought forward.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you, Mr. Ambassador. And how about
that for an academic approach?

Dr. Ferris.

Ms. FERRIS. Thanks.

Much of the discussion today and indeed around the whole issue
is focused on the delisting and terrorism and so forth, which are
important issues. But I would urge you not to forget the question
of solutions, the concrete solutions for the human beings in this
camp. Where will they go? If the delisting were to occur tomorrow,
there would still be questions about access to the camp, about U.N.
interviews, about coming up with solutions and, most of all, about
protection and security of those people who are very much at risk
today.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Colonel.

Colonel MARTIN. Sir, actually, I agree with you on the opinion of
Saddam; and I made sure he knew it, too. My concern was, it em-
powered Muqtada, the way he was executed.

And I also agree on the concern about moving out of Camp
Ashraf. They have got their logistics bases, they have got their
communications, they have got their support and their internal
support with each other and, as a result, they have been able to
endure all this psychological torment and everything else. Now to
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pick them up and move them to another location with the intent
of breaking them down—and the word we originally were getting
is maybe Camp Liberty.

What is coming out in the Iraqi news media is they are going to
move them down to Samarra and Nasiriyah, down into the Shia
strongholds and also where the Badr corps is very strong and also
Mugqtada’s army is very strong as well as the access to the Quds
force. So to move them out of Camp Ashraf somewhere else in Iraq
is like the story of the mouse that walked into a trap carrying his
own cheese, except it is the MEK people who are going to be put
into that trap.

They need to be picked up and brought out of Iraq completely.
I proposed to the State Department a long time ago—and we have
got bases that BRAC is closing here in the United States. We have
brought people to Guam. We have brought people to other loca-
tions. Let’s just pick them up in their entirety, tell them, you have
got one bag. Fill it up. Send in six super jets, large airliners, in
Balad, which is just 20 miles away, put them on the planes and
bring them out.

Unfortunately, the State Department has wasted a lot of time
that decisions could be resolved. Now we are going on the line. And
the Iranian democracy will not die with the residents of Camp
Ashraf, should that happen, but it will be a very serious stain on
the West, sir.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much, Colonel.

And I would just close with some following observations, and
that is: Number one, the mullah regime will someday fall. And let
us make sure that these brave souls at Camp Ashraf who have
stood as a symbol of resistance to the mullah regime are able to
go home to a free and democratic Iran once the mullah regime is
over. And that will happen. The mullahs are not a democratic gov-
ernment. They are a government that totally represses their oppo-
sition, controls the means of communication, and actually rules
that country as a theocracy. And that is not the will of the Iranian
people, by a large number of the Iranian people. So let’s hope that
that day comes soon.

And had we had a strategy years ago to eliminate that regime
by supporting the democratic elements within Iran, I believe all of
what we are talking about today would be moot. And, instead, we
not only have not done that; we have basically permitted the situa-
tion to get so bad that we may now end up with a situation where
thousands of people may be slaughtered right in front of our eyes
and there is sort of nothing we feel we can do about it. And we
could sit there and watch this feudalistic, medieval type of concept
of Islam take control of nuclear weapons that threaten not only sta-
bility but threaten the lives of people throughout that region,
throughout the world.

We have let this go too long, and now we have got a deadline by
the end of the year just to save those lives. We have got to start
holding people accountable, and we have got to start having spe-
cific goals in mind to achieve certain ends that will change the re-
ality, change the direction of history.

History isn’t something that you inherit and have no say in. You
make history. We make history. We make history by what we are
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willing to fight and die for and what we are willing to invest. And
we need to make sure that the history of tomorrow is a history in
which the mullah regime in Iran has not committed horrible crimes
of nuclear weapons and other types of crimes, that they have al-
ready committed some of them.

Letting the people of Camp Ashraf be murdered would be one of
the worst defeats for those people who are struggling to create a
more democratic and stable region—could possibly have absorbed.
The people of Camp Ashraf, if they are murdered and the Iraqi
Government gets away with this in cahoots, as I say, with the
mullahs, people all over that region are going to know, well, look,
the Americans even let the people of Camp Ashraf be slaughtered,
knowing that it was coming.

We can’t afford to let that happen. That would be a huge defeat
for the cause of freedom in the region and stability and peace. So
we are not doing this just because we owe it to the people of Camp
Ashraf as human beings. We believe that God gives rights to all
human beings. We respect them. But we are also doing it because
this will have a huge impact on the stability and the well-being of
the entire region and the world and, yes, the stability and security
of the people of the United States.

So this hearing I think has added a great deal to the discussion
and hopefully it will result in action being taken in these next 2
or 3 weeks that will prevent another tragedy like we saw just a
short time ago.

And with that said, this hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 6:37 p.m., the subcommittees were adjourned.]
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MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BY COLONEL WES MARTIN, USA (RETIRED),
(FORMER BASE COMMANDER OF CAMP ASHRAF)

Al Iraqgia d3) jaly

Press Release

With the end of 2011approaching,

94 leading Iraqi luminaries including state leaders, MPs
and party officials call for a humane solution for camp
Ashraf and condemn the use of violence against its
residents

As we approach the final months of 2011, how Iraq deals with the situation in camp Ashraf has
become an important factor with which the international community measures Iraq’s obligation
to futernational law and human rights. Various international organizations, including the UN
and UNHCR, have called far extension of the deadline to close camp Asheaf and have
recognized the residents of the camp as protected persons under international law, Additionally,
many {raql MPs and luminaries have added their voices fo the campaign calling for the basic

human rights of camp residents to be respected as asylun: seekers protected by Ihe 4" Geneva
Convention; expressing their opposition to any attempt to bend to foreign pressures which are
aimed at harassing the residents as well as any aggression, use of force or massacze, under any
pretext, against them; similar to what happened in July of 2009 and April of 201 1.

[n o separate initistive, 85 Lagt MI's wrote a letter to the igh Commissioner tor retugees
urging him 1o intervene in exkendiog (the government set deadline, as well as for UN protection
of camp Ashraf,

Fearing the negative implications of this policy on our couniry’s reputation and Lo stop Iraq
from being hauled into another erises; once again, we insist that the UN should assume
responsibility for protection of camp Ashraf and the work initiated by UNHCR - fo process the
status of residents - should be expedited.

Statements by Iraqi figures who’ve called for respecting the rights of camp Aslval arc as
follows:

« Inan open letter fo Maliki, Dr. Ayad Alawi, head of the Al Iragia bloc stressed; you could have
asked for the UN to intervene and provide an alternate solution. I say for Iraq’s sake; what was
perpetrated against Ashraf residents; the way they were killed, was neither righteous nor fair(Al
Iragia Web Site)

»  Dr. Saleh Mutlak, Iraqi Deputy Prime Minister: their (camp Ashraf residents) presence in Irag

is in accordance with the law. They are asylum seekers and are protected by the 4" Geneva
Convention. Any attempt to relocate them against their will is agajnst international law and
tantainouat to succumbing Lo foreign pressure. By setliug a deadline and saying either leave by
this date or we’ll spill your blood, we’re only drag the country into another conflict with the
interntational community and this is not right. I believe that this decision should not be in the
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hands of one single person; it should rather be a collective Iraqi decision and anyone wanting to
make a decision regarding this matter, must consider Irag’s reputation first. Seeing that they are
our guests and we should not treat them as they’ve been treated.(Babelia TV- NINA)

Tareq al-Hashomd, lragi Viee President: MEKs presence in brag s a legal presence. We
condemn the government’s way of handling this issue. Their presence in ITraqi terrilorics is in
accordance with internationsl faw and as such, this crisis can only be resolved by the
internalional community. (Al Sharghia TV)

Dr. Zafir al-Ani, a leading figure from Al Iragia and Secretary General of Irag’s National
Future Assembly: The illegal deadline to close camp Ashraf at the end of 2011 must be
cancelled. And as por demands by the UNHCR, the government of trag, by annulling its
deadline, must do all necessary conperation with the T7N, Til) and other internalional
organizations in order to find 4 fair and legal solution.{ AL Malat)

Salman al-Jumaili, head of Al-Iragia’s parliamentary bloc: We believe the issue of Ashraf
residents has to be resolved consistent with international laws. These refugees have to be
treated according to international laws and this case should not be exploited as a pressure point
in our refations with Iran. (Al Sharghia TV)

Maison al-Damlougi, Spokeswoman for al-lragiya: Foicible relocation of Ashraf residents,
which the Traqi governmenl sgeks to carry owl by year's e, is inconsistent wilh the concepis
of Inuman rights and has been condemned.(AL Zaman Daily)

Dr. Salim1 Abdullah al-Jabouri, head of the parliament’s human rights commission: Time
should not be used as an additional factor for exerting pressure with regard to the case of camp
Ashral. It also requires adherence to international standards and respect for human rights in
dealing with this case.{ AKA News)

Dr. Ahmad al-Awani, head of the parliament’s commerce commission: Relocation of Ashraf
residents, who are members of e People’s Mojuhedin Organization of fran, is a calculated
foreign piot, (NTNA)

Mahmood Osman, independent MP from Kurdish bloc called for showing respect to the
residents of Ashraf, refrain from attacks against them and protection of their properties.(INA)

Dr. Abduinasser al-Mahdawi, governor of Diyala province called for implementation of the
initiative offered by the European Parliament with regard fo the case of camp Ashraf. He also
emphasized the necessity to protect Ashraf residents and refiain from violating their rights.
(Guvernor's Web Site- NINA)

Talah al-Magib, MP and foreer Minisicr of Interior stressed that the issue of camp Ashrat a
humanitarian issue and we should help and protect these refugees because they alre our guests
and the pressures exerted upon them is not just.( Al Zaman Daily)

Adil Barwari, advisor to the Prime Minister in Kurdish affairs expressed hopes that the Iraqi
government will consider the humanitarian aspects in dealing with the case of camp Ashraf,
(NINA)

Dr. Ala’a Maki, MP: As we all know, the residents of Ashral are protected under international
laws and all decisions by infernational organizations regavding their case must be carried oul,

(Al Malat)

Alia Nusayif, Member of Paitiament: the government’s failure to react to international calls



228

regarding extension of Ashraf residents’ presence in Iraq beyond the year’s end is regrettable.
She aiso explained that a concrete solution does not have to be within a specific limeframe. It
rather needs an extended period for the involved parties to achieve positive and suitable results.
(INA)

Mahsen Saadoun, deputy chairman of the Kurdish parlianwitary bloe: The solwtion For the
situation in camp Ashrat'is through negotiations under the supervision of TIN; and ihe right of
political asylum has been guaranteed for everyone. He added that the presence of such great
number of refugees has to be in accordance with Iraq’s constitution, which underlines the
necessity to respect human rights. He urged for an appropriate solution regarding their departure
from Iraq(INA- NINA)

Latif Mustafa, MP from the Progress parliamentary bloc: The government of Iraq has to
consider them (residents of Ashrat) as asylum seckers who have political aspirations,
International laws compel Iraqg to respect political refiigees for as long as they remain
commitied (o international covenunts. According to lrag®s constitution and international laws,
none of the refugees should be forcibly expelled to another country or extradited (TNA-NINA)

Arkan Zebari, MP, foreign affairs commission: The residents of Ashraf enjoy the status of
“international protection” for they are refugees and have the right to benefit from human rights.
(Al Malaf)

Dr. Bakhari Abdullah noted that (he intemational community will not tolerate the compulsory
cvacuation of camp Ashral by ihe government of Iraq at the end of the year.( Al Zaman Daily)

Shwan Mohamad Taha, MP trom the Kurdish bloc: A raid on Ashraf residents, wimed to
forcibly relocate them by the end of the year, would be unaceeptable in the new democratic
Iraq.(Baghdad Daily)

Mesal al-Osi, former MP and head of Iraq’s Peoples Party: residents of camp Asheaf have
political asylum and our government should honor its obligations.(INA)

Sheikh Abdullah Ojail al-Yavar, Hlead of the Front for Justice & Reform in lraq: residents of
camp Ashral are in Irag based on international conventions and they should not be harmed (Al
Maiaf)

Ala Talebani, MP from the Kurdish bloc: Our government is now dealing with a group of
asylum seekers who are on Iraqi soil based on international conventions and in light of the
political difficulties Iran is causing; we should support them.(Baghdad Daily)

Majed Ismael Mohammed, MP from the Kurdish bloc, urged the Iraqi government should not
resort to force in dealing with the refugees, frrespective ol their political tendencics (Al Malal)

ilaider Mullah, Rapporteur for the Iragi parliament’s Human Rights Commission: we consider
any attemipt at putting an end to the presence of camp Ashraf residents in Iraq by year’s end as
meddling into Iraq’s internal affairs and we condemn it; as this case is an Iraqi case in addition
to having an international dimension and it must be resolved accordingly. As such, we warn
that no decision should be made without coordination with UNAMI and UNHCR.( Al Zaman
Daily}

Dr. Ayad Alawi, TTead of Al Iragia < Ayatallah Ayad Jamal a’din, former MP
e, Osama Al Nagafee, Speaker of - Dr. Abdul Nasscr al-Mahdawi, govemor
parliament of Diyala

Dr. Salel: Al Mutlak, Deputy Prime - Adil Barwari, advisor to the Prime

Minister Minister in Kurdish affairs
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February 28, 2000

Erngi President Jalal Ta]abn eeting with Iran's leader Ayatollah Ali Kb i{Ry

TEHRAN (AFP) — Iran's supreme ieader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei on Saturday wrged visiting
Iraqi President dalal Talabani to expel Iran's main opposition group from Iragi territory, the
ISNA news agency reported.

"We await the implementation of cur agreement regarding the expulsion of the hypocrites," he
said, using a term the Islamic republic uses to describe the main opposition group in exile, the
People's Mujahideen of Ivan (PMOI).

He did not elaborate, but in late January Iraq's national security adviser Muwafaq al-Rubaie
said in Tehran that Baghdad planned to extradite armed Iranian opposition members who have
"Tranian blood on their hands.”

"The only choices open to membors of this group are to return to Iran or to choese another
country.., these people will themselves choose where they want to go," Rubaie told reporters at
the time.

Founded in 1965 with the aim of overthrowing fivst the US-backed shah and then the Islamic
regime in Iran, the PMOI has in the past operated an armed group inside Iran.

It was the armed wing of the France-based National Council of Resistance of Iran (NCRI) but it
renounced violence in June 2001.

ISNA said Khamenei also slammed a January decision by the Buropean Union to remove the
PMOI from the ETU list of texror groups following a legal battle in Britain.

He said the move "shows being a terrorist is an contractual issue and is not based on reality.
Nonetheless they are not ready to accept them into their countries.”

The agency quoted Talabani as saying in his talks with Khamenei that the PMOI "have
committed many crimes against the Iraqis, and Iraqi government is determined to expel them
and will go forward with its decision."

Baghdad announced on December 21 it planned to close Ashraf camp north of Baghdad and
close to the lranian border, where avound 3,500 1'MOI members are held under a form of house
arrest.

On January 1, Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki went further and said he would expel the
PMOI from the country.
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DEPARTIMENT OF THE ARMY
TF I3, AT
Camp Ashral, lrag
AP AR 09391

FE-L3 A TE 2 AL

MEMORANDUN FOR RECORD

SUBHCT: Understood Agrecments Between HA TR and PRTOE During 110 Nornmm™
Tenure (27 SEP 0520 AUG (16

1. Various investipative agencivs ol the United States frave visited Ashral and
intervivwed PMOE members whin swere subsequently relessed Trom controb and
recagetized as protected persons under the Fourth Geneva Canvention, and protected s
the MNEFL Any movement outside st Ashral has alwavs been under the escort ol 118
Forees.

2 P gie past theee years, US Fovees and PMOT lave nuede theis bost joint efforns in
protection of the Ciey of Ashials 1IN Forees have been i elirge of seearity omsie of
Ashraland the PMOT Das been respensible Tor internal diseipline of Ashrat, whicly s
been Falfithed in the bestmanner.

3. MNurssaliv, PMOE members invite thieir famihies, triends. and cofleagues who live in
Fram or Terelgm countries 10 Ashrad For visits, Phese visitors are welcomed to i secie
envirenement amnd hosted by the PMOE On occasion and wath 1he visitor™s permission, 1w

PMOI iy extend an invitation 1o the HATE staff o mect with them,

A In case PMOL encounters suspivivos outsiders or elements who inmend o distnd the
peiee or conspre and sabotage. it staps and holds them ina place. then calls the M e
delivery aed investigations.

S0 Fhe PRMO! has been very voapesitive i facilitating Infeenational Organizations
requusts for fnily contact aml FATE S visits with these bnbividuals, The HATE cither
passes the request through the PSIOPENO or requests i meet with them personadly te
pass the request. [y the cases thist e PMOT members guestion e true intent (convern
over the dissemination of Glse andér distarbing infornsaton ahout Ashral and s
resichents ol these requests or thist the Tranian Reg
PAHH memabers mxay sabait thedr thenghts and coneerns in wiiting to the JEATT whe will
forvand them back to the vespective [International Oypanization

i are brohering these requests, the

6. Hsere exists no prison or any ablization to stay in Ashrall cvervone is free to leave
PAMOT ansdime he/she wishes we Fosafeguard secunity ned rishy information of Ashaal
residents and their Gamibios iy Trace those who deave PMOE wnd wish o directly go e lsan.
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wilk B keplin the TIPE for an lesest 3 weeks prior to their slepareure and their sames will
be given lo the PMOT three weeks prior (o thelr departane it order o Gicilite damine
contiel, Any exeeptions should T agreed upon jointly.

7. Ay reguest for mectings with residents of Ashreal wilk e subnvitted inowriting [stanag
the teasond by the JATE The regaiested meetings will be ekl inan agreed upon PROH
meetiny Tovation (noton the FORL The vesident must be inapreement o the meeting
betare it can be scheduted, W the individual does notagree 1w the mecting then AT
regquest s signed written statement fram the individual w aplate their tiles.

e PO b encotraped sl aersted viiows g masegv to join the politicsl
provess and disdogae with the LS Forces, Phis action by the PROL has helped o
estalish a safe and secure envivonient and should be conginuelt,

9. The PMOI has been encowraging peaceful methods s ils surrounding communigy Tor
the estithlishment of o seeure sl dermocratic Tragg and hiss tespected the Taws of b, e
retatiomship between the PMOT aad inhabitants of vegions surrounding Asheal has plived
A pusitive tole in providing seeurity in the area. Events iy Lhe ety of Odhein are a pusd
example ol PMOL eflorts to cstallish cooperation amony i Tragi Ay, HS Forees il
restdents of the city: the PMOY should be encouraged o contisue such relations, 1he
Iragis who have ttked o onr tarees Bave expressed posstive imnd sympathetic opition
about esndents of Ashuat,

FO. The PO has abwavs warned against the Franian repime's meddling and plaved e
positive il effective vole in exposing the threats and dia

rsoab such interventions: theb
v hetpral i this vegard and in sosee circomstances has helped
sive the lives of soldiers, Recemsmend that the Facilitwion of istelligence sharing

intelliwenee has been ve

corintic.

Very Respectiully,

//' ] [ 1 |'|lr )
y //((/ Jiir LS
DO dlie SO Norne
icutenant Celanel, Militaey Police

JEATE Comanander
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FYI

From

"Tahar Boumedra" —

Subject:

Fw: Ashraf meetings

Date:

04/07/11 16:03:02

To:

"Behzad Sattari" N '5chod Sa i I
[

From:  “Hanks, Russell J (Baghdad)" | |  |GTcINEIIIIE
To: "Tahar Boumedra"F

Date: 07/04/2011 10:4

Subject RE: Ashraf meetings

Please pass to the MEK leadership. Thank you.

General Al Ghaydan has ordered the IST on the ground at Ashraf to only take
unoccupied Jand there and not molest the MeK members,

Maliki has ordered that the IST take only unoccupied land and that they must not
use violence.

The PM is asking the MeK and urge them to be reasonable and
not create hindrances. The GOI's goal is to find a peaceful
solution to this and hopes to work to find a humanitarian
solution to this situation..."To help, and not hinder," the
pm reportedly said.

This email is UNCLASSIFIED.
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