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Twenty-two months have passed since any disarmament or monitoring work has been conducted

in Iraq. In these circumstances, it is difficult to know, with precision, what Iraq has done in this

interim period to develop its weapons of mass destruction (WMD) capability. However, there are

credible reports that Saddam Hussein is back at work on those weapons.

It seems clear, for instance, that Iraq is attempting to extend the range of its missiles. In this

context, Iraq withheld some 500 tons of Scud-specific missile fuel from UNSCOM.  The

administration has indicated, publicly, that Iraq has rebuilt its chemical and biological weapons

manufacturing facilities. Other reports indicate that Saddam has taken steps to reassemble his

nuclear weapons design team.  In this latter context, it should be recalled that, after the Gulf War,

nuclear experts concluded that Iraq had been only six months away from assembling an atomic

bomb. Iraq has the required design and know-how for the assembly of a nuclear explosive device.

Its sole deficiency is the required special fissionable material. This deficiency could be eliminated

by the resumption of relevant work inside Iraq and/or by the importation of the material for the

weapons core.
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Iraq’s efforts to rebuild its capacity to deploy weapons of mass destruction are utterly

unsurprising. The possession of such weapons remain a major Iraqi priority; its government has

shown that it will bear virtually any cost to further its goal and, in the current period, the divisions

in the Security Council have served to remove political pressure on Iraq to meet its arms control

obligations.

Two years ago, in June 1998, in my capacity as Executive Chairman of UN Special Commission, I

provided the Security Council, with a plan entitled, “Necessary Conditions for Resolution of

Priority Disarmament Issues.” This informal note was essentially intended as a “road map” — a

list of the necessary, rather than sufficient, conditions for the completion of UNSCOM’s

disarmament work in Iraq. At that time, I believed that these necessary conditions could become

sufficient if Iraq provided all the materials, documents, and information relating to its prohibited

weapons specified in the road map, and if it also agreed to terminate its concealment efforts. The

road map highlighted three areas:

• In the missile area, Iraq had failed to provide evidence relating to: its indigenous production of

missiles; its warhead material balance; and its claimed unilateral destruction of Scud-specific

propellants.

 

• In the chemical weapons area, Iraq had refused to provide UNSCOM with verifiable evidence

of the disposition of special munitions, including 155-millimeter mustard shells and R-400



3

chemical/biological aerial bombs, or of its efforts to clarify the full extent of its efforts to

produce the chemical warfare agent VX.

 

• In the biological weapons area, UNSCOM needed a completely revised account of Iraq’s

program, including: evidence of the acquisition, production, and disposition of all relevant

materials, equipment, weapons agents, and munitions.

UNSCOM attempted to implement the terms of the road map through an intensive program of

inspections and meetings with Iraqi authorities. Those actions, in mid 1998, never received the

required level of cooperation from Baghdad. Instead, in August 1998, Deputy Prime Minister

Tariq Aziz stated that Iraq would no longer participate in UNSCOM’s disarmament work and

insisted that I would report immediately to the Security Council that Iraq no longer had any

proscribed weapons, related materials or, capability.

I told Aziz that I could not issue such a report without evidence to support it, and subsequently

reported to the Security Council that Iraq had failed to provide the cooperation and materials

requested. UNSCOM would not be able to conduct the substantive disarmament work mandated

to it by the Security Council or give to the Council the assurances it required with respect to

Iraq's prohibited weapons programs. After Iraq responded by suspending all UNSCOM activities

in its territory, the situation deteriorated to the point that the United States and the United

Kingdom launched Desert Fox in December 1998.
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In January 1999, I directed UNSCOM to provide the Security Council with a comprehensive

review of Iraq’s then current status. We provided a list of priority areas that needed to be

addressed in disarmament, monitoring, and verification.  Having considered the findings of this

report and taken advice from independent experts, the Council reaffirmed that the disarmament of

Iraq had not been completed.

Throughout 1999, however, the political contours of the debate over Iraqi compliance shifted

significantly. Three permanent members of the Security Council — Russia, China, and France —

showed they were no longer willing to support the kind of rigorous inspections needed to fully

uncover the extent of Iraq’s illegal weapons holdings. In December 1999, these three members

refused to endorse the establishment of UNMOVIC — the United Nations Monitoring,

Verification and Inspection Commission — as the successor to UNSCOM, even though this new

body would lack the organizational and technical independence of UNSCOM.  These abstaining

members of the Security Council largely objected to the condition that was still required of Iraq

— to give “immediate, unconditional and unrestricted access” to UNMOVIC inspectors. Security

Council resolution 1284, under which UNMOVIC operates, also lifted the ceiling on Iraqi oil

production, but kept in place the oil-for-food program. Iraq has since reiterated its refusal to

cooperate with any further inspections or monitoring.

Saddam’s success in facing down the Security Council, and ignoring Iraq’s obligations under

international law, constitutes a crisis for the system of collective management of global security.

Its successful challenge to the authority of the Security Council weakens that body, overall. Iraq’s

illegal weapons programs are a threat to the credibility of existing non-proliferation and arms
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control regimes, and they are a threat to its neighbors, exacerbating insecurities and tensions in an

already unstable region. Beyond the Middle East, Saddam’s regime may represent a menace to

global security by its own direct actions or by sponsoring terrorist groups.

But before embarking on any new policy course in response to these threats, the United States

and its allies must recognize the constraints of the present situation. First, it must be

acknowledged that sanctions have become ineffective; the Iraqi government has completely

transferred their effects to the Iraqi people and has build a lucrative black market. More recently,

member states of the United Nations, including two permanent members of the Security Council,

are acting against sanctions. Second, we should concede that there is no political consensus,

beginning here in the United States, on the use of military force to remove Saddam Hussein or to

compel Iraq to submit to inspections.

What actions, then, can be taken to counter the threat posed by Iraq?

The United States must begin by forging a new consensus in the Security Council on enforcing

arms control in Iraq. It must insist on the appropriate standard of behavior from its fellow

permanent members in the Security Council. This administration and the next to follow must draw

a new red line for U.S. foreign policy. Just as the United States made clear that it would not

tolerate Iraqi aggression towards Kurds or its neighbors, or the visible emergence of new

weapons of mass destruction, the United States must now make clear to Russia that patronage of

regimes such as that of Saddam Hussein (and Slobodan Milosevic) is unacceptable in U.S.-
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Russian relations. This is the essential condition for any possible restoration of consensus in the

Security Council.

That consensus should include: restoring WMD monitoring in Iraq, re-targeting sanctions to the

financial activities of the Iraqi leadership, and preventing the importation by Iraq of any military

goods.


