
Thinking Out Loud:
Policies Towa rd Ira q
B r i e f l y :

T he Iraq problem is mo re important for the larger dilemmas it raises than for the
s p e c i f ic one s :

• The problem of Iraqi weapons de v e l o p me nt has been chang i ng from a mu l t i l a t e ra l
c o n f l ict between Iraq and the United Na t io ns to a bilateral one between Iraq and
t he United States. Such a change is in Saddam’s int e rest, partly because it ma kes it
e a s ier for him to skirt sanc t io ns, and partly because his me re survival in power re p-
re s e nts a personal victory over the United States which he can use to build popular
support in Iraq and thro u g hout the Middle East.

• S a ddam has unde r m i ned the authority of the United Na t io ns. His flouting of his
o b l ig a t io ns to the United Na t io ns has weake ned the United Na t io ns’ ability to
resolve conflicts aro u nd the world.

• T he confro nt a t ion with Iraq has hig h l ig hted the importance of mu l t i l a t e ral diplo-
ma c y, even for a country with a pre p o nde ra nce of global power like the Un i t e d
S t a t e s. Although polic ies the United States adopts on its own have some effect,
that effect is sig n i f ic a ntly mu l t i p l ied when joined with similar efforts involving
o t her count r ie s.

• “ Q u ick-fix” solutio ns do little to resolve pro b l e ms like Iraq’s persistent de v e l o p me nt
of proscribed weapons. The global news me d ia has put polic y ma kers unde r
i nc reased scrutiny and he ig ht e ned de ma nds for effective action in very short time
f ra me s. Cons t a nt and hig h - p rofile attent ion to policy can ma ke policy appear to
v a c i l l a t e, ma k i ng the exe c u t ion of any policy sig n i f ic a ntly mo re diffic u l t .

• P ro l i f e ra t ion re ma i ns a vex i ng issue not only in Iraq, but aro u nd the world.
A l t hough Iraq is the most hig h - p rofile case, the threat of weapons pro l i f e ra t ion is
ex p a nd i ng, and kno w l e dge is pro v i ng difficult to contain. The kinds of pro b l e ms
I raq poses for U.S. policy are harbingers of the kinds of challenges the U.S. will fa c e
in the early years of the next de c a de.
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I n t ro d u c t i o n
A l most eig ht years after the conc l u s ion of Opera t ion Desert Storm, Saddam Hu s s e i n ’ s

re g i me cont i nues to confo u nd its oppone nt s. We a t he r i ng sanc t io ns, fa l l i ng oil pric e s, a
lack of cont rol over Ku rdish zones in the north of Iraq, intrusive weapons ins p e c t io ns,
a nd what must certainly be the efforts of one or mo re fo re ign go v e r n me nts to induc e
S a ddam’s ouster, the re g i me in Baghdad cont i nues to cling to power, if not thrive. 

Most important from a policy perspective, Saddam Hussein appears to be suc c e s s f u l l y
re s i s t i ng the calls of the United Na t io ns to fully disclose what his che m ical, bio l o g ic a l ,
a nd nuclear weapons capabilities were at the time of the Gulf Wa r, pre s u mably pre s e r v i ng
his ability to re s u me those pro g ra ms once int e r na t io nal attent ion drifts to other issues.
As a country with a persistent track re c o rd of invading ne ig h b o r i ng states and one of only
a tiny number of count r ies since World War I to use che m ical weapons — first agains t
I ran in the first Gulf Wa r, and then against Iraqi Ku rds in the Anfal campaign — any Ira q i
a r s e nal of che m ical, bio l o g ical, or nuclear weapons is ex t ra o rd i narily worrisome. 

S a ddam Hussein also poses a challenge to the int e r na t io nal system in two ways. First,
his re c o rd of perpetual de f ia nce of United Na t io ns Security Council re s o l u t io ns is
u n p re c e de nted and unde r m i nes the authority of the Council. Since the end of the Cold
Wa r, the Council has sought to become an inc re a s i ngly active player in peace and secu-
rity issues aro u nd the globe, but the Council’s inability to solve the problem of cont i n-
ued Iraqi de f ia nce thre a t e ns to unde r m i ne that role in the future.

S e c o nd, Saddam Hussein’s Iraq pre s e nts a new kind of problem for int e r na t io nal arms
c o nt rol re g i mes: a country that outwardly agrees to arms cont rol, but then lies to ins p e c-
t o r s, actively conceals prohibited ma t e r ia l s, and unde r m i nes verific a t ion systems. Arms
c o nt rol pra c t ic e, as it has developed thro u g hout this cent u r y, has never had to deal with
a problem like Iraq’s resolute de v e l o p me nt of nuc l e a r, bio l o g ical, and che m ical weapons,
despite the Iraqi re g i me’s agre e me nt to end those pro g ra ms and the costs imposed by
t he int e r na t io nal community for Iraq’s cont i nued vio l a t io ns.

T he policy pro b l e ms created by Iraqi behavior defy easy solutio ns. Un i l a t e ral actio ns
by the United States are less effective than mu l t i l a t e ral actio ns, but mu l t i l a t e ral actio ns
a re harder to sustain over time as the me mory of Iraq’s repeated che m ical weapons use
a nd its invasion of Kuwait fa des in people’s me mo r ies and the de p r i v a t io ns of the Ira q i
people cont i nue to enge nder sympathy aro u nd the world. In add i t ion, the United States
a nd the world community have only a limited ability to affect events in Iraq because of
t he grip the country’s ruthless security services ma i ntain over the populatio n .

The Problem: Iraq and Weapons of Mass Destruction
T he pre s e nt re g i me in Baghdad came to power through a coup in 1968. The coup

gave pro m i ne nce to a young of f icer in the Ba’ath Party int e l l ige nce apparatus na me d
S a ddam Hussein. Ahmad Hassan al-Bakr served as pre s ide nt and ma i nt a i ned titular
power until Saddam deposed him and de c l a red himself pre s ide nt on July 16, 1979. Just
mo re than a year after seizing unc o ntested cont rol over Iraq, Saddam de c l a red war on
I ran. While the goals of the war — re c l a i m i ng Iraqi territory conc e ded in 1975 borde r
ne go t ia t io ns, end i ng Ira n ian support for Ku rdish separatists in the north, and over-
t h ro w i ng a re g i me in Te h ran that was openly calling for an Is l a m ic re v o l u t ion ins ide Ira q
a mo ng others — can be de b a t e d, the gruesome ness of the war that followed canno t .
T he war pro duced about 1.5 million casua l t ies du r i ng eig ht years of ho s t i l i t ie s, end i ng
in a cease-fire that essent ially left prewar borders unc h a nge d.

T he Ira n - I raq war was the first time since the interwar years that che m ical weapons
w e re used in combat. Probably beginning in 1984, and almost certainly by 1986, Sad-
dam Hussein used che m ical weapons in the battlefield against Ira n ian tro o p s. Such use
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drew the conde m na t ion of the United Na t io ns in 1986, although such conde m na t ion was
muted by int e r na t io nal ant i p a t hy toward the re g i me in Te h ra n .

T he eig ht - y e a r - l o ng war exhausted both count r ie s, but it allowed Saddam to furthe r
c o ns o l idate his rule in Iraq. The cons t a nt war fo o t i ng allowed an alre a dy para no id re g i me
to mo re ruthlessly root out its oppone nts and mo re loudly proclaim the glories of its leade r.
W hen the war wound down, Saddam turned to da m p i ng int e r nal divisio ns in his count r y
a nd began a campaign against a Ku rdish ins u rge ncy in the north. In that campaign, Sad-
dam again turned to che m ical weapons, using a combina t ion of mu s t a rd gas and nerve gas
that killed some 5,000 civilia ns in the town of Halabja in August 1988. As in his war with
I ran, Saddam’s use of che m ical weapons (this time against civilian targets) failed to ra i s e
o u t ra ge. The Reagan adm i n i s t ra t ion actively opposed a Senate bill seeking to impose
i m me d iate sanc t io ns on Iraq for using che m ical weapons against the Ku rd s. In April 1989
t he Bush adm i n i s t ra t ion settled on a policy of no r ma l i z i ng U.S.-Iraqi re l a t io ns no t w i t h-
s t a nd i ng Iraq’s aggressive de v e l o p me nt of che m ical and bio l o g ical weapons.1

With Saddam’s invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, the perc e p t ion that Saddam Hu s-
sein was a potent ial ally against an ide o l o g ically ex p a ns ionist Iran – as well as a poten-
t ial customer for Ame r ican grain and other pro ducts – gave way to a new cons e ns u s.
Under the revised thinking, Saddam was seen as threat to stability in the Pe r s ian Gulf
a nd to steady oil supplies from that re g ion. Ame r ican and other allied troops de p l o y e d
to Saudi Ara b ia suddenly became the potent ial targets of Iraqi che m ical weapons
a t t a c k s, and they took that threat serio u s l y. Troops were issued gas masks and ino c u-
lated against bio l o g ical warfa re age nt s.

W hen a coalition of allied fo rces rolled back the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in Ja nua r y
a nd February 1991, the UN-imposed cease fire agre e me nt bound Iraq to de c l a re fully to
t he Secre t a r y - G e ne ral of the United Na t io ns the “locatio ns, amo u nt s, and types” of bio-
l o g ical and che m ical weapons it possessed, as well as similar info r ma t ion re g a rd i ng bal-
l i s t ic missiles with a ra nge of mo re than 150 kilome t e r s. Under the agre e me nt, Ira q
a g reed to de s t roy such weapons under int e r na t io nal supervision, and to accept ongo i ng
i nt e r na t io nal mo n i t o r i ng to ens u re that such weapons pro g ra ms were not revived in the
f u t u re. Pursua nt to that charge, the United Na t io ns created a “Special Commission,” or
UNSCOM, to carry out on-site ins p e c t io ns of de c l a red Iraqi fa c i l i t ies as well as any othe r
sites UNSCOM de s ig na t e d.

T he agre e me nt, articulated in United Na t io ns Security Council Resolution 687, estab-
l i s hed similar cond i t io ns for whatever nuclear pro g ram Iraq mig ht possess, to be mo n i-
t o red by the Int e r na t io nal At o m ic Ene rgy Age nc y. Only after Iraq completed its
re s p o ns i b i l i t ies to fully disclose its pro g ra ms to develop weapons of mass de s t r uc t io n ,
de s t roy prohibited ma t e r iel under int e r na t io nal supervision, and disma ntle any pro g ra ms
to develop such weapons in the future, all to the Security Council’s satisfa c t ion, would
t he United Na t io ns lift the sanc t io ns it imposed on Iraq after its invasion of Kuwait in
August 1990.

R e s o l u t ion 687 appears to envision a process that would take a matter of mo nt hs.
T he Iraqis were to ma ke their full disclosure two weeks after the Security Council ado p t-
ed the re s o l u t ion, and the United Na t io ns was to form UNSCOM within 45 da y s. The re
a re no ind ic a t io ns that any o ne envisio ned the pre s e nt sanc t io ns re g i me to be in place
after almost eig ht years.

Ye a rs of Frustra t i o n
While Iraq has never fully complied with the terms of Resolution 687, the ex t e nt of

its evasion became clear only after the fo r mer head of the Iraqi pro g ram to de v e l o p
w e a p o ns of mass de s t r uc t ion, Hussein Ka mel, defected to Jo rdan. Ka mel, Saddam’s son-
in-law and also a son of one of Saddam’s second cousins, revealed to interlocutors in
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that chemical weapons we re
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Resolution 687 appears to envi-
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Jo rdan the vast ex t e nt of Iraqi no nc o m p l ia nce with the ins p e c t ion and mo n i t o r i ng
re g i me. It was only with Hussein Ka mel’s de f e c t ion, fo r mer UNSCOM inspectors have
s a id, that they began to unde r s t a nd the  ex t e nt of Iraq’s de c e p t ion. Ka mel and his fa m-
ily re t u r ned to Iraq in February 1996 for unknown re a s o ns; he and other of members of
his imme d iate family were executed shortly the reafter by their ex t e nded fa m i l y, suppos-
edly in re t r i b u t ion for the shame they bro u g ht upon the othe r s. Their brutal mu rde r s
no t w i t hs t a nd i ng, Hussein Ka mel’s de f e c t ion put the conflict between the United Na t io ns
a nd Iraq on a new fo o t i ng – one that was much mo re confro nt a t io nal and began inc re a s-
i ngly to resemble a game of cat and mo u s e. 

S a ddam Hussein’s February 1998 agre e me nt with Secretary Gene ral Kofi Annan, whic h
averted Ang l o - A me r ican air strikes over Iraq’s obstruc t ion of the weapons ins p e c t o r s,
e s t a b l i s hed new rules for ins p e c t io ns that the Iraqis de ma nde d. Even under the ne w
r u l e s, Iraq’s seeming coopera t ion with inspectors on some ro u t i ne issues only obscure s
t heir vigo rous policy of conc e a l me nt and de c e p t io n .

A me r ican polic y ma kers and their counterparts aro u nd the world are confro nted with
a series of unsavory policy optio ns. Iraq is clearly flouting its oblig a t io ns to UNSCOM and
t he Security Council. But how can one punish Iraq further? The United Na t io ns sanc t io ns
re g i me, which is de s ig ned to pre v e nt the Iraqi go v e r n me nt from having the assets to
develop prohibited pro g ra ms, alre a dy has had a de v a s t a t i ng effect on the Iraqi econo-
my and, cons e q u e nt l y, on the Iraqi people. While the sanc t io ns are amo ng the mo s t
s t r i nge nt imposed any w he re in the world, they have not bro u g ht about Iraqi complia nc e.
UNSCOM’s ins p e c t ion re g i me was the most intrusive in the history of arms cont rol, yet
in a hostile enviro n me nt, inspectors have fo u nd it ex t ra o rd i narily difficult to get beyond
p ro v i ng the ex i s t e nce of a pattern of lying and de c e p t ion to find prohibited ma t e r ia l s.
R e l y i ng on a threat of military fo rce is ex p e nsive because such a threat gives Iraq mo s t
of the power to de c ide when to escalate and de-escalate the conflict; because basing
a dd i t io nal tro o p s, equipme nt, and ma t e r iel in the Pe r s ian Gulf carries a high econo m ic
cost; and because re s ide nts of ma ny Gulf Arab states re s e nt the long-term pre s e nce of
a large number of U.S. and other Western tro o p s. 

World support for stre nuous action against Iraq appears to be dissipating over time.
This is due partly to the Iraqi re g i me’s deft use of the me d ia, especially in the Ara b
w o r l d, to charge that the United Na t io ns  sanc t io ns inflict suffering on the Iraqi people,
p a r t icularly children. It is also due to the passage of time since Iraq last invaded a
ne ig h b o r i ng count r y.  Just over a year after Saddam took unc o ntested power in Iraq, he
i n v a ded Iran, toward the end of that war began attacking Ku rdish populatio ns in no r t h-
ern Iraq, and two years after the conc l u s ion of the war with Iran, he invaded Kuwait -
a chilling re c o rd. But Iraq has not invaded ano t her country for the better part of a
de c a de. Combined with UNSCOM’s inability to pro duce dra ma t ic evide nce of pro s c r i b e d
I raqi weapons or weapons de v e l o p me nt pro g ra ms, Iraq begins to look like a law-abid i ng
c o u ntry to ma ny - a dictatorship under the sway of a cult of personality to be sure, but
not a na t ion that is irre de e ma b l e.

Po l i cy Options
I raq’s efforts to develop weapons of mass de s t r uc t ion have been on the int e r na t io n-

al age nda for years, and have pro v o ked a number of differe nt kinds of policy re c o m-
me nda t io ns. While no ne of the fo l l o w i ng are mu t ually exc l u s i v e, some tend to unde r m i ne
o t hers if pursued conc u r re nt l y. For exa m p l e, actively seeking the overthrow of Sadda m
Hussein tends to unde r m i ne support in the United Na t io ns for U.S. polic y, and a Un i t e d
Na t io ns-led policy tends to ma ke de t e r re nce difficult to impleme nt. On the other hand,
s o me polic ies tend to compleme nt each othe r. For exa m p l e, some argue that U.S.-led
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c o nt a i n me nt is mo re effective if combined with support for a viable Iraqi oppositio n
w h ich thre a t e ns the re g i me’s hold on power and fo rces it to look inw a rd.

UN-led Conta i n m e n t
A l t hough the world often turned a blind eye to Iraq’s invasion of Iran in 1980 and

t he eig ht-year war that fo l l o w e d, the int e r na t io nal re s p o nse to Iraq’s invasion of Ku w a i t
was systema t ic, sustaine d, and overwhe l m i ngly mu l t i l a t e ral. Just four days after the
1990 invasion, the United Na t io ns Security Council passed a re s o l u t ion stro ngly con-
de m n i ng the invasion, and by Ja nuary 1991 a coalition composed of fo rces from mo re
than 25 count r ies had assembled in the Saudi desert to roll back the Iraqi attack. Onc e
t he Iraqi armed fo rces had been ro u t e d, the war ended not by a treaty between Iraq and
a ny of the invading powers, but ra t her via a United Na t io ns re s o l u t ion that cont i nu e d
s a nc t io ns on Iraq until the country ended its ex i s t i ng pro g ra ms to develop weapons of
mass de s t r uc t ion; pledged never to use, develop, cons t r uct, or acquire such weapons in
t he future; and disclosed to the United Na t io ns the full ex t e nt of those pro g ra ms in the
past. In an unpre c e de nted de mo ns t ra t ion of mu l t i l a t e ral arms cont rol effo r t s, the Un i t-
ed Na t io ns established a special commission, UNSCOM, to monitor Iraq’s complia nc e
with the cease-fire re s o l u t io n .

UNSCOM re p re s e nted a dra ma t ic de p a r t u re for the United Na t io ns. The United Na t io ns
Security Council had dispatched peaceke e p i ng fo rces since the Ko rean Wa r, and Un i t e d
Na t io ns fo rces cont i nue to monitor peace agre e me nts aro u nd the globe, but never befo re
had the United Na t io ns attempted to enfo rce a disarma me nt agre e me nt .

T he United Na t io ns established UNSCOM in a climate of great optimism. The Cold Wa r
had ra v a ged the org a n i z a t ion, as the shrill tone of ma ny Gene ral Assembly re s o l u t io ns
u nde r m i ned their authority and Sovie t - A me r ican competition in the Security Council —

UN weapons experts during a search for missile parts
We d n e s d a y, June 3, 1998, in the dunes at Al-Nibai, 45
k i l o m e t e rs (28 miles) north of Baghdad.
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a nd the threat of vetoes from each side — pre v e nted the Council from taking action on
ma ny of the most important security issues of the da y. The end of the Cold War and the
a d v e nt of what Pre s ide nt Bush pro c l a i med the “New World Order” re p re s e nted a sing u-
lar opportunity in some people’s minds for the United Na t io ns to accede to a new and
mo re active role re s o l v i ng int e r na t io nal disputes peacefully and ho l d i ng the violators of
i nt e r na t io nal agre e me nts to task for their tra ns g re s s io ns. Certainly the establishme nt of
UNSCOM in 1991 was part of the ent hu s iasm of those time s.

T he optimism of the early 1990s, ho w e v e r, proved misplaced. Rather than enjoy a
new sense of pre s t ige, the United Na t io ns re ma i ned an org a n i z a t ion challenged by bud-
get woes, calls for re form, and an uncertain re c o rd of achie v e me nt. The United Na t io ns ’
p e a c e ke e p i ng opera t ion in Soma l ia proved a particular disaster, as local warlords battled
fo re ign troops until the latter pulled out. 

On the Iraq fro nt, the United Na t io ns has ma i nt a i ned an ins p e c t ion re g i me (albeit
o ne cont i nually hampered by Iraqi obstruc t ion), but calls have grown for a re l a xa t ion of
s a nc t io ns. For one thing, eig ht years into the confro nt a t ion with Iraq, the Un i t e d
Na t io ns’ member states have grown weary of a problem that has refused to go away.
Ac c o rd i ng to some ana l y s t s, it is only the clums i ness of Iraqi policy which has kept the
issue alive for this long. In add i t ion, as the “New World Order” has evolved and the Un i t-
ed Na t io ns has imposed sanc t io ns on several count r ie s, most sanc t io ns have been
imposed on count r ies in which the population is overwhe l m i ngly Muslim, such as Ira q ,
Libya, and the Sudan. Such a pattern has given rise to complaints of unfa i r ne s s, and
t hose complaints have some re s o na nce amo ng other na t io ns with sig n i f ic a nt Mu s l i m
p o p u l a t io ns.

In add i t ion, the sanc t io ns on Iraq have been in place for so long that they appear
to some to be vind ictive ra t her than cons t r uc t i v e. Initial estimates that sanc t io ns would
b r i ng Saddam Hussein to his knees in a matter of mo nt hs have proven dra s t ically mis-
g u ide d. Eig ht years into sanc t io ns against Iraq, ma ny observers cons ider the losers to be
t he people of Iraq ra t her than the re g i me that re p resses them. Mo re re c e nt Un i t e d
Na t io ns efforts to ease the effects of sanc t io ns on the Iraqi civilian population —
t h rough an “oil for food” agre e me nt between the United Na t io ns and Iraq ma de in Ma y
1996 and ex p a nded in December 1997 — have failed to silence critics of the Un i t e d
Na t io ns  sanc t io ns.

S a nc t io ns policy has proven a special irritant in the Arab world, whe re Saddam Hu s-
sein has successfully turned the Iraqi people’s suffering into a pro p a g a nda issue. Regard-
less of whe t her that suffering is a cons e q u e nce of Iraqi go v e r n me nt misma na ge me nt of
hu ma n i t a r ian supplies or the sanc t io ns polic y, the widely held perc e p t ion amo ng Ara b s
is that Iraqis are being singled out for punishme nt because they are Arab (or, in ano t h-
er arg u me nt, that they are being punished for their vocal opposition to Is rael), and that
p e rc e p t ion has grown as sanc t io ns have worn on.

A further challenge to the United Na t io ns’ activities in Iraq has been the re v e l a t io ns
of fo r mer weapons inspector Scott Ritter, who re s ig ned from his UNSCOM position in
August 1998 to protest what he viewed as U.S. go v e r n me nt int e r f e re nce with UNSCOM’s
m i s s ion. Ritter’s re v e l a t io ns about coord i na t ion between the White House and UNSCOM,
about  UNSCOM’s coopera t ion with Is raeli int e l l ige nc e, and most re c e ntly about the Cen-
t ral Int e l l ige nce Age ncy using UNSCOM as a window on events in Iraq, have all unde r-
m i ned the United Na t io ns’ role in Iraqi disarma me nt by ma k i ng it seem like the
o rg a n i z a t ion was serving the int e l l ige nce needs of United Na t io ns member states ra t he r
than global int e re s t s.

A me r ican stand i ng in the United Na t io ns is under challenge on several fro nt s. On the
o ne hand, long s t a nd i ng U.S. arrears to the org a n i z a t ion surpass $1 billion. Although the
United States has ma de perio d ic commitme nts to pay past dues once a number of org a-
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n i z a t io nal re fo r ms are ma de, the arrears re main unpaid. The Ame r ican debt persists
despite the fact that the U.S. ma i nt a i ns several privileged positio ns at the Un i t e d
Na t io ns - it hosts the org a n i z a t ion, enjoys a seat on the Security Council, and has a lock
on the second - ra n k i ng position in the United Na t io ns hie ra rc hy. The United States also
played a key role easing Secretary Gene ral Boutros Boutros Ghali out of of f ice and elect-
i ng Kofi Annan to the positio n .

In add i t ion to conflict over payme nts to the United Na t io ns, U.S. fo re ign policy itself
has been a target for int e r na t io nal ire. In the Middle East, the United States has come
u nder fire for its cont i nued support and de f e nse of Is rael in the face of United Na t io ns
re s o l u t io ns conde m n i ng that country’s polic ie s. United Na t io ns’ members also have crit-
icized purported U.S. obstruc t ion on mu l t i l a t e ral issues like the land - m i ne ban and the
I nt e r na t io nal Criminal Court, and its pursuit of ex t ra t e r r i t o r ial unilateralism through suc h
a c t io ns as the He l ms-Burton sanc t io ns on Cuba.

T he December 1998 Ang l o - A me r ican air ra ids on Iraq for its obstruc t ion of UNSCOM
i nspectors served to push the Iraq problem closer to a bilateral conflict between Ira q
a nd the United States and further away from the United Na t io ns. While re c e nt diploma t ic
e f forts by the U.S. Mission to the United Na t io ns have ma de pro g ress in chang i ng this
p e rc e p t ion, outrig ht opposition to the Ang l o - A me r ican action by Fra nce and Russia have
ma de the situa t ion difficult. In these effo r t s, the United States is certainly hampered by
ma i nt a i n i ng only an acting U.S. ambassador to the United Na t io ns.

At the time of this writing, ne go t ia t io ns are ongo i ng at the United Na t io ns to arrive
at some sort of compromise on policy toward Iraq. Whe t her such a policy will be able to
win Iraqi complia nce on the one hand, and have suffic ie nt teeth to convince the Un i t e d
States and the United Kingdom to fo rgo their own military action on the othe r, re ma i ns
a question to be seen.  The threat of Ame r ican military fo rce has a para dox ical effect: The
clear and convinc i ng threat of military fo rce stre ng t he ns the United Na t io ns by ene rg i z-
i ng Iraqi and me m b e r - go v e r n me nt efforts to head off the use of fo rc e. Ho w e v e r, the use
of fo rce — especially the unilateral use of fo rce — re p re s e nts the clear fa i l u re of the Un i t-
ed Na t io ns to head off war, and weake ns the int e r na t io nal body. But if fo rce is never used,
its loses its cre d i b i l i t y, and that also weake ns the United Na t io ns’ effo r t s.

U . S .–led Conta i n m e n t
A me r ican frustra t ion with the United Na t io ns has a long history, and it has been

exacerbated by the ongo i ng crisis with Iraq. On the one hand, critics have charged that
c o u nt r ies like Fra nce and Russia are using their positio ns as perma ne nt members of the
Security Council to unde r m i ne a strict sanc t io ns re g i me against Iraq, because of tho s e
c o u nt r ies’ stra t e g ic calculatio ns, comme rc ial int e re s t s, or other re a s o ns. Ame r ican diplo-
mats have also quietly criticized the role of the Secretary Gene ral, who appears to some
to be mo re conc e r ned with averting conflict in the short term than re mo v i ng sources of
c o n f l ict in the long term. The Secretary Gene ral’s supporters counter that he is me re l y
re f l e c t i ng the will of all of the United Na t io ns’ member states ra t her than those of the
United States alone. Pe r s i s t e nt tens io ns between the world body and U.S. polic y ma ke r s
have led some to call for an effort to contain Iraq led by the United States and inde-
p e nde nt of the United Na t io ns.

T he advant a ges of such a policy are sig n i f ic a nt. For one, a U.S.-led cont a i n me nt
re g i me could pro mote a mo re cohe re nt strategy for de a l i ng with Iraq. Freed from the ex i-
ge nc ies of barg a i n i ng with count r ies willing to overlook ma ny Iraqi tra ns g re s s io ns, a
U.S.-led cont a i n me nt effort could impose strict sanc t io ns on Iraq, stre nuously re s t r ic t
t he import of dual-use techno l o g ie s, and so preoccupy the go v e r n me nt with int e r na l
c h a l l e nges that it would have no chance to ma ke mischief abro a d. Coalition ma i nt e-
na nce would also pre s u mably be easie r, because count r ies partic i p a t i ng in such a pro-
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g ram would pre s u mably agree with its ge ne ral thrust. Shifting to a U.S.-led appro a c h
would also take Iraq policy behind closed do o r s, because it would pre s u mably be carrie d
out through quiet, bilateral diploma t ic contacts ra t her than public pro no u nc e me nts in
t he Security Council. Absent the glare of public scrutiny, polic y ma kers could conc e nt ra t e
on the hard work of ma k i ng the policy work ra t her than trying to ma ke points in a glob-
al public re l a t io ns battle.

I nde e d, the U.S. go v e r n me nt appears to be basically fo l l o w i ng such an appro a c h .
A l t hough the U.S. go v e r n me nt has not completely abando ned the United Na t io ns, the re
appears to be a clear pre f e re nce for ma k i ng gains in int e r na t io nal diplomacy thro u g h
U.S. bilateral ties ra t her than in int e r na t io nal bodies beyond Ame r ican cont rol. The ho p e
of pre s e nt policy is that by de - e m p h a s i z i ng the United Na t io ns, the U.S. can lead the
i m p l e me nt a t ion of a sort of “c o nt a i n me nt-plus” polic y, which seeks to compel the go v-
e r n me nt in Baghdad to comply with its int e r na t io nal oblig a t io ns, re s t r icts the export of
militarily useful supplies to Iraq, and event ually seeks the overthrow or re p l a c e me nt of
t he pre s e nt re g i me by one whose polic ies are less ana t he ma to peace and stability in
t he Pe r s ian Gulf.

T he drawbacks of U.S.-led cont a i n me nt, ho w e v e r, are sig n i f ic a nt.  For one, it is almo s t
certainly the policy Saddam would prefer that the United States adopt. The mo re the Ira q i
c o n f l ict is seen as a bilateral struggle against the United States, the mo re likely that Sad-
dam will win sympathy and unde r m i ne mu l t i l a t e ral sanc t io ns. Iraq has alre a dy charge d
t he United States with ma i nt a i n i ng a double standa rd in the Middle East, ig no r i ng Is ra e l ’ s
de f ia nce of United Na t io ns re s o l u t io ns but compelling Iraq’s complia nce — a charge that
has a great deal of re s o na nce in much of the world. In add i t ion, Saddam can portray his
survival in the face of U.S. opposition as a victory in the face of impossible odd s.

A no t her drawback is the hostility such action arouses amo ng other powers who lack
t he power to act decisively outside United Na t io ns  para me t e r s. To such count r ie s, ma ny
of which are in Western Euro p e, U.S. unilateralism is a sign of overwhe l m i ng arro g a nc e
a nd a challenge to the United Na t io ns system. Alie na t i ng such partners will not only
ma ke it harder to impleme nt a policy on Iraq, but could also complicate U.S. diploma-
cy in other re g io ns. An add i t io nal complic a t ion of U.S.-led cont a i n me nt is that, absent
fo r mal agre e me nts (such as Security Council re s o l u t io ns), such a policy re q u i res cons t a nt
d i p l o ma t ic ma i nt e na nc e. An advant a ge of the ex i s t i ng UN re s o l u t io ns is that they re ma i n
in fo rce until they are re moved; a mo re ad hoc policy is impleme nted ad hoc as well.

For a U.S.-led cont a i n me nt re g i me to suc c e e d, the U.S. must actually be leading oth-
e r s, ra t her than go i ng it alone.  Although Kuwait and Saudi Ara b ia appear willing to coop-
e rate with such a polic y, it faces sig n i f ic a nt opposition in Iran, Tu r ke y, other parts of the
Pe r s ian Gulf, and much of Euro p e. To da t e, U.S. diplomacy has been effective in ke e p i ng
t he Arab League from actively challeng i ng the U.S. approach to Iraq; a diploma t ic bre a k-
down would sig n i f ic a ntly re duce the efficacy of U.S. efforts to contain the re g i me. 

Perhaps the best effect of a U.S.-led cont a i n me nt re g i me is that it can galvanize the
United Na t io ns to action. A credible U.S. option to turn away from the United Na t io ns
s t re ng t he ns the U.S. case for an ene rge t ic United Na t io ns re s p o nse to Iraq’s and empow-
ers the Secretary Gene ral to resist a softer approach. 

D e t e r re n c e
S o me observers suggest that the int e r na t io nal community’s cont i nual confro nt a t io ns

with Iraq should be abando ned in favor of de t e r re nc e. Under such a scena r io, the cre d i-
ble threat of overwhe l m i ng military fo rce would deter Iraq from thre a t e n i ng its ne ig h b o r s.
T he advant a ges of shifting to a de t e r re nt strategy are sig n i f ic a nt. Deterre nce would end
S a ddam Hussein’s pattern of pro v o k i ng crises on his own timetable and then pulling back
f rom the brink at the last possible mo me nt. That pattern has cost the United States bil-
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l io ns of do l l a r s, and the cons t a nt re de p l o y me nts have taken a toll on the mo rale of Ame r-
ican troops overseas. Deterre nce would also end the possibly futile efforts of UNSCOM to
f i nd the smo k i ng guns behind Iraq’s re ma i n i ng efforts to develop proscribed weapons of
mass de s t r uc t ion. UNSCOM itself shifted much of its focus in 1996 to trying to prove the
ex i s t e nce of a conc e a l me nt pro g ram ra t her than the proscribed weapons the ms e l v e s,
because of the enormity of the latter task. Fina l l y, a de t e r re nce strategy would bring pol-
icy in line with world opinion, which does not so much oppose the possession of weapons
of mass de s t r uc t ion as it does their use. We re a de t e r re nce re g i me in place, sanc t io ns
could ex p i re, the suffering of the Iraqi people mig ht be ame l io ra t e d, and Iraq would no
l o nger be an irritant in global politic s. Since the trig ger for a de t e r re nt strike would pre-
s u mably be irrefutable (such as an invasion of a ne ig h b o r i ng count r y, or the use of che m-
ical or bio l o g ical weapons), de t e r re nce could re i n v igo rate the int e r na t io nal cons e nsus on
I raq polic y, which has been withe r i ng over the last eig ht years.

D e t e r re nce has dra w b a c k s, however; the first and most obvious is that it may lead to
l a rge-scale death and de s t r uc t ion. Civilian casua l t ies mig ht easily exceed the hig he s t
e s t i mates for all civilian de a t hs over the last eig ht years. In add i t ion, allied resolve to
carry out a truly punishing strike on Iraq re ma i ns unc l e a r. As the public becomes inc re a s-
i ngly unw i l l i ng to tolerate military and civilian casua l t ie s, military optio ns against Ira q
b e c o me inc re a s i ngly circ u ms c r i b e d. The December 1998 Ang l o - A me r ican attack was a
good example of a campaign with an ex p l icit mission to avoid casua l t ies on both side s.
C r i t ics have charged that the result was a high-cost, low-benefit opera t ion that did lit-
tle to weaken the Iraqi leader’s grip on power and that only hig h l ig hted the cons t ra i nt s
A ng l o - A me r ican military planners faced in dra w i ng up an attack stra t e g y.

An add i t io nal drawback to a policy of de t e r re nce is that it may pro v ide less security
at greater cost than the curre nt arra nge me nt. The ins p e c t ion re g i me, for all of its fa u l t s
a nd tribulatio ns, has halted Iraq’s aggressive de v e l o p me nt of che m ical, bio l o g ical and
nuclear weapons capabilitie s. The end of such a re g i me, perhaps combined with a lift-
i ng of United Na t io ns cont rols on how Iraq spends its oil re v e nu e s, would almost cer-
tainly lead to a re i n v igo rated weapons de v e l o p me nt pro g ram. In add i t ion, basing a
s ig n i f ic a nt Western military fo rce in the re g ion would raise the hackles of troops sta-
t io ned in the Gulf for long periods of time and their host count r ie s. The Ame r ican mili-
tary pre s e nce in South Ko rea is largely welcome, but political sent i me nts in the Pe r s ia n
Gulf agitate against establishing a large base of fo re ign tro o p s. Fore ign troops also com-
plain about both cultural diffic u l t ies and a climate in which tempera t u res often re a c h
130 de g rees Fahre n heit in the summe r.

T he most funda me ntal problem, ho w e v e r, is that de t e r re nce is a strategy borne out
of the Cold Wa r, in which two roughly balanced adversaries squa red off with the assump-
t ion of mu t ually assured de s t r uc t ion if de t e r re nce fa i l e d. In the first place, the re are
mo re than two parties involved in the conflict with Iraq.  Fra nc e, Russia, Saudi Ara b ia ,
Kuwait, Iran, and several other count r ies believe that what happens in Iraq is important
to them, and no ne of these count r ies have int e rests ide nt ical to those of the Un i t e d
S t a t e s. Even if the conflict with were two-side d, given the hu ge imbalance between Ira q
a nd the United States — econo m ic a l l y, politic a l l y, and militarily — the applicability of
de t e r re nce theory is unc l e a r. The Iraqi re g i me is fig ht i ng for its survival and is willing to
sustain sig n i f ic a nt casua l t ies to do so, but to the United States, Iraq re ma i ns a side s ho w
of only int e r m i t t e nt int e rest to the public or the political leadership. Under such a sce-
na r io, it is difficult for the world community to credibly deter Iraq. The costs of fo r w a rd -
b a s i ng troops for long periods of time are high, the pro b l e ms of mu l t i l a t e ral coord i na t io n
a re sig n i f ic a nt,  and the willing ness to both inflict and sustain da ma ge re ma i ns far hig h-
er in Iraq than amo ng any of the count r ies confro nt i ng it.
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The Opposition
T he problem of Iraq has little to do with Iraqis the mselves and everything to do with

t heir go v e r n me nt. The Ba’ath Party has by all accounts terrorized the population. Extra-
j ud ic ial killings are commo n p l a c e, info r mers are ra m p a nt, and the heavy hand of the go v-
e r n me nt is seen everywhe re. While the re is little global support for overthro w i ng
go v e r n me nts because of the way they conduct their do me s t ic affa i r s, ma ny believe that
I raq’s int e r na t io nal behavior is a pro duct of this go v e r n me nt ra t her than the re g io na l
e n v i ro n me nt and security cond i t io ns that Iraq fa c e s.2 As a cons e q u e nc e, some argue that
re mo v i ng this go v e r n me nt will also end disruptive Iraqi behavio r, or at least ame l io ra t e
it. Few expect that any new go v e r n me nt of Iraq will swiftly fo rge the Switzerland of the
M iddle East, a mu l t ie t h n ic de mo c racy with wide s p read fre e do ms and ne u t rality in re g io n-
al affa i r s, but it re ma i ns hard for any o ne to envision a go v e r n me nt much worse than the
o ne that is the re.

For those who agree that the pre s e nt go v e r n me nt of Iraq is the problem, the re re ma i n
w ide s p read differe nces on how a change in go v e r n me nt mig ht come about. Some pro-
pose that the United States should create a go v e r n me nt in exile to pre p a re for a da y
w hen Saddam’s re g i me collapses. Others assert that the U.S. go v e r n me nt ought to
ex p l icitly support a military campaign to re move Saddam from power. Ta k i ng heart in the
Reagan adm i n i s t ra t ion’s activities in Nic a ra g ua and Afghanistan, advocates of this
a p p roach assert that go v e r n me nts are not immutable and that a well-ma na ged covert
a c t ion campaign may succeed whe re years of sanc t io ns and air strikes have fa i l e d. One
o p t ion that has been gaining a great deal of favor on Capitol Hill is U.S. backing for the
I raqi Na t io nal Cong ress (INC), which the Cent ral Int e l l ige nce Age ncy helped establish as
an umbrella group for the Iraqi opposition in 1992 but which has since become a fa c-
t ion led by Shi’ite Iraqi busine s s man Ahmed Chalabi. The London-based Chalabi, who
has assiduously courted Cong ress and pro - Is rael groups in Wa s h i ngton, has argued that
U.S. military and fina nc ial support for the INC would cost relatively little and return hu ge
g a i ns for Ame r ican polic y. Some de r ide his plans as a pipe dream at best and a Bay of
P igs in the ma k i ng at worst, but it re ma i ns an option that refuses to disappear.

O t hers argue that the U. S. go v e r n me nt should take a mo re secular approach to the
I raqi opposition, of f e r i ng broad support and trying to enc o u ra ge coopera t ion and coor-
d i na t ion between differe nt fa c t io ns. A bro a der approach to the opposition is pre d ic a t e d
on the idea that it is impossible to pre d ict what leadership will eme rge in a post-Sad-
dam Iraq, and a bro a der approach inc reases the odds that whoever eme rges will have
t ies to the U.S. go v e r n me nt. In add i t ion, a mo re united opposition is tho u g ht to have
a greater chance of fo rc i ng a change in Baghda d. Fina l l y, if a change in re g i me were the
p ro duct of a united opposition effort, the odds may be greater that any new go v e r n me nt
that eme rges will be mo re stable and allow the major ethnic groups in Iraq to partic i-
p a t e, the reby he l p i ng ens u re the unity of the country and assua g i ng re g io nal allies’ fears
of a breakup of Iraq that thre a t e ns to alter the balance of power in the re g ion. 

Support for the opposition is clearly a long - ra nge stra t e g y, and one that may take
years to affect the situa t ion on the gro u nd in Iraq. Inde e d, it is unclear how much sup-
port any Iraqi opposition groups have in Iraq because of the difficulty in obtaining info r-
ma t ion about Iraq and because of such groups’ innate int e rest in exa g ge ra t i ng the i r
support on the gro u nd.

While a change in go v e r n me nt in Baghdad is an attractive idea to ma ny, some
observers doubt whe t her U.S. support for an Iraqi opposition of any stripe is likely to
b r i ng that change about. For one thing, opposition mo v e me nts appear to have very few
assets in Iraq - not a surprising fact given the brutality of the Iraqi int e r nal int e l l ige nc e
a p p a ra t u s. In add i t ion, the opposition tends to be riven by sectarian divisio ns that mir-
ror divisio ns in Iraqi socie t y. Shi’a, Ku rdish, and Sunni Arab groups in exile all have the i r
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bases of support, and those bases often do not intersect (one Ame r ican triumph last fa l l
was bro ke r i ng an agre e me nt between the leaders of the two major Ku rdish fa c t io ns, the
Ku rdistan Demo c ra t ic Party and the Pa t r io t ic Un ion of Ku rdistan). Ano t her problem is the
reportedly wide s p read infiltra t ion of Iraqi opposition groups by Iraqi int e l l ige nc e. While
s uch infiltra t ion may not result in the wide s p read assassina t io ns of opposition fig u re s,
it can be enough to ma ke an opposition group impotent in its efforts to affect politic s
in Baghda d.

O ne problem with the idea of ex t ra t e r r i t o r ial opposition militia s, such as the one s
that operated out of Ho ndu ras du r i ng the Nic a ra g uan civil war and out of Pakistan du r-
i ng the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, is that no country in the re g ion appears will-
i ng to host such an opposition. Fearful of me rely ra i s i ng the ire of the Iraqis witho u t
c h a ng i ng the re g i me, surro u nd i ng go v e r n me nts have been cautious in word and de e d
about their int e rest in ousting the Iraqi ruler. Also aro u s i ng caution is the appare nt
blow-back that Pakistan’s long - s t a nd i ng support for the Afghan Mu j a h ideen has been
h a v i ng on Pakistani socie t y. Long cont e nt to foster re l ig ious ra d icalism and ethnic divi-
s io ns across the Afghan borde r, Pakistani of f ic ials are find i ng that re l ig ious ra d ic a l i s m
a nd ethnic conflict are inc re a s i ngly cons u m i ng their own state.  To overc o me these con-
c e r ns, some have begun to talk of cre a t i ng “safe havens” for opposition fo rc e s, espe-
c ially in the south of Iraq. Whe t her such safe havens would be via b l e, have re g io na l
support, and be able to seriously affect the viability of Saddam Hussein’s re g i me re ma i ns
an open questio n .

L e s s o n s
T he Iraqi problem cont i nues to defy solution by any single stra t e g y. Any policy toward

I raq is fra u g ht with diffic u l t ies in impleme nt a t ion and uncertain re s u l t s, whe t her it seeks
to change the behavior of the pre s e nt re g i me in Baghdad or hasten the day when that
re g i me is re p l a c e d. Public pre s s u re to solve the problem quickly and decisively ma ke s
s o l v i ng the problem harde r. While the United States may try to effect change in Iraq, its
ability to do so is only ma rg i nal. The brutality of the re g i me, combined with limited
hu man int e l l ige nce capabilities ins ide Iraq, ma ke chang i ng the situa t ion on the gro u nd,
or even unde r s t a nd i ng the effects of fo re ig ners’ actio ns on Iraq, a difficult pro s p e c t
i nde e d.

Ta ken as a who l e, ho w e v e r, the Iraq problem is mo re important for the larger issues
it raises than for the specific one s :

• T he problem of Iraqi weapons de v e l o p me nt has been chang i ng from a mu l t i l a t e ra l
c o n f l ict between Iraq and the United Na t io ns to a bilateral one between Iraq and
t he United States. While the United States re ma i ns the pre e m i ne nt global power,
a bilateral confro nt a t ion invites Iraq to build allies who will unde r m i ne U.S. poli-
c y. Saddam’s me re survival allows him to proclaim himself a victor against the U.S.
a nd rally those disaffected from U.S. policy to his cause.

• S a ddam has unde r m i ned the authority of the United Na t io ns. Saddam Hu s s e i n
a g reed to United Na t io ns de ma nds in the wake of the Gulf War to disclose and the n
de s t roy his pro g ra ms to develop weapons of mass de s t r uc t ion, and then eng a ge d
in a pro t racted and concerted effort to avoid do i ng so. By his actio ns, Sadda m
w e a ke ns confide nce in the United Na t io ns’ ability to resolve conflicts in other parts
of the world, even amo ng count r ies with leaders less odious than Saddam Hu s s e i n .

• T he confro nt a t ion with Iraq has hig h l ig hted the importance of mu l t i l a t e ral diplo-
ma c y, even for a country with a pre p o nde ra nce of global power such as the Un i t e d
S t a t e s. Although some in the United States call for solo action in int e r na t io na l
a f fa i r s, the cont a i n me nt effort has re s t ra i ned Iraqi behavior thus far pre c i s e l y
because it has been mu l t i l a t e ral. Ame r ican diplomacy has won sig n i f ic a nt vic t o r ie s,
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e s p e c ially in re c e nt mo nt hs, ma i nt a i n i ng a coalition to contain Iraq some eig ht and
a half years after the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. Effective mu l t i l a t e ral diploma c y,
ho w e v e r, re q u i res the United States to have a cohe re nt strategy toward the world’s
p ro b l e ms. Appro a c h i ng allies with a long laundry list of de ma nds for diploma t ic
support is unlikely to win effective coopera t ion, but well-tho u g ht-out agre e me nt s
on shared goals and mo re limited objectives can go a long way toward that go a l .

• S o me cont i nue to call for quick-fix solutio ns to global pro b l e ms. The ex p a ns ion of
t he global news me d ia has put polic y ma kers under inc reased scrutiny and he ig ht-
e ned de ma nds for effective action in very short time fra me s. In the case of a pro b-
lem like the re c u r re nt crises with Iraq, ho w e v e r, our policy tools are relatively blunt
a nd the results of our actio ns hard to pre d ict. While the allure of quick-fix solu-
t io ns is unde n ia b l e, they can also ma ke policy seem to vacillate erra t ically between
d i f f e re nt stra t e g ie s, the reby ma k i ng any ind i v idual strategy difficult to exe c u t e. The
p roblem becomes especially vex i ng with re g a rd to the Middle East, because politic s
t he re ge ne rally moves slower than in the United States and political me mo r ies are
l o nge r. While U.S. State Departme nt of f ic ials often rotate out of their posts in two
to three years, Arab polic y ma kers can retain their positio ns for de c a de s.

• WMD Pro l i f e ra t ion re ma i ns a vex i ng issue not only in Iraq, but aro u nd the world.
I raq’s efforts to develop weapons of mass de s t r uc t ion are amo ng the most aggre s-
sive and persistent in the world, but they are by no me a ns unique. North Ko re a ’ s
w e a p o ns de v e l o p me nt pro g ram poses ma ny of the same challenges to no n p ro l i f e r-
a t ion re g i me s, and conc e r ns have been raised (as they have been in the Iraqi case)
about no nc o m p l ia nce with sig ned agre e me nt s. Ind ia and Pakistan ex p l o ded nuc l e a r
de v ices in 1998, and Russian scie ntists with expertise fields related to weapons of
mass de s t r uc t ion appear to be eng a ged in active partnerships with a number of
c o u nt r ies aro u nd the world. Kno w l e dge is an exc e e d i ngly difficult commodity to
c o ntain, and after almost a century of disuse, che m ical weapons seem to be ex p e-
r ie nc i ng a re s u rge nce as a kind of poor man’s atomic bomb.

C o n c l u s i o n
I raq poses a challenge to re g io nal security and the global commu n i t y. Its re c o rd of

i n v a d i ng ne ig h b o r i ng count r ies and of using che m ical age nts in warfa re is a chilling
re m i nder of what this re g i me is likely to do if left unc he c ke d. On the other hand, Ira q ’ s
c h a l l e nge to the United States in particular is not to any direct U.S. int e re s t s, but ra t he r
to bro a der U.S. conc e r ns re g a rd i ng ene rgy security, re g io nal stability, and the de f e nse of
t he rule of law in int e r na t io nal re l a t io ns. Under such cond i t io ns, the United States would
do well to treat its conflict with Iraq in those bro a der terms ra t her than allowing it to
turn into a me re bilateral conflic t .

T he pro b l e ms Iraq poses to the United States and the int e r na t io nal community are
u n i q u e, but they re p re s e nt the kinds of pro b l e ms we are likely to face in the future.
We a p o ns pro l i f e ra t ion, asymme t r ical confro nt a t io ns, and mu l t i l a t e ral diplomacy are
a l most certainly typical of the fo r t h c o m i ng challenges to peace and security in the early
years of the next de c a de.

E n d n o t e s
1 See, for exa m p l e, Bruce W. Je ntleson, With Friends Like These: Reagan, Bush, and

S a d d a m, 1982 - 1990 (New York: W. W. Norton, 1994), ch. 2 and 3, passim.
2 Some observers, inc l ud i ng Center for Stra t e g ic and Int e r na t io nal Stud ies Middle East

P ro g ram Co-Chair Ant ho ny Corde s man, disagree with this vie w.
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