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WAR
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Some Facts:

1. Saddam Hussein is a brutal dictator who has tortured and killed his own citizens.  He has been so since he took power 30 years ago.

2. In 1988, Saddam Hussein was using chemical weapons against its own citizens, a fact that was well known by the United States who continued to give large amounts of military and other aid to Iraq at the time.

3. The chemical and biological weapons which Iraq has had in the past, were supplied by western countries including Britain and the US. These weapons include anthrax, VX nerve gas, West Nile fever germs and botulism provided up to and possibly after the Gulf War
.

4. There has been no evidence produced to link Saddam Hussein to al-Qaeda or the terrorist attacks of the 11th September.

5. To date, Iraq has provided full cooperation with the Weapons Inspectors who have had access to all the facilities they have requested including presidential palaces.

6. The UN Weapons Inspectors have not reported evidence that Iraq has weapons of mass destruction.

7. Iraq has not fully complied with earlier UN Security Council Resolutions.  Neither have Israel and Turkey and a number of other states, none of which are being threatened with regime change or military action.

8. The Iraqi people have endured 12 years of strict economic sanctions which have helped to reduce the country from relative prosperity to abject poverty.  Independent studies estimate that at least a quarter of a million Iraqi children under five have died as a result of the sanctions.

9. Medical Action for Global Security has estimated that between 48,000 and 260,000 people might die as a result of a war on Iraq, most of them Iraqi civilians
.

10. US Congressional Budget Office estimates on the cost of a war are astronomic at between $6-9 Billion a month and $279 billion for a 5 year occupation of Iraq. 

IRAQ

Debates on Iraq tend to portray this long-suffering country not as a community of 23 million inhabitants but as one man: Saddam Hussein.  Yet a war against Iraq will affect, more than anyone else, the 23 million men, women and children who live in Iraq today.  This paper explores the plight of the Iraqi people, the descent of their country from a prosperous and modernizing nation, to a militarized outcast, impoverished, and under siege.  It will focus particularly on the fluctuating attitudes of the West and particularly the US to Iraq, once a friend, now an enemy.  And it will examine the hollow case for war on a suffering people.

Who Are the Iraqi People?  

Few regions have a written history as long as Iraq.  Known for a long time in the West as Mesopotamia, it was the cradle of the Sumerian civilization, and others, from 4000 BC onwards.  It gave the world writing, the wheel, the 60-minute hour, the 360-degree circle, and codes of law.  Geographically, it was the crossroads for many migrations and expeditions of conquest
. Iraq emerged from the carve-up of the Ottoman empire after World War I, first as a British Mandate, awarded to England by the League of Nations in 1920, then as a puppet monarchy in 1932.  A military coup in 1958 brought the end of the royal family and set the stage for Saddam Hussein’s climb to dictatorship in an oil-rich, purposefully-arming, increasingly ambitious state.

Today, Iraq’s 23 million people are mostly Arab and Muslim, divided into two groups: the minority Sunni’s (presently in power) and majority Shi’ites.  Shi’ites and people with different political views have been brutally persecuted and human rights organizations estimate that thousands of Iraqis have been killed, tortured, deported or driven out.

The Kurds are a sizable minority at 18% of the population. They seek an independent (or at least federalist) state in Northern Iraq
. They supported Iran in the Iraq/Iran war.  More than 5,000 Kurdish civilians were killed during the infamous chemical attack by Saddam Hussein in the Halbja area in March 1988. When Iraq was forced to withdraw from Kuwait the Iraqi Kurds in the North and the Shi’ites in the South rose against him expecting support from the USA. They miscalculated and their revolt was defeated by Saddam Hussein’s elite troops - and again thousands of Iraqis died
. 

The Christian population of Iraq is very much a minority (3%). Christianity is not a result of Western mission but has deep roots in the country. Iraqis hold that St Thomas the Apostle brought Christianity to their country. Since the Gulf War many Iraqi Christians have sought refuge in overseas countries including several hundred families in New Zealand.

Changing relationships with Saddam Hussein

Saddam Hussein came from a poor family in the Sunnite heartland of Iraq. His star rose in the 1960s in the secular, socialist, modern Ba’ath Party. In 1979 he declared himself President and cleansed the Iraqi political and military top of anyone who could be a threat to him. His aim was not only to lead Iraq but to take the whole of the Arab world with him in a drive to regain the glories of the past.

His repression of opponents went hand in hand with major reforms which have benefited the country.  In 1972, Iraq nationalized the country’s oil. The move, summarized as “our wealth returned to us” was very popular with the Iraqi people. The Iraqi government initiated major land reforms and large-scale irrigation schemes. Literacy became compulsory and education generally became a high priority
. Women, who had been held back in the traditional Arab society were encouraged to play an independent role and were also obliged to go to school.  Such was the progress made that by the late 1980’s the UN was calling Iraq an emerging first world nation.

Relationship with the USA and the UK deteriorated after Iraq nationalized its oil. But in 1980, when war broke out between Iran and Iraq, they again supported the secular regime of Saddam Hussein out of concern over the Iranian Ayatollah’s preaching of the export of an Islamic revolution. Favorable trading and diplomatic relations were resumed and continued after the end of the 8-year stalemated war.  Through this period the USA was well aware that Saddam Hussein had committed genocide against his own citizens such as the razing of hundreds of villages and killing of thousands of Kurds in Northern Iraq during 1998.  In that same year the US Government provided him with $500 million in subsidies to buy American farm products
. It also provided him with high quality seed for anthrax as well as helicopters and materials that could be used to manufacture chemical and biological weapons
.

The relationship changed again in 1990 when Iraq invaded Kuwait. Neighboring Kuwait had historically been part of Iraq
 and the two countries had never agreed on a common border. In addition, they had long been at loggerheads over OPEC policy. Iraq also accused Kuwait of robbing its oil and demanded $2.4 billion in compensation. Kuwait on the other hand had been pressing Iraq for repayment of over $15 billion in loans outstanding from its war with Iran. Saddam Hussein mistakenly assumed he had the tacit approval of the USA, but Kuwait was an oil producing country with a regime friendly to the US. The world also worried that Iraq was displaying an independence which would upset the power equation in the Middle East. In the Gulf War Saddam Hussein was defeated  by the UN-sanctioned, multi-national force, spearheaded by the USA
.

The heavy toll taken by the war with Iran and the Gulf war caused a decline in social investment as well as a huge loss of basic infrastructure – water, electricity and roading.

Economic sanctions and weapons of mass destruction

As a condition for ending the Gulf War, the UN Security Council (Resolution 687) demanded of Iraq that it, among other things such as ending the repression of Iraqi people, declare and destroy its weapons of mass destruction capacity, forswear future acquisition of such weapons, and allow UN weapons inspectors to establish an ongoing monitoring system to make sure that it did not rebuild such weapons. To secure compliance, it imposed economic sanctions. 

With the passing of years it became clear that the sanctions only achieved some of the policy goals yet were causing deep harm to already powerless and vulnerable Iraqi citizens
.  An attempt to ease the effects of the sanctions through the Oil-for-Food programme
 offered some improvements but was inadequate to relieve the suffering of the Iraqi people. Caritas is one of the many organizations which proposed ‘targeted sanctions’ by freezing the assets of Iraqi leaders and preventing their international travel. Pope John Paul II added his voice to those asking for the sanctions to be ended  so that the Iraqi people can live in peace and dignity with the things which are necessary to sustain life, health and well-being, saying that “innocent people should not be made to pay the consequences of a  destructive war whose effects are still being felt by those who are weakest and most vulnerable”

The policy on weapons inspections was equally controversial. From 1991-1998 UN weapon inspectors carried out their assignment. They found working difficult because of delaying tactics and accused the regime of playing a ‘cat and mouse’ game. On  October 31, 1998
 Saddam Hussein declared that he had cooperated long enough with the UN weapons inspectors and that the economic sanctions should be lifted. He also accused the US of sabotaging the UN inspection program by using it as a cover for spying
. It is widely believed that this espionage was used by the US to guide its Desert Fox bombing campaign of December 1998
. 

When the UN refused to lift the economic sanctions, Saddam Hussein sent the weapon inspectors packing. Weapon inspectors returned with conflicting reports. Many have said that Iraq’s arsenal was dismantled between 1991-1998 and that Iraq does not have the capacity to rebuild
. The International Atomic Energy Agency has reported that Iraq’s nuclear weapons program had been eliminated. The IAEA inspectors still traveled to Iraq in 2001 and in January 2002 reported full compliance. The Nuclear Control Institute in Washington DC is critical of the IAEA performance and believes it is prudent to assume that Iraq has a small, well-concealed nuclear weapons program
.

The present - disarming Iraq?

The prospect of war against Iraq is placed in the context of its continued threat as a country with weapons of mass destruction.  Controversy remains whether the regime really does have chemical and biological weapons. Iraq had them in 1990-1991. The UN inspectors ran into trouble in the late 1990s, according to some when they appeared to be getting closer to these weapons and their production facilities. 

Even if Iraq no longer had them in 1998, it is quite feasible that they could have produced substantial chemical and biological weapons since the inspections stopped four years ago
. If Iraq does have chemical and biological weapons - or even the capacity to make nuclear weapons - would this justify a pre-emptive strike?  To be consistent, that would justify war with North Korea which announced in October 2002 that it was developing nuclear weapons in violation with the 1994 Agreed Framework with the US.  Likewise it would justify India attacking Pakistan or vice versa. The charge of double standards also pertains to the imperative to enforce UN Security Council Resolutions. A conservative estimate shows that currently 91 Security Council Resolutions are being violated by a number of countries, including two Middle Eastern countries (Israel and Turkey)
.

In November 2002, after considerable diplomatic pressure, Iraq agreed to the return of UN weapon inspectors under Security Council Resolution 1441. It gives weapon inspectors “immediate, unimpeded and unconditional” rights to check anywhere for weapons, including Saddam Hussein’s presidential compounds. The resolution also stipulates that the Security Council must convene immediately “in order to consider the situation” upon receipt of a report from the weapon inspectors of any interference from Iraq or failure to comply.

Much hinges on what is deemed a violation of the resolution
. The US has said it will go to war alone “if it has to” and it may do so whether weapons are found or not.  It does not believe that inspections can uncover everything. It holds that the Iraqi regime is so determined to develop and deploy weapons of mass destruction that it will eventually hinder the inspection process. The US strategy does not place any faith in international law on arms control. It opposes international inspection of its own weapons of mass destruction. It has overwhelming military power and is willing to go-it-alone when it judges it necessary.

President Bush and his Administration are placing a war against Iraq in the context of their ‘war on terrorism’. They acknowledge that there will inevitably be casualties but believe they may be far worse if the war on terrorism is not fought (worse for whom is not explained). They fear that, at some stage, an ambitious man such as Saddam Hussein could make weapons of mass destruction available to terrorist groups. He is undeniably a tyrant. There is no evidence, however, that Iraq had anything to do with the September 11 terrorists. He is not known to have contacts with terrorist groups. Osama bin Laden and his al-Qaeda network are Muslim fundamentalists and completely opposed to the secular Ba’ath Party which Hussein leads.  Terrorists are typically para-military groups, operating outside the parameters of a State. Their actions, competence, discretion and security discipline would lie outside his control. It is difficult to see for what purpose Saddam Hussein, preoccupied with his own survival, would pass on such weapons, if he has them, to terrorists. 


Arguments against a pre-emptive strike

Some commentators hold that US belligerence toward Iraq is a ploy to deflect the attention of Americans from the state of their economy. Others think the talk about war is just that: talk in order to convince Saddam Hussein that the US means business and that the only way to avoid invasion is to agree unequivocally to weapons inspections. Some suspect the real agenda of the US is to gain access, through a new puppet regime, to the second largest oil reserves in the region
. But ever since the US Congress passed the Iraqi Liberation Act in 1998 it is clear that what Washington wants is to oust the regime of Saddam Hussein and install one which is favourable to the US.  George W. Bush has said so repeatedly, and such a move is not new territory for the US.  As Time magazine puts it: “No matter what the UN does to disarm Iraq, it would be extraordinary if the US were to pause in its push to depose Saddam. In very few instances has the Bush Administration allowed the international community to change a core US policy”
. 
It is the position of Caritas that a pre-emptive war is not only immoral, it is also unwise for the following reasons.

1.  What would the aftermath be?  If the US and its allies succeeded in killing Saddam Hussein and his followers (itself not easy given Saddam Hussein’s doubles, his secret hideaways and his nomadic way of life) establishing a new leadership would be difficult.  The numerous opposition groups in exile are disunited.  Ahmad Chalabi, leader of the Iraq National Congress (the group sponsored and supported by the US) is seen by other Iraqi opposition groups as a charlatan and a puppet of the US.  In August 2002, six of the main opposition groups discussed with the US Administration the feasibility of the so-called “Afghani model”, but disagreement among the six has made the US reconsider involving them in a post-Saddam Hussein administration.  The London-based SCIRI opposition group, representing many of the Shi’ite majority in Iraq, is against invasion and believes the answer is insurrection against Saddam Hussein from within the country.  Iraq has no experience with democracy and is not a cohesive society.  How to deal with the military and what would happen to the Sunni minority, from which Saddam Hussein hails, is difficult to assess.

2.  What would be the effect on the Kurds?  At present Kurds in Northern Iraq enjoy a form of self-administration.  They are divided, with two leaders each in charge of a region.  Neither wants their relative freedom and safety put at risk. For the time being they have agreed to accept a policy of home rule in a federal Iraq but their long-term aim is an independent Kurdistan, something Turkey with a sizeable Kurdish minority will not allow.  Turkey has already made clear that if war begins it will move into Kurdish Northern Iraq to prevent the declaration of a Kurdish state.

3.  What would a war do to the tinderbox which is the Middle East?  Middle Eastern leaders oppose invasion fearing war would destabilize the region and  throwing it into turmoil.  The hugely affluent royal family in Saudi Arabia - originally installed by the British and increasingly resented by their own people - believes war would be a “gift” to al-Qaeda and other para-military groups in the region.  Increased support for such groups would put their own regimes at risk.

4.  Muslims are an estimated 20-22% of the world’s population. They would be widely alienated. The USA and the UK are already seen as bullies who support Israeli expansion, control the world supply of money and trade, and would use a pro-American regime in Baghdad as a puppet through which to control Iraq’s oil reserves.  A successful strike against Iraq might confirm Osama Bin Laden’s argument that the US is at war against Islam.  The Gulf War was a catalytic event for the Islamists who formed al-Qaeda because it stationed US troops permanently on sacred Islamic soil
. The prospect of US troops stationed in Iraq would make matters worse.

5.  Who would benefit from what a war would cost?  The US Congressional Budget Office
 has calculated that a ground war against Iraq would cost between $6-9 billion per month.  A three-month war followed by a 5-year occupation would cost around $272 billion.  Peace in the region and the world could be promoted by using such vast sums (which may well be greatly underestimated) in other ways.

6.  Already in May 2002, the Middle East Council of Churches expressed alarm at US efforts to muster support for a military offensive against Iraq, raising humanitarian concerns about the suffering of the Iraqi people and the harm it would cause the region
.  Most Iraqi opposition groups in exile – except for the Kurds – do not want invasion of Iraq because of what it would do to the Iraqi people. More important than any of the previous arguments is this one: War against the Iraqi regime is effectively war against the people of Iraq.  One of the foremost authorities on international security, Professor Paul Rogers of the UK, predicts the regime would aim to draw invading US forces into urban warfare in Baghdad (a city of over 3 million).  He considers a  civilian death toll of at least 10,000 a low estimate
.  As evidenced by Iraqi military tactics in 1991, survival of the regime would be the core policy.  If indeed the regime still has chemical and biological weapons, almost certainly they would be used against the attacking troops - and possibly against targets in neighbouring countries, with added danger of a nuclear response
.  

Dealing with the threat of terrorism: Alternatives to war 

We have argued that destroying the Iraqi regime from outside is not only immoral but also unwise and highly dangerous. We seriously question the wisdom of attacking and removing Saddam Hussein while the Israel-Palestine conflict endures, while the Kashmir dispute deteriorates and India faces Hindu-Muslim violence, while the reconstruction of Afghanistan hangs in the balance and several Arab states confront serious internal stress.  There is hardly need for a reminder that unlike Iraq, Pakistan actually has nuclear weapons and has tested them, has a strong fundamentalist Islamic movement, and a history of political instability.  If any country seemed prone to allowing terrorist access to weapons of mass destruction, it would be Pakistan, a situation which will not be helped by fuelling Muslim discontent toward the West.

Destroying Iraq’s infrastructure, even if a link to the support of terrorism were found and proven, would not be a decisive blow against terrorists. Historically it is groups without state power who have resorted to terrorism, groups without factories, government resources, planes, or armies. Lack of infrastructure is the hallmark of terrorism and its key advantage. Terrorism is born of grudge and grievance, whether rightly or wrongly held.  Destructive war against Iraq would greatly increase grudges and grievances already in place. 

We know that terrorist attacks and situations of injustice throughout the world both present great challenges.  Peace will have a better chance when people and governments in rich countries understand that we are all part of the same humanity - when we truly accept that what happens to people in Rwanda, or India or Iraq is as important as to what happens to people in New York. More innocent Iraqis will be killed in a war against Iraq than all the victims of terrorist’ attacks since September 11 2001 combined. By pouring almost inconceivably vast resources into preparing for and carrying out military conflicts we endanger the fragile lives of millions, while diverting those same resources from the war on poverty. What is required, as Pope John Paul II said, is a commitment by individuals, peoples and nations to defend the inalienable rights and dignity of every member of the human family; and the building of a global culture of solidarity in a spirit of mutual respect and co-operation in the service of the common good
.
A war on poverty would be a more far-reaching, sustainable and positive way to challenge both the evil of terrorism and the scandal of world poverty.  Though terrorism is sometimes portrayed as a protest against poverty, it can never be a justified response because it too fails the crucial tests of what counts as a just war.  Neither too, can terrorism be defeated simply by force of arms. Alternative strategies need to be developed. They might include:

· bringing the conflict between Israel and the Palestinian people to a just resolution;

· dealing with human rights violations, wherever they occur;

· establishing an embargo on trade in arms and military technology throughout the whole of the Middle East;

· promoting the adherence of all countries to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Chemical and Biological Weapons Treaties and the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty;

· allocating and spending the resources necessary to eradicate poverty.

The last word should be given to the Catholic Patriarch of Babylon and the spiritual leader of the world’s Iraqi Catholics on a visit to NZ in July 2002:  

The Iraqi people are exhausted by twelve 

years of sorrow and tribulation. If there

really is a war it will end in total destruction.

There is an attempt to justify the attack 

because it would strike the President and his

government. But it is well known that the war 

would cause unheard of tragedy
.
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Caritas Aotearoa wishes to thank Dr Ruth Smithies for her work in researching and preparing material for this publication, and Caritas Internationalis for the images of people taken during their recent visit to Iraq.








A Just War?





A war doctrine that justifies assault on the sole ground of weapon ownership and ignores intent about use crosses a vital threshold. NZ Church Leaders stated on 10 September 2002: “We believe that an attack on Iraq would be immoral, unjust and illegal”�.





Traditional Catholic Church teaching acknowledges a concept of a just war based on two aspects: when it is justified to use force; and what principles must guide the use of force.  For a war to be justifiable, a number of criteria need to be satisfied: that there be a just cause; that the action be initiated by the legitimate authority; that it be guided by the right intention; that the result of any action not produce more evil than the good sought; that it is the last resort; that there is a reasonable chance of success; that the eventual outcome be the establishment of peace.





Once a proposed military action has met these requirements there are also limits on what is legitimate in the resulting action: a proportionality in the means used and care must be taken to avoid damage or death to innocent parties. This last stipulation has acquired more force in recent times given the experience of massive destruction caused by the wars of the last century. Additionally, the threat of weapons of mass destruction has led to greater reluctance on the part of the Church  to countenance the use of force. The Catechism of the Catholic Church (n. 2309) notes that the power of armaments weighs heavily in determining if the use of force produces more evils and disorders than the evil to be eliminated. 





The US Catholic Bishops (who cannot justly be accused of being “anti-American”) have made it clear that they find it difficult to justify the resort to war against Iraq�. Many Christians and people of goodwill believe that dealing with the dangers posed by malevolent dictators and terrorists can be achieved only by tackling the root causes of the disputes.











� Sunday Herald, 8 September 2002.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.medact.org" ��www.medact.org�: Collatoral Damage: The Health and Environmental Costs of War on Iraq.


� The Arab conquest in the 7th century transformed Mesopotamia into the center of an enormous empire stretching from North Africa to North India.  In the 8th century the Abbas dynasty moved its capital to Baghdad.  Known to Arabs as “the city of peace”, Baghdad became the beacon of an Islamic golden age in the arts and sciences. In the 16th century, the Ottoman Turks gained control, holding it until World War 1, when they were defeated and their empire collapsed.


� The Kurds have attacked and intimidated Assyrian Christians in Northern Iraq, including assassinations of Assyrian leaders and civilians, kidnappings, land expropriations, Assyrian educational restrictions in order to ethnically cleanse Northern Iraq of Assyrians and to force the remaining Assyrians to acquiesce to Kurdish political objectives. See Assyrian International News Agency reports.


� Both the Shi’ites South of the 33rd parallel and the Kurds North of the 36th parallel receive a modest measure of protection from the US and British airplanes patrolling no-fly zones, introduced in 1991 to keep the Iraqi from flying there. The planes sometimes bomb military targets and straying missiles have been known to hit civilian neighbourhoods.


� According to the 1990 UNDP Development Report Iraq’s literacy rate was 89%, compared to Syria 60%, Saudi Arabia 55% and Iran 51%.


�  The next year, after Saddam Hussein had successfully completed his genocidal campaign, the US Government doubled its subsidy.


�  The Guardian, 27 September 2002


�  In 1961 when the British Protectorate over Kuwait was repealed and Kuwait became an independent country, Iraq immediately made it clear that it would not accept the secession of this territory.


�  The Gulf War benefited the US: as a result it moved closer to long-desired Saudi land bases and was able to sell large quantities of arms throughout the region, including Turkey, Egypt, Oman and the United Arab emirates.


�  Richard Garfield, a public health specialist at Columbia University in New York, estimated the number of excess death of children under five from the start of the sanctions in 1990 till 1998. His most likely figure was 227,000. A UN Survey puts the number even higher. The causes of death include malnutrition, a decline in immunization for lack of medicines, and polluted water. Sewage and water systems were heavily bombed in the Gulf War. Those that work are handicapped by the power outages.


Moreover, cancer have increased, attributed in part to the burning of oil and the depleted uranium used by the Coalition Forces in 1991. The mortality rate for cancer is high (80%) because of a shortage of necessary medicines and treatment due to the sanctions. See A.C.Maturin Report, 25 June 2002. Maturin was  one of the Quaker Peace and Service delegates to Iraq in April 2002.


� The program permits Iraq to sell oil to get money for food, medicine, school supplies, farm equipment and spare parts for essential industries. Iraq decides what to buy but the UN keeps the cheque book and must approve all purchases. Holds are imposed almost entirely by the USA. For example of the 377 contracts on hold by the UN Sanctions Committee 343 were so by the request of the US only. The Quaker delegation to Iraq in April 2002 were told that only some 20% of the chemo-therapy needs to treat cancer patients are met because of  the dual-use argument. There have been improvements, for example the food ration increased from 1,275 kilocalories per person per day in  1996 to 2,235 in December 2001. Punitive deductions for war reparations weaken the program as do delays in delivery: less than 60% of all items ordered from oil sales since December 1996 have actually arrived in Iraq.  As a consequence there has been little repair of Iraq’s infrastructure, seriously constraining the ability of Iraq to use the supplies received effectively and efficiently. See Caritas Internationalis report, October 2002. Many observers put some of the blame on Saddam Hussein. He delayed more than a year before agreeing to the program. And medical supplies and equipment don’t always get through.  Some disappear on the black market.


� Vatican City, 28 April 2001


� It is no coincidence that this was exactly ten days after President Clinton signed the Iraqi Liberation Act (HR 4655).


�  Even according to a publication like Time (September 30, 2002): “American and UN officials have suggested that the US may indeed have sent spies posing as inspectors into Iraq, but Washington has never publicly admitted it”.


� Following the withdrawal of the UN inspection teams the US conducted four days of bombing against Iraqi targets which were thought to be producing weapons. In the wake of those attacks Saddam Hussein declared Iraqi skies sovereign territory and his troops have fired on planes patrolling the no-fly zones pretty steadily ever since. When threatened by Iraqi air defenses US pilots have fired missiles and dropped bombs 323 times. Pentagon officials say that this has enabled the US to whittle away Iraq’s air defenses over most of the country. See Time, September 23, 2002.


� Rolf Ekeus, the chairman of the UN body authorized to inspect and destroy Iraq’s arsenal reported that 93% of its major weapon capability was destroyed. UN inspectors certified that 817 out of 819 Iraqi long-range missiles were destroyed (� HYPERLINK "http://pilger.carlton.com/iraq" ��http://pilger.carlton.com/iraq�).  In an interview on November 11, 2002 he said that there was “very little left” in the way of remaining weapons program when the UN inspectors left Iraq in 1998  (� HYPERLINK "http://www.pbs.org/newshour" ��www.pbs.org/newshour�).


� see � HYPERLINK "http://www.nci.org/new/iraq" ��www.nci.org/new/iraq�. 


�  “Iraq: Consequences of a War”, by Paul Rogers, see � HYPERLINK "http://www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk" ��www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk�. 


�  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.foreignpolicy-infocus.org" ��www.foreignpolicy-infocus.org�.  Note that the Security Council Resolution 687 also speaks of establishing in the Middle east a zone free of weapons of mass destruction. This would include Israel’s 200 plus nuclear weapons as well as Syria’s and Egypt’s apparent chemical capacities.


� UN Secretary  General  Kofi Annan has said that only serious or flagrant violations by Iraq should trigger military action because otherwise it would look like a “flimsy or hasty excuse to go to war”, Dominion Post, 16 November, 2002. Former head of the UN weapon inspection program, Rolf Ekeus, interviewed on November 11, 2002,  fears that there will be a lot of conflict about what should be reported and not reported. The demand that Iraq should declare all its chemical and biological capabilities is very complex: “school laboratories and all sorts of veterinary facilities, for example the testing of the health of cows. Is that a facility that should be declared?” He asks whether non-declaration would be considered a breach. See � HYPERLINK "http://www.pbs.org/newshour" ��www.pbs.org/newshour�. 


�  The issue is not the price of oil but which companies will reap the rewards by developing Iraq’s reserves. Baghdad has signed several contracts with non-American firms to develop the oil industry once UN sanctions are removed. See Michael Elliot, Time, November 18, 2002


�  Time, October 14, 2002.


�  See Daniel Benjamin, a former US security advisor on terrorism, Time, October 14, 2002


� � HYPERLINK "http://usgovinfo.about.com/librabry/weekly/aairaqwarcost" ��http://usgovinfo.about.com/librabry/weekly/aairaqwarcost�. 


� Full text at � HYPERLINK "http://www.mecchurches.org" ��www.mecchurches.org�. 


� The Medical Association for Prevention of War estimates that more than 260,000 people will be killed in the first three months of a war, Dominion Post,13 November, 2002


� see � HYPERLINK "http://www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk" ��www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk�. 


� Pope John Paul II, Osservatore Romano, 30 October 2002


� His Beatitude Mar Raphael Bidawid, Wel-com, October 2002





What Everyone Should Know about a War on Iraq.  Caritas Aotearoa New Zealand, December 2002.


