A ‘just war’, or just another of Tony Blair’s wars?

David Coates

     New Labour came to power determined to do good in the world.
 Its 1997 election manifesto contained that commitment. Its first governmental statement of foreign policy principles put ethical concerns at the heart of the UK’s overseas agenda. That made perfect sense in 1997, since the new government came to power attempting to be, at one and the same time, both qualitatively different and morally superior to the government it was replacing. That government – the government of John Major, and still in image the government of Margaret Thatcher – was one whose ethical stance, both abroad and at home, was by then seriously in question; put there, in part at least, by Labour’s exposure, when in opposition, of a string of dubious arms deals struck, with ministerial connivance, between UK-based companions and the regime of Saddam Hussein.
 

     For New Labour also came to power with Iraq as a pre-established item on its governmental agenda. UK troops had played an important supporting role in the Gulf War triggered by Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait, and UK military planes were currently helping the US to police the no-fly zones over northern and southern Iraq that had been created in the wake of that war. The New Labour Government found itself in 1997, that is, in an active military alliance with the United States in the Middle East, and from the outset was entirely comfortable in that alliance. Indeed, as time passed, its comfort level visibly rose. Post-war UK Prime Ministers had long chosen to ‘punch above their weight’ as the United States’s key European ally, and the New Labour Prime Minister soon caught the habit. For reasons of international status as well as of international morality, his government, like UK governments before it, proved entirely willing to deploy UK forces abroad on military missions with only the most tenuous connections to immediate UK security interests. It did so in Sierra Leone and It did so in Kosovo.

     As Tony Blair picked up the victory laurels of his series of small wars
, he proved increasingly willing to advocate such military interventions into the internal affairs of sovereign states in a post-Cold War era, , and to lay out the criteria that should guide them. Before an audience in Chicago in 1998 he discussed those criteria, and before a smaller gathering in Texas in 2002 he explained their context and their relevance to the Iraqi case. In Chicago, he said this.

I think we need to bear in mind five major considerations. First, are we sure of our case? War is an imperfect instrument for righting humanitarian distress; but armed force is sometimes the only means of dealing with dictators. Second, have we exhausted all diplomatic options? We should always give peace every chance….Third, on the basis of a practical assessment of the situation, are there military operations we can sensibly and prudently take? Fourth, are we prepared for the long term?...having made a commitment we cannot simply walk away once the fighting is over….And finally, do we have national interests involved? 

In Texas, Blair then used his sense of global interconnectedness to define those national interests in a new and extensive way – one indeed that stretched straight to Baghdad. ‘I advocate,’ he told his Texan audience:
…an enlightened self interest that puts fighting for our values at the heart of the policies necessary to protect our nations. Engagement in the world on the basis of these values, not isolationism from it, is the hard-headed pragmatism for the 21st century. Why? In part…because the countries and people of the world today are more interdependent than ever…and …the surest way to stability is through the very values of freedom, democracy and justice. Where these are strong, the people push for moderation and order.  Where they are absent, regimes act unchecked by popular accountability and pose a threat: and the threat spreads. So the promotion of these values becomes not just right in itself but part of our long-term security and prosperity. Not all the wrongs of the world can be put right, but where disorder threatens us all, we should act.  …. We cannot, of course, intervene in all cases, but where countries are engaged in the terror or weapons of mass destruction business, we should not shrink from confronting them….leaving Iraq to develop weapons of mass destruction, in flagrant breach of no less than nine separate UN Security Council resolutions, refusing still to allow weapons inspectors back to do their work properly, is not an option…. The message to Saddam is clear: he has to let the inspectors back in - anyone, any time, any place that the international community demands.

    Given views of this kind, it was not surprising that, fresh from playing a leading role in orchestrating the coalition of nations that had fought in Afghanistan, Blair should then have proved vulnerable to the Bush Administration’s call for a move against Iraq. Nor is it entirely surprising that, in advocating such a move, the Prime Minister should have added an explicitly moral dimension to the justifications for military action being proposed. The military intervention in Afghanistan had enjoyed widespread popular support, both globally and in the UK. That global popular support had been the legacy of a generalized revulsion against the attacks on the World Trade Centre and the Pentagon on 9/11. Invading Afghanistan in search of the Taliban had been widely seen as legitimate and ethical in both its purposes and its implementation. The war looming in Iraq, by contrast, enjoyed no such widespread global popular support and no such generalized sense of legitimate moral purpose; which was presumably why in February 2003, as a million people prepared to demonstrate in London against the impending invasion, Blair felt obliged to put the moral case for war to them. He did so in a strongly argued piece in the London paper most likely to be read on that demonstration: The Observer. He wrote this
What brings thousands of people out in protests around the world? ….It is a right and entirely understandable hatred of war. It is moral purpose, and I respect that. But the moral case against war has a moral answer: it is the moral case for removing Saddam. It is not the reason we act. That must be according to the UN mandate on weapons of mass destruction. But it is the reason, frankly, why if we do have to act, we should do so with a clear conscience. Yes, there are consequences of war…but there are also consequences of “stop the war”. There will be no march for the victims of Saddam, no protests about the thousands of children who die needlessly each year under his rule, no righteous anger over the torture chambers which, if he is left in power, will remain in being….If there are 500,000 on the [Stop the War] march, that is less than the number of people whose deaths Saddam has been responsible for. If there are one million, that is still less than the number of people who died in the wars he started. So if the result of peace is Saddam staying in power, not disarmed, then I tell you there are consequences paid in blood for that decision too. But these victims will never be seen, never feature on our TV screens or inspire millions to take to the streets. But they will exist nonetheless.

     The need to do good in the world, the interconnected nature of the world that made doing good essential, and the status of Iraq as the most pressing example of where good was required…. These were all linked together by Tony Blair into a justificatory structure for the war itself. The invasion of Afghanistan, Blair had told Arab journalists in 2001, had been a ‘matter of justice’.
 It had a modern example of a ‘just war’, and the invasion of Iraq would be another. 

       The question before us here is whether that claim had any substance to it. It will be the argument of this chapter that it did not. 
Just a War?
    Even in choosing to explore the issue in this way – even to pose the question of whether the movement of US and UK troops into Iraq in March 2003 was just – is to run the risk of framing the invasion in an entirely misleading fashion. It is to run the risk of giving far too much ground to the retrospective defenders of what was, from its outset, seen by many as a controversial act of modern imperialism.  For no matter what the main players now argue, with the event well behind them, it is vital to remember that concerns with democratization and human rights were never the key driver of policy when the invasion was being planned and implemented. It is also vital to remember that the internally repressive nature of the Hussein regime was not even the key legitimating element when the invasion was launched. The invasion was originally presented as part of the war on terrorism, as an attack on one component of ‘the axis of evil’, with the manner and urgency of military intervention justified by the existence of links between Saddam Hussein’s Iraq and al-Qaeda. Then, when those links proved elusive, the invasion of Iraq quickly became a war legitimated by Iraq’s possession of weapons of mass destruction. It was even legitimated for a while as an exercise that gave voice to the UN’s own resolutions, when that body was supposedly immobilized by French intransigence. It was only when the adequacy of these main-line legitimating arguments began to be undermined by the emergence of  powerful evidence of a counter-factual kind that the ‘democratic and human rights’ case for invading Iraq – Bush and Blair’s ‘moral’ case for invading Iraq - was moved onto center-stage, where it now remains. 

     Because it is now so center-stage, we need continually to remember that even Tony Blair – the key moralizer in this story – is on record, on more than one occasion, as insisting that it was Iraqi possession of weapons of mass destruction, not questions of democracy and human rights, which triggered and legitimated the invasion.
 We also need to remember that his position in the run-up to the invasion, which differed significantly in this regard from that of the Bush Administration, was that if Saddam Hussein voluntarily disarmed, the coalition would not (and could not legally) insist on regime change in Baghdad. And we need to remember too the dating of Washington’s repositioning of the Iraq invasion as part of a wider crusade for freedom and democracy. That repositioning took place long after the invasion, and in response to the resistance to it. It took place predominantly in 2004, most notably in the President’s State of the Union address to Congress. For by then, even George Bush was backtracking on the claims about al-Qaeda links and Iraqi weapons of mass destruction, telling his audience that the unilateral invasion of Iraq had been a legitimate military operation, not because it made America a safer place but because it made Iraq a freer one.
 But that was the Bush Administration’s 2004 story. The 2003 one had been entirely different, terrorist-focused and largely morality-free.
     Of course it would be churlish of us not to welcome a US change of heart here, if issues of democracy and human rights have genuinely if belatedly come to prevail in the White House. In giving that welcome, however, we would do well to maintain our guard, for there are still issues of timing and connivance that remain in need of explanation here. If this invasion was genuinely driven by by revulsion at the internal brutality of the Hussein regime, and by Hussein’s use of WMD on Iraq’s own people and on their immediate neighbours, as is now so often claimed − why then was the invasion not triggered in 1983 (when the regime used chemical weapons against the Iranian army) or in 1988 (when it used them in Halabja against the Kurds)? If the Bush Administration suddenly in 2003 found the Iraqi regime so distasteful as to warrant regime change, why was the key architect of the invasion, Donald Rumsfeld, happy to visit Baghdad (and Saddam Hussein) within months of the 1983 use of chemical weapons, advocating stronger business and diplomatic ties between the regime and the US?  Why did an earlier UK Government secretly help to finance and build a chemical facility in Iraq in the 1980s, the very facility described later by Colin Powell (before the UN in February 2003) as evidence of the potential of the regime for the aggressive use of WMD; and why did Tony Blair not support, when in opposition, Early Day Motions condemning the Iraqi regime. 

     It is also hard to square the claim that the motives of those directing this war were driven by concerns for democracy and human rights when there is now so much evidence of exaggeration, deceit and inconsistency in the justifications used. Paul Wolfowitz and Richard Perle have been the clearest of the senior members/supporters of the Bush Administration on this: conceding their willingness to use, and their dexterity in deploying, any argument (even that about WMD) in order to trigger support.
 Colin Powell has not been quite so candid: but even he was obliged obliquely to concede in 2004 that there was no linkage between Iraq and al-Qaeda, though he had been adamant before the UN as late as February 2003 that such a linkage was there, and was potent.
 Given this, it is hard to escape the conclusion that the Bush Administration’s decision in 2004 to foreground its newly-discovered concerns with Iraqi civil rights and democratic potential was in reality an exercise in damage limitation: as one disgruntled former insider after another publicly recorded the Administration’s long-established determination to ‘get Saddam Hussein’ and its willingness to use any excuse, including the events of 9/11, as cover for that purpose.
 The list of lost opportunities here – the list of moments when policy towards Iraq might have been driven by moral revulsion but was not – is a lengthy one. Not least among them, as we now know from the exchange between Senator Byrd and Secretary Rumsfeld before the Senate Armed Forces Committee, was that period in the 1980s when the US and UK actually connived at the arming of Iraq: a lost moment that had the ironic consequence of leaving the leading partners in the ‘coalition of the willing’ as the source of at least some of the weapons of mass destruction against which the coalition then mobilized.
  So if moral sensibilities did suddenly drive US foreign policy here, the most we can safely say is that those moral sensibilities were remarkably late in coming.
A Just War?
     We also know that the tests of what constitute a ‘just war’ are very demanding ones. Those tests, and the moral discourses underpinning them, are matters that have attracted serious scholarly attention and development over many centuries – to the point indeed of establishing a clear ‘tradition’
 of argument whose general message is reasonably clear. It is that for a war to be a just, both the going to war and the conduct of the war have to meet exacting standards. A just war has to be undertaken for the right reasons, and fought in the right way. There has to be jus ad bellum: just cause, competent authority and right intention. War has to be waged only as a last resort, when all nonviolent options have been exhausted. And there also has to be jus in bello. The violence used in the war has to be proportional to the suffering triggering it, and has to be applied in ways that discriminate between combatants and non-combatants. There has to be legitimate authority behind the war, and a reasonable hope of a successful (that is, peaceful) long-term outcome.
 
     Yet even when allowing for the ‘sliding scale’ argument − that the greater the justice of one’s cause, the more rights one has in battle − the invasion of Iraq fails these tests across virtually their full range. A just war can invoke the specter of immediate national danger as its cause, as the Bush Administration initially did when linking Saddam Hussein to al Qaeda and the events of 9/11. They do not make that linkage now, as we have just seen; and in consequence the ‘right intention’ behind the invasion is currently extremely difficult to fathom. In any case, no matter how ‘just’ the original intention might have been, all the non-violent routes to the achievement of the invasion’s stated goals had not been exhausted when the war began. Hans Blix has been endlessly on record since the invasion, establishing this.
 The illegitimate nature of the ‘rush to war’ was in any case abundantly clear to a number of major governments at the time. It was certainly clear to the French government, and arguably to the German, Russian and Chinese governments too.  ‘Seven noes, one aye…the ayes have it’ might have worked for Abraham Lincoln; but it was bad policy here; and even the normally reticent Kofe Annan, the UN General Secretary, is now on record as doubting the legality, let alone the justice, of so unilateral a move to war. As he told the BBC in September 2004, ‘the decision to take action in Iraq contravened the UN Charter and should have been made by the Security Council, not unilaterally’.
 If the US and UK had been set on launching a just war, they should at the very least have waited for Hans Blix to complete his work, and should then have acquired a second and clear UN mandate. They did not.

    Moreover, the aerial bombardment of Iraqi cities did not, because it could not, differentiate combatants and non-combatants; and even for the ground war and the subsequent occupation, the calculus of proportionality remains unresolved. US military commanders invariably claim, of course, that as they resist the insurgency they differentiate carefully between the two categories of potential victims, and do their utmost to limit what they call unavoidable collateral damage; but even now we cannot judge whether the war took more lives than it saved, because we do not know the Iraqi casualty totals. What we do know, however, is that Pentagon does not even keep a record of Iraqi civilian casualties: ‘we don’t do body counts’, General Tommy Franks once famously told the world’s press. We also know that whenever those that do count bodies publish their findings, their numbers are invariably dismissed by the advocates of the invasion as both speculative and inflated. Speculative they have to be, since data gathering is so difficult; and depending on the methodology used, the scale of the death toll does indeed vary. But low or high, it remains substantial. Anywhere between 15,000 and 100,000 Iraqi civilians are thought to have died since the invasion, depending on the source used; and a commensurate number are thought to have died between the two Gulf wars, as the consequence of the UN sanctions regime then in place. Those are the numbers that have to be set against the evidence of Iraqi suffering at the hands of the regime that is now emerging from the mass graves of Hussein’s victims; and when that is done, it is not self-evident that this invasion was a just one proportional in its violence to the suffering it relieved.

  Nor do we yet know, of course, if the invasion will achieve its stated ends. Iraq’s political future remains uncertain, the US military has yet to find weapons of mass destruction – indeed even the Bush Administration has been obliged to concede that it will not
 – and the networks of international terrorism remain unbroken. Arguably those networks have actually been strengthened by the invasion itself.
 But we do know that the invasion lacked legitimacy. It lacked legitimacy within the formal institutions of the international community and among huge swathes of the global population, both in the Middle East and in the electorates of the participating governments. It even lacked legitimacy, as the continuing resistance and protests within Iraq demonstrates, among many of those Iraqis who were so forcefully liberated. Which is why no less a personage than Nobel prize-winner President Carter was among those who, even before the invasion occurred, denied it the status of a just war. ‘As a Christian and as a president who was severely provoked by international crises,’ he wrote in the New York Times, ‘I became thoroughly familiar with the principles of a just war, and it is clear that a substantially unilateral attack on Iraq does not meet these standards’.

A War with Just Outcomes?
     It is therefore relatively straightforward, and politically extremely important, to deflate the more ambitious of the claims that the invasion of Iraq was designed and delivered as some kind of just war. But as we have seen, the criteria associated with the notion of a ‘just war’ are – quite properly – very demanding ones. They set the bar extremely high. It is harder to drain this exercise of ethical elements when the bar is lowered: to questions of the unintended consequences of both war and the lack of war. Against this lower bar, the argument needs to be different: and involves a balancing of any immediate and specific ethical gains against the weakening of structures capable of generating more long-term and general ethical advantage. It needs to be as follows.

     If ‘just war theory’ is not to be our yardstick here, we need some other set of benchmarks; and if those are not to be either simply idiosyncratic in origin – as Tony Blair’s Chicago criteria clearly were – or culturally-specific in design and relevance, they need to possess some form of universal (trans-cultural) applicability and legitimacy. The most immediately obvious set of criteria that meets those requirements are the 30 Articles of the UN’s own Universal Declaration of Human Rights; and against those at least, it is clear that a powerful if secondary case for the morality of the war can be made. For the removal of Saddam Hussein from power has clearly increased the number of people who are able to enjoy the rights asserted for them in that UN declaration. This is especially true for the Kurds in the north and for the Shia in the south of Iraq: in both cases the outcome of this second military confrontation between US and Iraqi arms has proved to be significantly better than was the outcome of the first. But it might also become true more generally for Iraq as a whole, at least to the degree that solid democratic structures with entrenched civil rights are eventually created  It is also clearly preferable from a moral point of view to see the removal from the Middle East of a regime willing to launch military strikes against Israeli non-combatants; to see regimes that had hitherto refused to allow the international inspection of their weapons programmes now beginning to do so; and to see the recent emergence of incremental (if still heavily managed) democratic openings in places such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt.

     So what is the problem here? Why do these gains not make the case for the invasion, if only by default?  They do not do so because of the methods by which they were achieved. It is the ramifications of how Saddam Hussein was removed from power that erode their impact.

     There can be no serious doubt that, by insisting on unilaterally instigating regime change in Baghdad in the face of general UN resistance, the US and UK seriously weakened the international institutions that alone can, over the long period, sustain a morally just global order. The UN is, of course, an imperfect vehicle for this task – it is in need of extensive reform, that much too is clear − but even so it is such a vehicle, and the Pentagon most definitely is not.  As the Bishop of Durham recently put it, ‘for Bush and Blair to go into Iraq together was like a bunch of white vigilantes going into Brixton to stop drug-dealing. This is not to deny there’s a problem to be sorted, just that they are not credible people to deal with it.’
  In fact, even if in principle they had been credible people to do this job, the long-established and extensive use of double standards by the US and UK in relation to the implementation of UN resolutions would still have undermined their claim for moral legitimacy here; and even after the war, the Bush Administration proved unwilling for a long period to cede control, or indeed influence, to the UN in the design and implementation of new political institutions in Iraq. The UK Government has been more sympathetic to that UN involvement throughout, but it has not been calling the shots. 

     Nor is it clear that the US and UK have the staying power and capacity to deliver a ‘democratic’ Iraq, as Bush and Blair now promise. The jury is still out on this, of course, but certainly the experience of post-liberation Afghanistan gives little cause for optimism here. Constitution-building on the basis of the Sharia in the context of persistent warlordism is hardly an unambiguously democratic step forward for the Afghans; and neither the US or UK seemed to have learned from this the lesson that, if nation-building of a democratic kind is the objective, as much planning has to go into post-invasion reconstruction as into the invasion itself. No such pre-war planning happened in the Iraqi case: or rather, what limited planning the State Department initiated the Pentagon then chose to ignore. In consequence civil strife is, for the moment at least, deadlier in Iraq now than it was prior to the invasion, and the major forces in position to win power in a democratic Iraq seem likely to be Islamic, even fundamentalist, in kind. So Iraq’s future may actually be Iranian; and if that is its future, then in terms of the UN’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights the issue of progress will become more problematic, especially for Iraqi women. 

     Of course, defenders of the invasion are prone to draw parallels, not with the Iranian Revolution, but with the successful post-war US-led reconstruction of West Germany and Japan; but the parallel is a forced one. The legitimacy of US reconstruction of West Germany and Japan was generally accepted both internationally and internally, as the legitimacy of the US-led reconstruction of Iraq is not: and the democratic and capitalist rebuilding of both countries remained a high priority for the United States (and absorbed huge amounts of US aid and capital) primarily because of the strategic position each occupied on the frontline of the Cold War after the Chinese Communist Party took power in 1949. Iraq has no such global and long-term strategic significance for the United States, though it may have a more short-term regional one. Nor is there large-scale popular support in the United States for the injection into Iraq of large amounts of American resources. On the contrary, with US levels of relative poverty at an all-time high, with the US budget deficit rising dramatically, and with the Republicans in control of both the legislative and the executive branches of the federal government, the electoral base, fiscal surpluses and political leadership for an Iraqi ‘New Deal’ are quite simply not there. In their absence, the social and economic pre-conditions for the successful consolidation of a German/Japanese type democracy are not there either.  It will not be electorally expedient for the US to fund the reconstruction of an adequate Iraqi health service, for example, when 40 million Americans can’t afford health care for themselves.

     Even more problematic is the likely effectiveness of the new-found enthusiasm of the Bush Administration for the expansion of democracy in the Middle East. That enthusiasm looks in any case paper-thin: cosmetic rather than principled. Egypt is currently the recipient of the second largest amount of US foreign aid. Israel is the recipient of the most. Yet there is no evidence of sustained pressure on the Egyptian regime significantly to deepen the democratic process, or on Israel to negotiate in good faith its withdrawal from the West Bank. Instead, the Bush Administration is pushing a road map that prioritizes democratic reform and the control of militants by the Palestinian Authority, without until very recently providing any of the political (Israeli restraint) or economic (investment and aid) underpinnings that might give Palestinian moderates any hope of winning popular support in the region. Indeed one of the main barriers to the US fully backing democratic transitions in the Middle East is that − and in large measure only because of past and present US policy in the region − the victors in any fully democratic elections in many of the Arab states are likely to be parties that are hostile to Washington. There is a genuine paradox of policy here. US support for democratization in the region is hesitant because, from an American perspective, its outcomes are likely to be destabilizing; and yet the longer that hesitancy continues, the more likely is it that the outcomes will in fact take this destabilizing and anti-American form. 

      This paradox is then compounded by the issue of Israel. For by pursuing a ‘war on terrorism’ that legitimates unilateral American strikes outside its national borders against groups and states hostile to the US, the Bush Administration has, by example if not by design, given the Israeli Government a green light to go on doing the same. In consequence, the Administration is ostensibly pursuing a roadmap to peace in the Middle East while simultaneously implementing policies that build ever higher barriers to the successful implementation of that roadmap. So before we swallow whole the argument that an indirect but desirable consequence of the invasion of Iraq is that it will open the way to a democratized Middle East, we would do well to consider the alternative argument: that, on the contrary, if democratizing the Middle East was the goal of policy, unilaterally invading Iraq was the least likely way of effecting it. The rhetoric may invoke moral purposes; but the policy consolidates immoral practices.
Just War
The argument of this chapter runs entirely counter to the claims now made about the invasion of Iraq by those who initiated it. ‘Our coalition came to Iraq as liberators’, George Bush told a London audience in November 2003, Tony Blair by his side, ‘and we will depart as liberators’.
 ‘We have no desire to dominate, no ambitions of empire’.
 For like crusaders from an earlier age, the architects of this invasion speak one language and practice another, and in the process both delude themselves and muddy the waters for the rest of us. It is possible to conceive of conditions in which external intervention of a military kind is necessary and legitimate in the cause of justice. There can be just wars.
 But the invasion of Iraq was not one of them. The war that Bush and Blair commissioned never met even the weakest, let alone the strongest, of the criteria conventionally laid out for a just war. It failed to meet even Tony Blair’s own Chicago criteria for intervention in a just cause, let alone the more philosophically-anchored and long-established requirements for a war that is just. The invasion was always a war in which claims of high moral purpose sat alongside, and invariably served to obscure, less moral and more imperial/post-imperial attitudes and ambitions. So when its advocates now claim that they were engaged from the outset in a profoundly moral exercise – and that those of us insisting on a second UN resolution were inadvertently conniving at tyranny – they insult both our integrity and our intelligence. There is, after all, something profoundly offensive in the way in which American neo-conservatives, long the champions of US realpolitik, now lecture us on the need for international justice. Sunday school teaching by the princes of darkness rarely transmits sound theology, and it certainly is not doing so in this particular case.
� With thanks to Joel Krieger for guidance on these matters, and to David Weinstein for help with the literature on just wars
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� George Bush, addressing Congress, 20 January 2004. The summer of 2004 witnessed the publication of the reports of a numberof high-level investigations, all of which found serious defects in the intelligence information that had prompted the war. That was true both of the report by the Senate Intelligence Committee on the CIA, and the report of the Butler inquiry into MI6, both of whom reported in July. The later report of the 9/11 Commission was equally dismissive of the claim of a link between al-Qaeda and Saddam Hussein’s regime.
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� Appearing before a Senate committee, Rumsfeld was pressed by Bryd on the veracity of a Newsweek article documenting the secret arming of Saddam Hussein in 1982 by the Reagan administration – armaments that included tanks, computers and video cameras for political surveillance, helicopters, and ‘most unsettling’ to the Senator, ‘numerous shipments of bacteria/fungi/protozoa’ to the Iraqi Atomic Energy Commission. Noting that the Reagan Administration first denied, and then conceded, that it knew that the Iraqis had used chemical weapons against the Kurds, and that Rumsfeld himself had – at Reagan’s behest – traveled to Baghdad immediately after the event, Bryd asked him ‘Now, can this possibly be true….Are we in fact now facing the possibility of reaping what we have sown?’ (Hearings: The Senate Armed Forces Committee, 19 September 2002)
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� The final report of the Iraq Study Group in 2004 finally put the issue to rest. There were no weapons of mass destruction in Iraq at the time of the invasion.
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