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The NPT recognizes Iraq’s right to develop and use nuclear energy for peaceful
purposes without limitation. The United States and other major nuclear supplier states
in 1976 agreed to voluntary guidelines (The Nuclear Suppliers Guidelines) which call
for restraint in the transfer of sensitive facilities (i.e., for reprocessing or enrichment),
technology and weapons-usable material, as well as encouragement of alternatives to
national enrichment or reprocessing plants (IAEA press release PR 78/2, Jan. 16, 1978).
However, these commitments are voluntary, there is no formal organization to enforce
them, and there are no formal sanctions for violations. Also, the lists of items covered
focus upon those needed for production of fissile materials rather than other items
needed to make warheads. (A detailed list of such items would be a convenient
"shopping list” for a country that might wish to make nuclear weapons.)

A recent restatement of U.S. policy, in the last annual nonproliferation report to
Congress submitted by President Bush in 1990, said that the United States in working
with other nuclear suppliers will "...continue to stress the need for extreme caution in
any transfer of sensitive nuclear materials, technology, and equipment.”
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Iraq still holds 12.3 kilograms of uranium enriched to 93% U-235 contained in fuel
for the Tammuz-1 reactor, which is periodically inspected by the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) to verify that it can be accounted for. The IAEA safeguards
report on Iraq, based on an inspection in April 1990, indicated that in addition to this
material, Iraq has smaller amounts of 80% enriched uranium and a small amount of
36% enriched uranium, both supplied by the USSR. Iraq also has a relatively large
stockpile of natural, low-enriched and depleted uranium acquired from Portugal, Niger,
Brazil, Italy, and West Germany. The regular JAEA inspection in November 1990
revealed no discrepancies (New York Times, Nov. 27, 1990).

Suspicions Concerning Iraq’s Nuclear Intentions
The most dramatic response to suspicions about Iraq’s nuclear activities came on

June 7, 1981, when Israel bombed Iraq’s Tammuz-I reactor. Israel’s stated reasons at
the time were threefold: ~



v
[image: image4.png]- Iraq was close to realization of its plans to acquire a military nuclear
capability;

-~ Iraq’s maintenance of a state of war with Israel and its persistent denial of
Israel’s right to exist; and

- the failure of Israel’s diplomatic efforts to prevent the extension of foreign
assistance to Iraq in the implementation of its nuclear program.

More recently, there have been suspicions that Iraq has been developing long-range
missiles and also nuclear warheads to go with them. For example, an article in the
Washington Post on Mar. 31, 1989, from Jerusalem by Glenn Frankel said that Iraq was
secretly engaged in a crash program to build nuclear warheads. Attributed to "well
placed Israeli sources,” it argued the goal of Iraq’s program was to produce and test
such a warhead within 2 to 5 years, and that Iraq had the technological capebility to
construct a nuclear weapon. A State Department press advisory on Mar. 31, 1989,
commented that "We remain concerned about the danger that Iraq may seek to develop
a nuclear weapons option in the future,” and supported negotiation of a nuclear
weapons-free zone for the Middle East.
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President Bush, during his Thanksgiving visit to U.S. troops in the Persian Gulf,
warned on Nov. 22, 1990, that Iraq may be close to acquiring nuclear weapons. "Those
who would measure the timetable for Saddam Hussein’s atomic weapons program in
years may be seriously underestimating the reality of the situation and the gravity of
that threat” (New York Times, Nov. 23, 1990:16).
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An overt or a secret Iraqi attempt to acquire nuclear weapons would be the first
violation of the NPT by a nonweapons member. Were this to happen and no sanctions
be applied, other members of the treaty might well question its value and problems
could develop over extension of the treaty in 1995 on terms favorable to U.S. interests.
Also, such an Iraqi venture could trigger an open or secret nuclear arms race in the
Middle East, which could be seen as destabilizing and increasing chances that these
weapons might be used in this region. On the other hand, some might argue that a
situation of deterrence would result since neither side could be certain that in &
preemptive attack it could destroy enough of the other’s nuclear, or chemical, arsenals
to escape a devastating counterattack.
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Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait and suspicions about Iraq’s nuclear activities pose
several issues for Congress:

1. What can be done to dissuade Iraq from acquiring nuclear weapons, other
weapons of mass destruction, and the missiles to deliver them?

2. How can existing international controls be strengthened to make it more
difficult for Iraq and other nonnuclear weapons states in tense regions to
obtain the wherewithal to make nuclear weapons and also the missiles to
carry them?

3. What can be done to get new nuclear and missile suppliers such as China
to present a united front on controls for exports of the wherewithal to make
such weapons and issiles?



The Peace Agreement 
    The terms of the peace agreement included compensation payments to Kuwait, inspections to guarantee that Iraq was no longer making or storing weapons of mass destruction, and the establishment of "no-fly zones" to protect the Shiites and Kurds from government air attacks.  Unless these demands were met by Iraq, the sanctions wold remain in place. Hussein remained in power, despite revolts among the Kurds in the north and the Shiites in the south and his isolation from almost all other Arab nations. 

    During the Iran-Iraq war, oil shipments were limited to trucks or pipeline.  The boycott after the invasion of Kuwait and the damage to the oil fields during the Gulf War cut deeply into Iraq's oil revenues.  The UN Security Council seized all Iraqi assets abroad to compensate the victims of the war and to pay for UN inspection expenses in Iraq.  The debts incurred during the Iran-Iraq war, along with the boycott, the loss of assets and the cost of reparations, have left the Iraqi economy in shambles. 

The Problem of Disarming Iraq 

    After the Gulf War, the UN Special Commission (UNSCOM) was charged with disarming Iraq, using intelligence-gathering methods to destroy Iraq's nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons programs.  Because Iraq was so weakened, inspectors from around the world thought the job would be complete in a year or so.  Eight years later, UNSOM inspectors left Iraq, and the job is still not done.  In 1995, two of Hussein's sons-in-law (with their bodyguards and a group of insiders) defected to Jordan.  They provided evidence of the existence of biological weapons, many made and stored in private residences, and easily huttled around the country under the noses of the UN inspectors. 

    Iraq's many deceptions and barriers to inspections, in order to hide their weapons production and storage sites, caused the US to employ some of its latest communications spy technology at UNSCOM's request.  The sophisticated technology and the information the technology yields are customarily not shared, and as UNSCOM's work became more secretive, it became less open with the member states.  Tensions among them built. At the same time that Iraq refused to allow inspections of suspected weaons sites, the US was accused of using information from the "spy technology" for its own ends, and the team was recalled.  The four-day aerial attack by the US and Great Britain in December 1998 dealt the final blow to UNSCOM. 

    At the end of 1998, the UN was faced with some tough choices.  What could the UN do that would have the support of UN member nations to check Hussein's threat to the stability of the Middle East?  Military attacks have had little international support and do not provide any long-term solution.  Doing nothing or invading and occupying Baghdad were both considered unacceptable.  In the first case, Iraq would continue to produce weapons of mass destruction and pose a continued threat to the whole Middle East.  In the second case, the costs of occupying an Arab capital, financially and politically, would be disastrous. 
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