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PREFACE

More than seven years after the Gulf War, Saddam Husayn con-
tinues to flout UN Security Council resolutions with increasing
frequency and boldness. Meanwhile, Washington struggles to
hold together the Gulf War coalition and yet find some way to
respond to Baghdad’s constant challenges. At the same time,
many of America’s allies are growing restless with containment.
Sanctions fatigue has set in and there are growing calls for the
lifting of sanctions on Iraq. At home, many Americans are frus-
trated by Washington’s inability to “get rid” of Saddam or to
find a more permanent solution to the problem posed by Iragq.

Together, these forces have generated a heated debate in
Washington over U.S. policy toward Iraq. Inside the govern-
ment, leading politicians and diplomats are reexamining
America’s Iraq policy to decide whether it should be bolstered
or changed. On the outside, experts, analysts, and commenta-
tors of every persuasion provide voices offering new strate-
gies toward Iraq.

The problem with Iraq is that, like many foreign policy is-
sues, each option entails advantages and disadvantages, costs,
risks, and tradeoffs. The key for policymakers and for the Ameri-
can people is to decide which policy offers the best possibility
of securing U.S interests in the Persian Gulf. To answer that
question, one must understand what each policy would entail.
Unfortunately, snappy slogans and empty phrases too often sub-
stitute for analysis of policy options. Iraq Strategy Review is
designed to try to fill this gap.

Iraq Strategy Review introduces a new type of publication
from The Washington Institute. In response to the debate over
Iraq policy, the Institute commissioned five experts to delve into
the range of strategies the United States could pursue. Each of
the essays in this volume looks at a different potential approach
America can take toward Iraq. Each of these essays provides a
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detailed analysis of the option, focusing on its strengths, its
weaknesses, and the requirements to implement it. Each of these
essays is presented as if in response to the question, “How could
the United States implement this policy?”

Iraq Strategy Review is intended as a guide for perplexed
policymakers charged with improving or changing America’s
current Iraq policy. Each option is examined in great detail, but
none is specifically endorsed. That is because the purpose of
this exercise is to inform the policy debate, not to direct it. While
reaffirming the merits of prescriptions offered in other Institute
publications—including the 1996 final report of the Presiden-
tial Study Group—we present Iraq Strategy Review with the
more modest hope that it might provide a solid foundation on
which to build future policy toward a vitally important issue.

Mike Stein Barbi Weinberg
President Chairman
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RETHINKING IRAQ STRATEGY
Why and How?

Patrick L. Clawson

brought home during the November 1997-February 1998

crisis. Whereas much dissatisfaction was heard about the
current policy, the popular debate exposed the difficulties with
alternative courses of action. The aim of this study is to flesh
out that policy debate by presenting the detailed case for each
of the policy alternatives.

Iraq has been a continuing problem for U.S. policy, as was

REVIEWING THE PRESENT SITUATION

The challenge posed by Iraq for U.S. policy has some enduring
elements, but it has also changed rather significantly in the last
two years.

What Has Remained the Same?

Iraq under President Saddam Husayn continues to pose a major
challenge to Middle East peace and stability. As Bruce Riedel,
the National Security Council’s senior director for Near East
and South Asian affairs, told The Washington Institute, “We all
know it is not over. Saddam Husayn’s track record is all too
clear. He will continue to challenge the international commu-
nity because his goals remain regional domination and revenge
for past defeats. That is why he started two wars and tried to
assassinate President Bush and the emir of Kuwait.”?

Nothing brings out more sharply the severity of the Iraq
threat than the issue of weapons of mass destruction (WMD)
and the missiles with which to deliver them. Whereas many
nations have WMD arsenals, Iraq is the only one with a recent



Why and How?

track record of using them not once but several times. In both
wars it started, Saddam’s Iraq has employed ballistic missiles—
against Tehran, Tel Aviv, Riyadh, and Manama. It repeatedly
used chemical weapons in the war against Iran and against its
own people in the Anfal campaigns of the late 1980s, and re-
ports by weapons inspectors of the United Nations Special Com-
mission on Irag (UNSCOM) indicate clearly that Iraq had plans
to use chemical weapons in the second Gulf war until it was
deterred by the threat of retaliation from the U.S.-led coalition.
Given this track record, the UN Security Council imposed unique
and far-reaching restrictions on Iraq’s WMD program in the
form of Resolution 687. Yet, rather than comply with the will of
the international community, Saddam has forgone $110 billion
in oil income. The willingness to forgo that much money is a
frightening indicator of how much Saddam values his remain-
ing WMD capabilities.

To be certain, much has been accomplished in containing
the Iraqi threat. UNSCOM weapons inspections have uncov-
ered and reduced much of Iraq’s WMD capabilities, achieving
far more in this regard than did the 1991 Gulf War. Sanctions
have stripped Iraq of the economic, political, and military influ-
ence it enjoyed before the Gulf War. The ban on general trade
has prevented Iraq from acquiring materials to restore its mili-
tary—industrial base and has severely limited clandestine arms
acquisition, while the general atmosphere of privation caused
by sanctions has contributed to the widespread demoralization
of the armed forces. The UN Security Council continues to sup-
port sanctions and weapons inspections, and America’s Gulf
allies continue to support the U.S. military presence. At the same
time, Iraq has not complied with many of the forty-plus rel-
evant UN Security Council resolutions adopted since 1990.

What Has Changed?

Internationally, support for strong measures to contain Iraq ap-

2 THE WASHINGTON INSTITUTE FOR NEAR EAST PoLiCcY



RETHINKING IRAQ STRATEGY

pears to be slipping. Saddam can reasonably believe that time is
on his side, that he is slowly returning to the community of
nations without having to change his policy in the ways the
United States has insisted since 1990. He can look with satis-
faction at the respect he is accorded by UN secretary-general
Kofi Annan, who both judged Saddam a man with whom he
could work and criticized UNSCOM for its over-rigidity. Rus-
sia, France, and many Arab countries take Saddam’s side in
debates about the future of sanctions and weapons inspections.
Meanwhile, in the wake of the crisis of November 1997-Febru-
ary 1998, Saddam may have concluded that the U.S. threat to
use force, which seems to have compelled Iraq to cease ob-
structions in the past, has become less credible.

On the most highly publicized issue—namely WMDs—
the will of the international community to follow this issue
through is in question. The result of the 1997-1998 crisis was
to allow resumption of UNSCOM inspections, whereas Iraq
did nothing toward fulfilling its responsibility to provide in-
formation about its weapons program. In other words, Saddam
agreed only to let UNSCOM resume searching the haystack
for the WMD needle, whereas Resolution 687 requires him
actually to produce the needle. There is talk—if the inspectors
find nothing—of closing at least the nuclear file and moving
toward less intrusive monitoring rather than active inspection,
even though Iraq has not produced complete evidence about
what it did in the past and what happened to the material and
personnel working on those programs. This could raise doubts
about the credibility of the United Nations in dealing with the
threat of WMD proliferation—a problem the world is certain
to face even more starkly in coming years.

Furthermore, the economic containment of Iraq is leaking.
Saddam has deprived his own people to curry support for end-
ing sanctions; he has used the world’s concern for protecting
the people of Iraq to protect his weapons of mass destruction.

Iraq Strategy Review 3
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His propaganda has convinced many that Iraqis are starving to
death, whereas his own government admits that the country’s
population has grown by more than 3 million people since 1991,
at a near-record rate of growth. Responding in large part to ex-
aggerated reports about severe privation, the UN Security Coun-
cil in February 1998 adopted Resolution 1153, under which Iraq
is permitted to export more oil than Iraq can currently produce;
the authorized exports of $10.7 billion a year exceed the $9.5
billion that Iraq exported on average each year between 1981
and 1989. While the oil-for-food program finances most of the
country’s civilian needs, Saddam faces few effective restrictions
upon the use of the $400 million his country receives each year
from oil exported via Turkey, via Iranian waters, and—without
Security Council objection—via Jordan. And Iraq campaigns
for the complete lifting of oil export restrictions, signing multi-
billion-dollar contracts with oil firms from friendly nations like
Russia and France that will be effective after sanctions are lifted.

The February 1998 resolution of one crisis is not likely to
be the end of America’s Saddam problem. Further disagreements
are likely, both with UN partners like France and Russia, who
want an easing of restrictions on Iraq, and with Saddam, who
remains determined to resume his drive for regional hegemony.
A crisis could erupt over one of many issues: the next UN re-
view of sanctions and weapons inspections, a movement by more
of Saddam’s forces into the Kurdish zone, or a rejection of the
oil-for-food program in a bid to gain complete relaxation of the
sanctions, to name only a few.

Tue Poricy QPTIONS

Given the certainty of future problems, U.S. interests would be
well served by a strategy review. An important aim would be to
determine an Iraq policy based on an assessment of U.S. interests
and capabilities, rather than have one forced upon America by
unforeseen events. The difficulty with such a review is that it will
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require making some hard choices that there is a natural tendency
to postpone until forced to confront. Moreover, none of the policy
options are perfect. Indeed, choosing any of them will involve
significant risks, and several would require jettisoning long-held
positions. Perhaps, when all the advantages and disadvantages of
the various alternatives are tallied, the best approach may be to
muddle through as at present. Or maybe not. The mistake would
be to carry on with America’s present policy without having
thought systematically about the alternatives. To that end, this
volume sets out the following alternative policies:

Broap coNTAINMENT—the existing U.S. policy—could be
revitalized to keep in place the full panoply of restrictions on
Irag. To prevent Iraq from threatening vital U.S. interests, the
present policy rests on four pillars: weapons inspections, sanc-
tions, no-drive and no-fly zones, and the threat of use of force.
Although pressures threaten each of these pillars, the policy has
time and again proven more durable than critics expected, and it
has accomplished much with fewer risks and potential costs than
entailed by alternative policies. In addition to bolstering interna-
tional support for the coalition by making tradeoffs in other for-
eign policy areas, steps that could be taken to reinforce the policy’s
four key points include (1) shoring up UN weapons inspections
by including more non-Anglo-American professional staff mem-
bers (while resisting efforts to politicize UNSCOM); (2) keeping
tight restrictions on Iraqi imports and closing the loopholes for
oil exports via Iranian waters, Turkey, and Jordan, thus ensuring
that Saddam does not benefit from easing sanctions; (3) extend-
ing the no-fly and no-drive zones if Saddam takes provocative
military measures; and (4) developing and announcing a credible
policy on when and how force will be used.

Narrow CoNTAINMENT would acknowledge that the cur-
rent broader range of constraints on Iraq cannot be sustained,
and thus focus on restricting Iraqi military capabilities. The
United States would rely on a smaller coalition of states, rather
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than on the UN, and focus on the most important restrictions on
Iraq, rather than on comprehensive constraints. The fundamen-
tal reason for such a shift would be a judgment that the present
broad containment approach is unlikely to last much longer,
necessitating a fall-back position that could be sustained as long
as Saddam is in power. A narrower coalition would be created
among states willing to act in the absence of a UN imprimatur
and to support all necessary measures, including the use of force.
The only country whose full participation in such a coalition
would be essential is Kuwait, though the participation of Saudi
Arabia, Jordan, and Turkey would be extremely beneficial, and
the United States would solicit support from its closest allies,
such as Britain and Japan. This coalition would be dedicated to
sustaining at least the three most vital parts of containment: pre-
venting Iraqi acquisition of WMDs, constraining the rebuilding
of Iraqi conventional forces, and limiting Iraqi political clout.
In return for international support for measures specifically fo-
cused on these issues, the United States could agree to end the
current broad economic sanctions, to compromise on the stan-
dard of compliance with UNSCOM inspections, or to make sac-
rifices on foreign policy issues other than Iraq.

UNDERMINING Saddam’s regime would involve support-
ing the Iraqi opposition to weaken if not destabilize Saddam’s
rule to the point that he is ousted, whether by assassination-
cum-coup or, less plausibly, by the opposition coming to power.
Support for the opposition would require (1) helping to re-
build the opposition by working with the Iraq National Con-
gress (INC), bolstering regional opposition groups (such as
Kurdish groups in the North and Shi‘i groups in the South), or
stimulating creation of a new opposition; (2) establishing safe
havens from which the opposition can operate, using either
Kuwait or, with Turkish support, Kurdish northern Iraq; (3)
seducing Saddam’s henchmen to turn against the regime; (4)
providing the opposition with considerable military assistance,
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including an air umbrella against Iraqi attacks; and (5) run-
ning interference for the opposition in the diplomatic arena
while simultaneously keeping Saddam tightly contained.

Alternatively, the United States might consider an explicit
policy of overthrowing Saddam, replacing him with a plural-
ist, pro-Western opposition. Compared to the more modest
policy of undermining Saddam through support to the opposi-
tion, overthrow would require a substantially larger U.S. ef-
fort, both to train and equip the opposition and to use air
power—roughly on the scale of Desert Storm—to destroy
much of Iraq’s remaining military capabilities. An overthrow
policy could create tougher diplomatic problems, including a
de facto end to weapons inspections, and runs the risk that
Saddam will lash out with WMDs (including against Iraqis)
and/or that Iraq will dissolve into chaos.

In addition, this volume considers an alternative model of
supporting the Iraqi opposition based on a wholly different set
of assumptions about the strength of the existing opposition rela-
tive to Saddam’s regime. Supporting Iraqi liberation rests on an
analytical framework which, unlike that underlying the rest of
the volume, argues that a well-organized national opposition
coalition—the INC—is already operating, that Saddam’s army
is weak relative to the opposition, and that an armed opposition
force could readily defeat the regime. Given such an analysis of
events inside Iraq, the recommended policy would be to pro-
vide the Iraqi opposition with enough help so it can overthrow
the Ba‘th regime, if that is what it is determined to do. As people
in Iraq and throughout the region believe that the United States
is the single biggest determinant of whether Saddam and the
Ba‘th can be overthrown, strong U.S. political support for the
INC would dramatically improve its chances. The INC strategy
would be to use modest U.S. material aid to create a mobile
infantry force armed with man-portable anti-tank weapons. Pro-
tected by a U.S.-enforced ban on Iraqi flights, the INC force
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would take border areas (the Kurdish areas in the North, the
Shi‘i areas of the South, and the unpopulated West) and estab-
lish a provisional government. Cut off from the flow of oil
money, Saddam would lose much of his ability to threaten or
influence at home and abroad. Fueled by oil money and man-
power from defecting soldiers, the INC could gradually liberate
the country. Success would be a major triumph for U.S. inter-
ests, with a pluralist, pro-Western government in Iraq. But this
policy is a gamble: If the key assumptions undergirding it are
unfounded, the INC might find itself in a debacle that would
seriously hurt U.S. interests in the region.

DETERRENCE would largely limit itself to preventing Iraqi
use of force, without the current level of emphasis on restrict-
ing Iraqi military capabilities. Also, accepting that Saddam is
likely to remain in power and that UN sanctions can be sus-
tained only at a high political price, the United States would
deemphasize Iraq as a foreign policy issue. Should Iraq use
military force or terrorism against U.S. allies or interests, the
United States would respond with swift and intense military
force. While retaining a tripwire force in Kuwait, the U.S. mili-
tary presence would be largely over the horizon, with periodic
exercises signaling the U.S. commitment and ability to deter
Iraqi aggression. Rather than emphasize a special arms con-
trol regime for Iraq, U.S. diplomacy would deal with the Iraqi
problem in the context of a global counterproliferation strat-
egy. U.S. military planners would not lose sleep over any Iraqi
plan to waste money rebuilding its conventional military ca-
pabilities. Iraqi oil would be welcomed back on the world mar-
ket, which could benefit U.S. consumers by prolonging the
current period of low energy prices.

~ INVASION AND 0CCUPATION would be the most ambitious U.S.
option. It is realistic only in response to a significant Iraqi provo-
cation, and only if the operation enjoyed strong congressional
and U.S. public support, active cooperation from key regional
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allies, and at least tolerance from the broader international com-
munity. The military operations could take three to seven months
with significant U.S. casualties (for example, 1,000 killed), a
number that would rise if there were wild-card scenarios like
WMD use or street-to-street fighting in major cities. The more
difficult task would be creating a sustainable Iraqi government,
pledged to international norms and a peaceful coexistence with
its neighbors. This could take three to six years and would en-
tail a short, direct U.S. occupation and a longer period of rule
by an international transitional authority, to rebuild Iraq’s pub-
lic institutions in stages while the U.S. military retained respon-
sibility for public order and the security of the borders.

How 10 DECIDE WHICH PoLicy Is BesT

The aim of this study is to illuminate the choices the United
States faces regarding Iraq. To that end, the authors have ac-
cented the differences among the options they present. The
choice among options is not necessarily so stark: Some combi-
nations of elements from the five policies are quite possible.
For instance, the deemphasis on Iraq as a foreign policy issue
and the shift toward a more over-the-horizon military posture,
as proposed under the deterrence option, could be matched with
the measures proposed under the broad containment option to
strengthen support for weapons inspections. But there is an in-
ternal logic to each of the positions; they are not “a la carte
restaurant menus” from which elements can be combined at
random. In particular, the stronger the U.S. support for under-
mining Saddam, the less plausible his acquiescence in interna-
tional weapons inspections and the more problems the United
States may face in securing UN support for a tough stance. Uni-
lateral use of military force, without explicit Security Council
approval, may also complicate America’s abilitity to sustain
broad international support, though that could depend upon the
circumstances (for example, Washington would not suffer much,
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if at all, were it to act when Security Council approval was
blocked by only one permanent member at a time when others
on the council felt action was warranted).

Each of the policy options examined is likely to have its sup-
porters among policymakers and analysts—that is, no one option
is so clearly superior to all the others that it will command near-
unanimous support. All agree that Saddam is a threat. The ques-
tion is how to deal with him. One’s preference will likely depend
on a variety of factors, including how much of a threat Saddam is
perceived to pose, how one assesses the resilience of Saddam and
his regime, the importance assigned to Iraq compared to other
issues (foreign or domestic), and the degree of importance at-
tached to international support for U.S. policy.

Those who worry that Saddam could easily rebuild his WMD
stockpiles if restrictions were relaxed, that he could regain re-
gional influence and military might were sanctions eased, and
that he is eager to pursue regional domination and revenge, are
probably more likely to support the more activist policy options.

Judgments about the stability of Saddam’s rule have a more
complex effect. Those who think Saddam is politically isolated
at home and may soon be overthrown may prefer to muddle
through with existing policy, on the grounds that the current
policy mix is sustainable for the short time Saddam will be in
power, or they might prefer strong measures to overthrow him,
on the theory that the United States should position itself to take
credit for what is going to happen anyway.

Opinions about the relative weight to give to the Saddam
problem also depend upon the evaluation of the importance of
the other issues facing the United States. Many Americans might
say that domestic social issues merit more attention. Even among
foreign policy issues, it is not clear how high to rate the Iraq threat.
After all, energy security has not been much of a problem for the
last decade, and the United States gets less than ten percent of its
total oil from the Gulf. Plus, were Iran and the United States to
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reestablish normal relations, perhaps Iraq could be kept in check
largely by its neighbors, with limited U.S. assistance.

Many in the international community would prefer a less vig-
orous stance toward the Iraq problem. That may be a weighty
consideration for those who place greater importance on achiev-
ing consensus with other governments. Those who think the UN
is key for legitimizing U.S. actions that might otherwise look
hegemonic are likely to be unenthusiastic about downplaying the
UN role, as implicit in the narrow containment and undermine
options. A related concern is that the difference between Europe
and the United States about how to handle difficult regimes will
eventually include Iraq, on which there has generally been more
agreement than over Iran and Libya. Dispute over engagement
versus containment, and about how much trade and investment
should be affected by political decisions, could affect the issue,
now being actively discussed, of NATO’s role outside its tradi-
tional theater. Those who see the differences in approach to diffi-
cult regimes as a major problem in transatlantic relations may be
less enthusiastic about narrowing the Iraq coalition. So too may
those worried about popular antipathy to U.S. policy in Gulf Co-
operation Council (GCC) countries, although it is not clear how
much weight to give such views, given that decisions in these
countries are made by monarchs.

This study is not the place to analyze how great is the
Saddam threat, how resilient is his regime, how significant is
the Saddam quandry relative to other problems, or how impor-
tant is the breadth of international support. This is a descriptive
rather than prescriptive study; its purpose is to analyze the ac-
tions required for and the implications of each policy option
regarding Iraq. Every author approached his chapter in that spirit,
presenting the best case for the respective policy, regardiess of
his own opinion on the matter.

In early 1997, The Washington Institute did provide an
answer to the policy question in the final report of its Presi-
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dential Study Group, Building for Security and Peace in the
Middle East: An American Agenda. Thirty-seven of the thirty-
nine distinguished analysts and former policymakers in the
group agreed with this statement: “The most urgent change
needed in U.S. Middle East policy is to take steps that hasten
the demise of Saddam Husayn’s regime while preserving Iraq’s
national unity and territorial integrity.” The policy they rec-
ommended included declaring that sanctions could not be lifted
until after a regime change in Baghdad, outlining incentives
for Iraq in the event of Saddam’s ouster, and adopting more
assertive military responses to Iraqi provocations. Regional
and international developments since then may lead some to
say that these recommendations are all the more urgent,
whereas others may argue that those proposals have been over-
taken by events. Neither this book’s authors nor the Institute
wishes to speculate what policy toward Iraq the members of
the Presidential Study Group would recommend if they as-
sembled again. It seems likely, however, that they would re-
state their conclusion, “It is in the interest of the United States
to clarify its objectives and take the initiative now, . . . rather
than permit Saddam to determine the pace and direction of
events.”? This is what Iraq Strategy Review is designed to do.

NortEs

! Bruce O. Riedel, special assistant to the president and Na-

tional Security Council senior director for Near East and
South Asian affairs, “U.S. Policy in the Gulf: Five Years of
Dual Containment,” speech at the annual Soref Symposium
of The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, Washing-
ton, D.C., May 6, 1998.

2 Building for Security and Peace in the Middle East: An
American Agenda, report of the Presidential Study Group
(Washington, D.C.: The Washington Institute for Near East
Policy, 1997), pp. xi—xii.
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Chapter 1

CoNTAIN BROADLY
Bolstering America’s Current Iraq Policy

Michael J. Eisenstadt

merica’s current broad containment policy toward Iraq
Ailas—despite repeated challenges—endured and been
easonably successful at achieving certain U.S. ob-
jectives. Broad containment has sought to limit Baghdad’s abil-
ity to threaten its neighbors and U.S. interests, while creating
conditions in Iraq that might lead to a military coup or the
overthrow of Saddam Husayn and his regime. This approach
was initially based on several assumptions:

» Saddam Husayn was “irredeemable” and all efforts to in-
tegrate Iraq peacefully into the family of nations were
bound to fail as long as he remained in power.

* After invading Iran in 1980 and Kuwait in 1990, there
would be broad international support for a policy of con-
tainment as long as Saddam Husayn and his regime re-
mained in power.

* Containment could limit Iraq’s ability to threaten vital U.S.
interests as long as necessary, or at least until Saddam was
overthrown.

*  Because the supply of oil would continue to outstrip world
demand for years to come, the world energy market would
not be a source of pressure for lifting the ban on Iraqi oil
sales.

*  Weapons inspections are the best way to dismantle Iraq’s
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) programs; in this
regard, military strikes have only limited utility.

America’s embrace of containment was also rooted in a recog-

nition that, despite its shortcomings, containment was the only



Bolstering America’s Current Iraq Policy

viable way for the United States to safeguard its vital interests
in the Gulf. Alternative policies—a balance of power approach,
working with the opposition to overthrow Saddam Husayn, or
a ground invasion to crush his regime—were either unwork-
able, unattainable, or unlikely to garner the domestic and in-
ternational support needed to succeed.

Despite recent problems, the policy of broad containment
remains viable. There is still broad international support for
the basic objectives of containment: to disarm Saddam and to
ensure that he cannot rebuild his military capabilities. More-
over, under the current containment regime, the United States
has the ability to veto the lifting of sanctions (however politi-
cally undesirable this might be). Finally, any attempt to seri-
ously alter or replace the current framework, without any vi-
able alternative policy framework to replace it, could cause
grave harm to U.S. interests in the region.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PoLICY

The policy of broad containment rests on four pillars: weapons
inspections, sanctions, no-drive and no-fly zones in northern
and southern Iraq, and the threat or use of force—to compel
Baghdad to cease its obstruction of weapons inspections or to
deter it from threatening its neighbors or vital U.S. interests.

Weapons Inspections

United Nations (UN) weapons inspections have played a cru-
cial role in uncovering and reducing Iraq’s WMD capabilities,
achieving far more in this regard than did the coalition air cam-
paign during the 1991 Gulf War. Experience in Iraq has shown
that there is no substitute for inspectors on the ground, with
the mandate to go anywhere anytime, and that on-site detec-
tion methods are much more effective at discovering proscribed
weapons activities than are remote sensing capabilities. Fi-
nally, the presence of foreign inspectors on the ground, and
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the possibility of surprise, no-notice inspections, complicates
Iraqi efforts to engage secretly in proscribed weapons-work,
and constrains Iraqi activities in this domain.

Iraq has acceded to the dismantling of its WMD capabili-
ties only grudgingly and under duress. What cooperation has
occurred, can be attributed to two factors: First, Baghdad hoped
that limited cooperation would both enable it to make the case
that it is in compliance with its obligations and to undermine
international support for sanctions before its WMD arsenal could
be dismantled. Second, Saddam Husayn feared that blatant ob-
struction would prompt military action by the United States that
could threaten the stability of his regime. Thus, sanctions and
the threat or use of force have been key to the success of the
inspection regime. Accordingly, a weakening of either the sanc-
tions regime or the credibility of the threat to use force would
undercut the effectiveness of the inspection regime.

Sanctions

Sanctions have stripped Iraq of the political, economic, and
military influence it enjoyed before the 1991 Gulf War, and
they have therefore had an important impact on curtailing Iraq’s
troublemaking potential. By limiting imports and smuggling,
sanctions help efforts to dismantle and monitor Iraq’s WMD-
related infrastructure. Without sanctions, the inspections and
monitoring effort would be much less effective—and might
not survive at all. Thus, inspections and sanctions have a mu-
tually reinforcing effect. Sanctions have helped contain Iraq
in several other ways:

*  The ban on arms transfers has prevented Iraq from rebuild-
ing its conventional forces by replacing war losses, mod-
ernizing aging equipment, or acquiring spare parts.

* The ban on unrestricted trade has prevented Iraq from ac-
quiring parts and materials to restore its military—industrial
base, keeping military production far below prewar levels.
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* The general atmosphere of privation and hardship in Iraq
caused by sanctions has contributed to the widespread de-
moralization of the armed forces, leaving only the Repub-
lican Guard and a few regular divisions to be relied on in
case of war.

»  The armed forces suffer from critical shortcomings—poor
maintenance, severe deficiencies in the logistical system, a
lack of spares, and low morale—that degrade their ability
to engage in sustained combat. None of these problems are
likely to be rectified as long as sanctions remain in place.

* The prospect of sanctions being eased or lifted has caused
Baghdad to cooperate—albeit selectively and grudg-
ingly—in the dismantling of its WMD programs.

« The ban on oil sales has denied Iraq the funds for equip-
ment needed to resume large-scale production of
nonconventional weapons—although Iraq’s residual ca-
pabilities in this area, particularly relating to biological
warfare, remain significant.

*  The exclusion of Iraqi oil from world markets has ensured
moderate oil prices (as distinct from low oil prices), al-
lowing America’s Gulf allies to preserve a higher income—
at a time of increased social stress—than would have been
possible had Iraq pumped substantial quantities of oil for
the world market.

No-Drive and No-Fly Zones

The imposition of a no-drive zone in southern Iraq and a no-fly
zone in the southern and central parts of the country have in-
creased the margin of early warning available to parry future
threats to Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. Key Iraqi ground units must
travel a significant distance before reaching Kuwait—buying
the United States additional days or even weeks in which to
respond to an emerging Iraqi threat. Likewise, the no-fly zones
in northern and southern Iraq allow the United States to moni-
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tor developments on the ground throughout much of the coun-
try and provide Washington with early warning of Iraqi prepa-
rations to threaten the Kurdish enclave in the North or Kuwait
or Saudi Arabia to the South. The no-fly zones also constrain
the Iraqi Air Force’s ability to conduct flight training, and the
daily violation of Iraqi air space is a constant reminder to the
Iraqi military that the ruinous policies of Saddam Husayn have
led to the partial loss of their country’s sovereignty.

The Threat or Use of Force

Finally, the threat or use of force has, on several occasions,
compelled Iraq to cease obstructing UN weapons inspectors
and deterred Iraq from reasserting control over northern Iraq
or from again invading its neighbors. This policy has been
helped by the dramatic increase since 1991 in pre-positioned
U.S. military materiel and forward-deployed forces, as well
as by greater access to military facilities in friendly states in
the region.

On all but one of the occasions that a confrontation with
the UN Special Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) has led to
the threatened use of force by the United States, Iraq has backed
down. Moreover, in October 1994, when Saddam began mov-
ing Republican Guard divisions toward Kuwait, he quickly
backed off after powerful U.S. forces were sent to the Gulf.
Thus, the threat or use of force has been a crucial part of U.S.
efforts to contain Iraq.

The Erosion of the Four Pillars of Containment

These four pillars of U.S. policy, however, have been coming
under growing pressure and have been eroded in recent years.
Iraq has undermined the effectiveness of UN weapons inspec-
tions through deception, concealment, and obstruction. In ad-
dition, it has succeeded in shifting from Baghdad to UNSCOM
the onus for proving whether Baghdad’s WMD programs have
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been dismantled (in other words, instead of Iraq having to pro-
vide information concerning those WMD capabilities for which
UNSCOM cannot account, UNSCOM must prove that Iraq is
still hiding such capabilities). This raises the likelihood that,
if time passes without any new WMD-related discoveries by
UNSCOM, there will be growing pressure to lift the ban on
Iraqi oil exports—if not the entire sanctions regime.

The desire of France, Russia, and China to recoup out-
standing debts from Iraq, and growing international concern
(particularly in the Arab world) about the impact of sanctions
on the Iraqi people, have prompted the passing of UN Secu-
rity Council Resolutions 986 and 1153 which enable Iraq to
obtain “food for oil.” Under Resolution 1153, Iraq is now al-
lowed to export much oil as it did before it invaded Kuwait.
Because of technical constraints, it will be some time before
Iraq is able to produce this quantity of oil, but under 1153 it
will be allowed to import the equipment necessary for it to do
so. Sanctions have been significantly eased, and Iraq may be
able to import proscribed items under the cover of imports for
its oil and electrical sector. Moreover, the increase in oil ex-
ports are intended to reduce pressure on the UN and the United
States to lift sanctions, but they may not succeed in doing so,
whereas Iraq will be able to divert funds formerly used for
food subsidies to pay for arms smuggling, sanctions busting,
and paying off supporters of the regime. Thus, from the point
of view of maintaining the current broad containment of Iraq,
Resolution 1153 is, at best, a mixed blessing with a significant
downside.

BOLSTERING CONTAINMENT

What can the United States do to bolster its flagging contain-
ment policy? Barring a misstep by Saddam, sustaining con-
tainment will require a major diplomatic effort. The United
States will have to make Iraq one of its highest foreign policy
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priorities and it will have to make difficult compromises in
areas that other key countries consider vital (for example, to
accomodate Russia, on Bosnia or North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization [NATO] expansion; to accomodate China, on Taiwan).
Although such policy compromises are probably a necessary
condition for sustaining the coalition, they may not, in the long
term, be sufficient to keep the coalition together.

Coalition Management

Keeping the coalition intact is both the most difficult and the
most important single thing that can be done to bolster the
current containment of Iraq, for the simple reason that, by its
very nature, broad containment requires a coalition approach.
The authority for sanctions and weapons inspections is
grounded in Resolution 687 and several other key resolutions.
Consequently, the support of the Permanent Five (P-5) mem-
bers of the UN Security Council and other key states (such as
Egypt) is crucial for sanctions and inspections to succeed. For
military action, the United States prefers to have the approval
of the Security Council (in the form of a “material breach”
resolution—which it has not obtained since 1993) and the sup-
port of key regional states for basing and staging forces (i.e.,
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, and perhaps Turkey and Jordan).
In the Security Council, France, Russia, and China are
sympathetic to Iraq’s grievances against UNSCOM and would
like to have sanctions eased or lifted expeditiously, so that
they could again do business with Baghdad. These three states
are thus willing to live with a degree of uncertainty regard-
ing Iraq’s residual WMD programs if it will expedite the lift-
ing of the ban on oil sales, as provided for in paragraph 22 of
Resolution 687. By contrast, the United States is not willing
to accept any uncertainty at this time concerning the status
of Iraq’s residual WMD programs, and it wants Iraq to fulfill
other UN resolutions as well before it will countenance the
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lifting of sanctions. Thus, there is a basic diversion in the
position of the United States and other key members of the
Security Council on this issue. As a result, Washington has
been unable to win support for new, more restrictive resolu-
tions against Iraq.

Washington could try to close the gap between its own
position toward Baghdad and that of Paris, Moscow, and
Beijing, by offering tradeoffs in other areas. Given the current
investment of French and Russian diplomacy in Iraq, the United
States would have to consider significant concessions to se-
cure their support for efforts to restore containment. Con-
versely, it could threaten more vigorous unilateral steps—such
as adopting a strategy of undermine or invade if these coun-
tries do not halt efforts to curtail inspections or lift sanctions—
though this could backfire, causing France, Russia, and China
to redouble their efforts to ease or lift sanctions. In any case,
the United States would, whenever possible, rely on adminis-
trative delaying tactics and use the bureaucratic inertia of the
UN to freeze or slow down the gradual erosion of the sanc-
tions and inspection regimes caused by the weakening of the
international coalition.

The United States faces a different set of problems regard-
ing its coalition partners in the Middle East. America’s Gulf
allies fear that the United States will eventually weary of its
role as regional balancer and go home, leaving them to fend
for themselves against Saddam Husayn. They are thus unwill-
ing to support U.S. military actions that arouse Saddam’s de-
sire for vengeance without dealing him a severe blow or elimi-
nating him. The perception that America is ultimately unwill-
ing or unable to finish off Saddam is rooted both in seven
years’ experience of working with the United States in the Gulf
and in the logic of containment—which lacks a mechanism to
rid Iraq of Saddam and his regime. It will therefore be very
difficult to alter this perception. Likewise, growing popular
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sympathy for the plight of the Iraqi people makes it difficult
for Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and the Arab Gulf countries to openly
support repeated military action against Iraq. In the past, at
least some of these countries would have been willing to sup-
port military action, but they wanted to know that such use of
the military instrument would have decisive results; the United
States was, and still is, unable to provide such assurances.
Moreover, after the most recent standoff with Iraq (November
1997 to February 1998)—in which the United States expended
significant diplomatic capital to gain support for a military
buildup in the region that in the end did nothing to rid the
world of the Iraqi dictator—America’s Gulf allies are even
less likely to support future military action (barring overt ag-
gression by Baghdad). Finally, Turkey is willing to live with
the current regime in Baghdad and would not mind if the Iraqi
army were once again on its border, as this would make it
easier to deal with Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) insurgents.
For this reason, Turkey has been unwilling to support military
action since 1991, and it is unlikely to do so in the future.

The United States can, finally, try to argue more persua-
sively than it has in the past that there is no alternative to con-
tainment; that even limited strikes against Iraq are in the inter-
est of the Gulf countries, as they strengthen the ability of the
international coalition to deter Saddam, but that a strong mili-
tary blow would greatly diminish Saddam’s ability to threaten
his neighbors and is therefore in the interest of the countries
that neighbor Iraq; that the United States has been at the fore-
front of efforts to alleviate the suffering of the Iraqi people;
that sustaining containment requires the Gulf countries’ con-
tinued support for inspections, sanctions, no-fly/no-drive zones,
and the use of force; and that all the peoples of the region will
be at risk if Saddam is allowed to rebuild his arsenal and
threaten a new war—which he will do if containment is al-
lowed to collapse.
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Weapons Inspections

The UN weapons inspection and monitoring regime is cru-
cial to preventing Iraq from rebuilding its WMD capabili-
ties, and it should continue for at least as long as Saddam
Husayn and his regime remain in power, and probably longer.
(According to UN resolutions, the weapons inspection and
monitoring regime is open-ended.) Although inspections have
their limits—they cannot prevent Iraq from retaining a re-
sidual WMD capability that in some areas (such as biologi-
cal weapons) might be quite significant—they are crucial to
efforts to prevent Iraq from rebuilding its WMD capabilities
beyond current levels. Inspections also make it politically
impossible for Saddam to use his residual WMD capabili-
ties—except in extremis. Their use would put the lie to Iraqi
claims that its WMD capabilities have been destroyed and
breathe new life into the inspections regime.

There are several ways the UN inspection regime might
be shored up or even strengthened:

1. Actively seek out more non-Anglo-American inspec-
tors from countries not hostile to the position of the U.S. and
British governments on Iraq, thus deflecting accusations that
the deck is stacked against Iraq because of the predominance
of American and British weapons inspectors in UNSCOM.

2. Fight against any further changes to the organization of
UNSCOM (such as occurred following the Kofi Annan-Tariq
Aziz memorandum of understanding in February 1998), and
refuse to allow weapons “files” to be closed sequentially. The
closing of individual files is likely to generate calls by France,
Russia, and China, for the incremental lifting of sanctions, and
thus should be rejected. Compliance is an all-or-nothing affair.

3. Avoid making proliferation the main issue, as this
opens Washington up to charges that it employs a double stan-
dard by turning a “blind eye” to Israel’s nuclear program.
Rather, the United States should emphasize that it is Saddam
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Husayn and his regime that are the problem. In this light, ef-
forts to disarm Iraq of its WMD are primarily a means of deal-
ing with the threat posed by Saddam Husayn and his regime.

4. Consider steps to ensure that Iraq’s stocks of radioac-
tive isotopes are monitored. These are permitted under Resolu-
tion 707 for medical, agricultural, and industrial use, but they
could also be used to make radiological weapons. Monitoring
arrangements should therefore be extended to these materials.

5. Close existing loopholes in Resolution 687, under which
Iraq is permitted to produce missiles with ranges less than 150km
(thus enabling it to preserve the expertise required to develop
missiles with longer ranges). Moreover, under 687 there is no
explicit prohibition on the development or possession of cruise
missiles (although UNSCOM has in practice applied the restric-
tions on ballistic missiles to cruise missiles as well), and the
resolution implies that Iraq could be allowed, in the future, to
acquire nuclear reactors that run on natural or low-enriched ura-
nium fuel. To close these loopholes, the UN Security Council
should pass a new resolution that proscribes a/l missile pro-
grams and prohibits Iraq from acquiring any type of nuclear
reactor for the indefinite future. Obtaining such a new resolu-
tion will require the United States to make concessions to vari-
ous Security Council member states; even then, it might be dif-
ficult to pass such a restrictive resolution in a divided council.

6. Finally, the United States might take steps to break up
Iraqi weapons teams to prevent proscribed design, research,
and development work, and to allow key Iraqi weapons scien-
tists to leave the country for employment in peaceful projects
overseas. This recommendation, however, is likely to prompt
strong opposition from key Security Council members and the
Arab states.

Sanctions

What is important about sanctions is that they deny Saddam
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both the income he would need to rebuild his conventional
and nonconventional military capabilities and the oil export
capability that was the source of Iraq’s former economic clout.
Easing or lifting sanctions need not mean that Saddam will
soon be able to rebuild Iraq’s military capabilities—the in-
come can instead go into an escrow fund for spending on
food, humanitarian services, and reconstruction projects. The
United States could do a number of things to tighten sanc-
tions and ensure that Saddam does not benefit from their eas-
ing or lifting:

24

Require Iraq to maintain pre-Resolution 986 levels of
spending out of its own resources on subsidies for food
and medicine for its own people. This can be a condition
for renewing the increase in oil sales permitted under Reso-
lution 1153. It would prevent the regime from deriving
benefits from the “food for oil” deal.

Maintain tight control over humanitarian oil sales permit-
ted under Resolutions 986 and 1153 and require Iraq to
stop smuggling oil via Turkey and the Gulf before the UN
Security Council approves the export of additional oil ex-
traction equipment.

Caut off Iraqi oil shipments through Jordan, which earns
Saddam some $300 million in income a year. This, how-
ever, would require the United States to find a source of
cheap, subsidized oil for Jordan to compensate for its loss
of access to Iraqi oil.

Organize a more effective counterpropaganda effort to
highlight Iraqi distortions concerning the harmful humani-
tarian impact of sanctions. In particular, avoid claims that
Iraqis were “starving” before the passage of Resolutions
986 and 1153, because first, it is untrue, and second, it
creates the impression, when Iraq claims that 986 and 1153
are not being implemented effectively, that people are still
“starving.”
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No-Fly/No-Drive Zones

Although enforcing the southern no-drive zone and the north-
ern and southern no-fly zones are resource-intensive activi-
ties, they constrain Iraq’s military freedom of action and are a
way of maintaining pressure on Baghdad. Should it desire to
do so, the United States could ratchet up the pressure on Iraq
by further extending the no-drive and no-fly zones. Specifi-
cally, it could establish a no-drive zone in northern Iraq or
extend the no-fly zone to the entire country. To enforce a north-
ern no-drive zone, however, would require Turkey to allow
coalition aircraft based at Incirlik to launch air strikes at ground
targets in Iraq if necessary; Ankara would be reluctant to do
so, because Turkey would just as soon have the Iraqi army
along its border to control areas used by the PKK. This would
therefore require major concessions to Turkey (on arms sales,
for instance). As for extending the no-fly zone to the entire
country, this would require that aviation assets deployed to
the region increase their operations tempo. Moreover, addi-
tional air assets would have to be deployed to the region, put-
ting increased strain on U.S. forces and exposing them to in-
creased risk, to achieve a result of questionable value.

The Threat or Use of Force

Encouraging the perception that the United States retains the
ability to inflict punishing air strikes on assets that Saddam
holds dear is crucial to future efforts to contain Iraq. How-
ever, if force is used, it must be employed in such a way that it
does not further erode the coalition.

The United States will have to take two steps to make cred-
ible the threat to use force: First, it will have to retain suffi-
cient cruise missiles and combat aircraft in the region to land
painful blows against Iraq while ensuring—in part through
increased consultation with its regional allies—that political
constraints do not prevent it from using these assets, if needed.
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Second, it will have to engage in counterpropaganda efforts to
increase its military freedom of action. These efforts must
emphasize the fact that tens or hundreds of thousands of people
(most of them Iraqis) will die if Saddam is allowed to rearm
and again plunge the region into war, an outcome that can be
prevented through broad containment.

In considering how to bolster the containment of Iraq,
the United States has to balance the potential benefits of
military action against the potential harm that the use of force
could cause to U.S. interests if Iraq decides to throw
UNSCOM out, or if military action leads to greater pressure
to lift sanctions. The United States will need to consider what
it can do to reduce objections by UN Security Council mem-
bers—especially France, but also China and Russia—to U.S.
use of force under existing UN resolutions. Barring a rash
move by Saddam, there may not be much the United States
could do to convince these countries to take a more benign
view of the military option.

In the wake of the November 1997-February 1998 crisis,
it appears that the United States only considers threats to U.S.
assets or allies as sufficient justification for the use of force,
while obstruction of UNSCOM brings consultations or the
threat of force—but nothing more. Such a policy will ultimately
lead to the collapse of broad containment. The willingness to
use force in response to the obstruction of UNSCOM—as well
as in cases where U.S. assets and allies are threatened—is a
critical element of broad containment. At the very least, the
United States must foster the perception that it is willing to
use force. If the United States decides to carry out military
action, it should strike at assets that Saddam holds dear; leave
him worse off afterwards than he was beforehand; and raise
the possibility that military action could upset the delicate do-
mestic balance of power in Iraq, leading to an uprising or coup.
The United States has two options here:
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1. Limited missile and air strikes launched almost auto-
matically in the event of a provocation—such as Iraqi obstruc-
tion of UN weapons inspectors. In this case, military action
must be proportionate and relevant to the provocation; thus,
the United States might destroy any facility that Iraq prevents
weapons inspectors from entering, or individual targets that
are of value to the regime. The virtue of this approach is that,
because these strikes are limited in scope and duration, the
potential for collateral damage or political backlash is mini-
mized. Likewise, the United States does not need the support
of its regional allies to launch a limited strike; U.S. naval as-
sets normally in the region are sufficient. The disadvantage is
that if Saddam believes the stakes are high enough, he may
simply absorb such strikes and continue as before, in which
case the United States would look ineffective.

2. Extensive, sustained missile and air strikes initiated
infrequently, after consulting with America’s allies, and only
in response to major infractions. The advantage of this re-
sponse is that such strikes have the potential for inflicting
serious damage on Iraq’s military capabilities—and thus its
ability to threaten its neighbors or the Kurdish enclave. More-
over, such strikes—if targeted against the organizations that
ensure Saddam’s survival (such as the Republican Guard and
Special Republican Guard)—could potentially create the con-
ditions for the overthrow of the regime through a coup or an
uprising. The disadvantage is that such strikes have the po-
tential for serious political damage to the coalition and to
U.S. domestic support for Iraq policy, especially in the event
of heavy civilian casualties. For an extensive, sustained cam-
paign, Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) support would be
very important, though not necessarily crucial. Although the
campaign might be conducted solely from several aircraft
carriers, it would be much more readily accomplished if Saudi
Arabia as well as Kuwait permitted logistical, reconnaissance,
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and search-and-rescue support—if not basing rights for the
campaign’s combat aircraft.

It will be increasingly difficult in the future to exercise
the military option. The constraints on American military free-
dom of action are growing, not diminishing. Moreover, after
spending much political capital to convince various countries
to join in a military coalition to confront Iraqi obstruction be-
tween November 1997 and February 1998—only to accept in
the end a diplomatic solution—it will be much more difficult
to convince reluctant allies to join Washington in confronting
Baghdad in future crises. Therefore, the United States should
attempt to anticipate Iraqi challenges and move to head them
off before they reach the point at which military strikes are the
only option left. Accordingly, it should lobby Paris and Mos-
cow to press Baghdad to cooperate with UN weapons inspec-
tors, explaining that, in the wake of the most recent standoff
with Iraq, Washington will be under even greater domestic
political pressure than before to use force.

END STATE

The desired end state of broad containment is to prevent Iraq
from rebuilding its conventional military forces; to elimi-
nate Iraq’s WMD capabilities or at least cap them at current
levels; and to maintain Iraq’s relative political isolation for
as long as Saddam remains in power—as it will be much
more difficult to maintain weapons inspections and sanctions
once Iraq is reintegrated into the international community.
In the event that Saddam and his regime should pass from
the scene, a successor regime must be required to comply
with Resolution 687. Failure to do so should ensure the con-
tinuation of the current containment regime, though this may
not be possible, and the United States might have to make do
with a much more circumscribed form of containment out-
side of the framework of the UN.
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ADVANTAGES

The current containment regime has a number of advantages:

It maximizes pressures and constraints on Saddam Husayn
because it consists of the most intrusive weapons inspec-
tion and the tightest sanctions regime ever.

It has international legitimacy and relatively broad inter-
national support, to the degree that it is based on various
UN resolutions. Moreover, because the United States has
a veto at the UN, it can ultimately block steps that could
undercut this policy (although there is likely to be a politi-
cal price for doing so).

It has worked, and it would be dangerous to abandon this
approach for another policy with uncertain prospects for
success. Without weapons inspections and sanctions, Iraq
will be much more difficult to deal with and will pose a
much greater threat to international security than it now does.
Itis a “doable” policy—despite the growing challenges it
now faces. Containment does not aspire to an objective
that is beyond America’s means. Thus, there is a rough
correspondence between the desired end and the means
available to achieve it. And whereas there are risks and
costs associated with the policy, they are not as great as
the risks and costs associated with such alternatives as
deterrence or invasion.

Although U.S. efforts to contain Iraq have strained its re-
lations with the GCC states, France, Russia, and China,
these tensions—while undesirable—are tolerable, and they
could be eased through offering various concessions to
these key states in areas largely unrelated to Iraq.
Saddam might always do something foolish that would fur-
ther delay the eventual collapse of containment. Mean-
while, as long as inspections continue and sanctions re-
main in place, Saddam will remain relatively weak—and
thus potentially vulnerable to a coup; new discoveries re-

Iraq Strategy Review 29



Bolstering America’s Current Iraq Policy

lating to Iraq’s WMD programs are possible—allowing
for further dismantling of these capabilities; and Iraq’s
ability to threaten its neighbors will diminish, because of
the continued decline in the condition of its conventional
military forces.

LIABILITIES AND RiISKS

Despite the above advantages, continuing the broad contain-
ment of Iraq has its problems:
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There are limits to what the policy can accomplish. While
Iraq’s conventional military is much weaker than it was
before the 1991 Gulf War, it is still the largest military in
the Gulf, and if and when sanctions are lifted, it will pro-
vide a foundation for Iraq’s efforts once again to trans-
form itself into the dominant regional power. Although
sustained air strikes could further reduce Iraq’s capabili-
ties in this area, they might have a negative impact on
America’s ability to ensure the integrity of the weapons
inspection and sanctions regimes. Moreover, it is now clear
that there are limits to what weapons inspections can ac-
complish, and Iraq will probably be able to retain a sig-
nificant residual WMD capability—even if inspections and
monitoring continue. Of greatest concern here is the pos-
sibility that Iraq could produce a nuclear explosive device
or weapon—even with sanctions and inspections in
place—if it were to succeed in acquiring fissile material
from the former Soviet Union or elsewhere. Such a devel-
opment would be disastrous, as Iraq might try to use such
a capability to force an end to inspections and sanctions,
or threaten its neighbors or U.S. forces in the region. A
nuclear-armed Saddam bent on revenge is a nightmare sce-
nario that containment may not be able to prevent.

Containment lacks a mechanism to create an outcome in
Iraq that would serve U.S. interests. It provides a means
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for managing the threat that Saddam Husayn poses, but it
does not provide a means of removing the source of the
problem: Saddam Husayn and his regime.

*  The containment regime’s cornerstone—Resolution 687—
is self-subverting if implemented as currently framed. Lift-
ing the ban on Iraq’s oil exports once its WMD programs
have been dismantled would provide Iraq with the politi-
cal and economic leverage and wherewithal to undermine
the weapons monitoring regime and rebuild its WMD pro-
grams. On the other hand, a U.S. veto of the lifting of the
ban would greatly complicate U.S. relations with France,
Russia, and China, possibly resulting in additional prob-
lems in Iran, Bosnia, or Taiwan, or prompting one or more
of these countries to actively undercut UNSCOM or ig-
nore sanctions on Iraq.

*  The need to threaten or use force occasionally to preserve
access for UN weapons inspectors entails a political cost
that undermines America’s ability to continue containing
Iraq. Moreover, there are risks to threatening or using force.
Threats that are not backed up by action undercut U.S.
credibility, limited actions make the United States look
feeble, and actions that fail to achieve their objective raise
questions about the limits of American power. In addi-
tion, these threats cast the United States in the role of bully
in the eyes of many in the Arab world and elsewhere and
make it unpopular in the region.

*  While the no-drive and no-fly zones remain intact, the high
operational tempo experienced by U.S. Navy and Air Force
pilots and support personnel has strained operational readi-
ness, harmed morale, and may have had an indirect impact
on retention rates among pilots and others. Moreover, the
U.S. presence in the Gulf has a destabilizing impact on
America’s Gulf partners, and because they help defray the
costs of the American presence, it is a significant financial
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burden for them at a time of fiscal belt-tightening.
America’s military freedom of action has gradually dimin-
ished as a result of a growing perception that military ac-
tion cannot eliminate Iraq’s WMD capabilities; that it
would not succeed in compelling Iraq to cease obstruct-
ing UN weapons inspectors—and might even lead Iraq to
expel UNSCOM inspectors; and that it could produce an
undesirable political backlash in the Arab world and com-
plicate relations with France, Russia, and China. The states
whose support is most critical to military action—Saudi
Arabia, Turkey, and Jordan—have become increasingly
reluctant to permit U.S. combat aircraft to launch from
their territory, fearing that doing so would expose them to
domestic and regional political backlash while yielding
few if any tangible strategic benefits vis-a-vis Iraq. Such
flagging support for military action greatly limits
America’s military options and has forced the United States
to rely increasingly on carrier air power, thus putting ad-
ditional strains on the navy. In addition, some in Wash-
ington fear that an unsuccessful military operation would
highlight the limits of American power and increase inter-
national pressure for a diplomatic solution that could com-
promise vital U.S. interests.

Broad containment is a high-maintenance policy that requires
the constant care and attention of policymakers. Senior U.S.
officials have not always been able to provide containment
with the degree of attention required—though this is not a
problem for Saddam Husayn, for whom removing the shack-
les the policy places on him is a nearly all-consuming preoc-
cupation. This has sometimes allowed Iraq to score gains
without a U.S. response. And because containment is a largely
reactive policy, it allows Saddam to maintain the initiative
and chose the optimal time and place to challenge the inter-
national community. Moreover, keeping containment alive
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will, in the future, require even greater attention, resources,
and concessions by the United States.

»  Few countries are willing to do what it takes to implement
the policy of broad containment—in terms of intrusive in-
spections, sanctions, and the use of force—on an indefi-
nite basis, although there is widespread international sup-
port in principle for the policy. Moreover, some—such as
France, Russia, and China, and some of the Gulf states—
are edging toward an accomodationist approach. As a re-
sult, it has become increasingly difficult to implement
broad containment, and efforts to do so have contributed
to tensions with allies and other key states.

CONCLUSIONS

Although broad containment has many shortcomings and is
increasingly difficult to sustain, it is the only policy option
that stands a chance of achieving certain minimal U.S. objec-
tives—preventing Iraq from menacing its neighbors, rebuild-
ing its military capabilities, and threatening vital U.S. inter-
ests—without great risk or cost. If the United States stands
fast in supporting UN weapons inspections and efforts to deny
Iraq its oil income, and if it remains ready to use force if nec-
essary, broad containment can continue to serve U.S. interests
for at least a few more years. Clearly, however, the United
States has to consider what to do after broad containment is
no longer a viable policy, as a result of the collapse of the
weapons inspections or sanctions regimes, at some future date.
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Chapter 2

CONTAIN NARROWLY
Looking Beyond the Security Council

Kenneth M. Pollack

s distinct from the current “broad” containment of Iraq,
Aa “narrow” containment regime would rely less on

the United Nations and more on a smaller coalition
of states determined to prevent Iraq from regaining its pre—
Gulf War position. Narrow containment sacrifices the com-
prehensiveness of the current containment regime for the sake
of greater sustainability, but it does not jettison all constraints
on Iraq. Rather, it would seek to continue to impose the most
binding restrictions on Iraqi trouble-making with or without
United Nations support.

The fundamental assumption of this policy is that the cur-
rent broad containment regime is unlikely to last much longer.
This regime has served U.S. interests extremely well over the
last seven years, but beginning with Iraq’s acceptance of UN
Security Council Resolution 986 in 1996, it has come under
increasing strain. The most recent crisis with Iraq demonstrated
the extent of political differences within the Gulf War coali-
tion, the increasing impact of sanctions fatigue on many gov-
ernments (especially in the Middle East), growing international
sympathy for the plight of the Iragi people (however exagger-
ated by Iraqi propoganda), and a degradation of both the in-
spections and sanctions regimes as a result of Resolution 1153
and the 1998 memorandum of understanding (MOU) between
UN secretary general Kofi Annan and the Iraqi government.

Indeed, this policy option is largely a recognition of current
realities. The United States is already being forced to make con-
cessions in some areas of the containment regime to hold the
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line on others. The United States sponsored Resolution 986 to
prevent the collapse of economic sanctions, and it accepted the
1998 MOU to preclude a more damaging blow to the inspec-
tions regime. As a policy option, narrow containment argues
that rather than try to fight the current state of affairs, the United
States would do best to accept it as an unfortunate reality and
work to steer the process toward a revised containment policy,
one less vulnerable to Iraqi machinations and less susceptible
to the caprices of the Security Council.

Narrow containment thus represents a fall-back position
from broad containment. Yet, the United States cannot assume
that it can quickly switch to this policy after broad contain-
ment has fallen apart. That will be too late. The government
will need months, if not years, to put in place a narrow con-
tainment regime. In particular, the United States will be able
to secure many of the most important pieces of narrow con-
tainment only by agreeing now to sacrifice elements of broad
containment—elements that will be the first to go when the
current containment regime begins to crumble. The danger is
that if the United States does not shift to narrow containment
soon, it will be unable to implement the policy when broad
containment unravels in the near future, because it will have
lost the time and leverage it now enjoys. At that point, the
administration will have no choice but to opt for one of the
more dangerous alternatives of deterrence or rollback.

GoALs

The goals of a policy of narrow containment are to prevent
Saddam Husayn’s Iraq from making mischief beyond its bor-
ders and to limit the forces the Iraqi dictator would have for
aggression. To this end, narrow containment seeks to limit
Iraq’s ability to rebuild its conventional forces and to prevent
Iraq from rebuilding an offensive military capability. It simi-
larly seeks to hinder (if not prevent) Iraq from reacquiring an
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arsenal of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) that could be
used to pressure or compel other Middle Eastern states to com-
ply with Iraq’s wishes. It seeks to limit Iraq’s diplomatic clout
and to block any Iraqi diplomatic, military, or other efforts to
influence events in the Middle East. Finally it emphasizes con-
tinued monitoring of the Iraqi economy, to keep Baghdad iso-
lated and help ensure that Saddam is unable to rebuild his con-
ventional or WMD arsenals.

Narrow containment is not intended to cause the collapse
of Saddam Husayn’s regime—only to prevent it from destabi-
lizing the Gulf. It is not designed to bring about Saddam’s
overthrow. To the extent that it does try to exert pressure on
Saddam (pressure that could, theoretically, lead to his over-
throw) it does so to limit his freedom of action.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PoLICY

To move from the current broad containment regime toward a

narrow containment regime, three steps are required.

* The United States will have to identify key regional and
extraregional states willing to participate in a coalition to
implement narrow containment of Iraq, if necessary with-
out the backing of the UN Security Council.

* The United States, in consultation with its partners in the
new coalition, will have to determine the minimal require-
ments for containing Iraq, the elements of the current con-
tainment regime for which ongoing support is likely, and
those elements that may have to be sacrificed to ensure
that Washington can obtain its minimal requirements.

e Washington will have to lay the diplomatic and military
groundwork for enforcement mechanisms.

The model Washington should follow is America’s contain-

ment of North Korea since 1953. During the Korean War, the

United States was able to act under the auspices of the United

Nations—which, as in the Gulf War, was extremely useful at
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the time. Yet, this changed when the USSR returned to the UN
Security Council: As in the case of Iraq today, the UN increas-
ingly became a hindrance rather than a help in containing the
Pyongyang regime.' Consequently, America built a smaller coa-
lition of states—essentially just South Korea and Japan—fully
committed to containing North Korea and willing to take all
necessary measures to do so. Narrow containment of North
Korea has worked extremely well. It has greatly reduced
Pyongyang’s ability to make mischief in East Asia for forty-
five years. Thus, by sacrificing the potency of the broad con-
tainment of North Korea (i.e., the UN-based effort that existed
until the return of the USSR to the Security Council), the United
States was able to build a narrow containment regime that has
succeeded over the long-term.

Building a New Coalition

The first step for the United States will be to create a new coa-
lition of states willing to participate in a narrow containment
regime. Membership in this group should be determined only
by a state’s willingness both to act to contain Iraq in the absence
of a Security Council imprimatur, and to support all measures—
including the use of force—to contain Iraq. These states need
not be willing to employ force themselves; their willingness to
do so would be desirable, but the United States should be pre-
pared to be the sole executor of military action against Iraq and
should seek only firm support from its coalition partners.
Moreover, it is not sufficient for a state to oppose Iraqi ag-
gression, repression, or development of weapons of mass de-
struction for inclusion in the coalition. Many states in the world
fall into this category, but few are willing to support the actions
(especially the use of force) often required to make a contain-
ment regime effective. Indeed, this is the central problem of the
current broad containment regime: too many states that recog-
nize the danger Saddam’s regime poses but are unwilling to
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take the hard actions necessary to keep the regime contained.

There is only one country whose full participation in a
new anti-Iraq coalition is absolutely essential: Kuwait. As long
as the United States can rely on full Kuwaiti support to allow
U.S. military forces to strike Iraq whenever necessary, a policy
of narrow containment is viable. (Saudi Arabia, Jordan, or Tur-
key could also play this role, but none has demonstrated a
willingness to do so. To date, only Kuwait has provided the
United States with full support for military operations against
Iraq.) To ensure continued Kuwaiti support, the United States
must assure Kuwait that Washington will not abandon it under
any circumstances. This may require that the U.S. military aug-
ment its ground and air forces in Kuwait—for example by in-
creasing its on-hand strength at Camp Doha from a battalion
to a brigade or by adding a composite air wing to the squadron
of A-10s normally based there.

Including Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Turkey in a new coa-
lition is not as vital as including Kuwait, but it would be ex-
tremely beneficial. Their participation would ensure increased
cooperation in stemming the flow of proscribed goods to Iraq.
It would limit Saddam’s freedom of action in Middle East di-
plomacy. It would provide the United States with additional
bases in the region—bases closer than Kuwait to targets in
northern and western Irag—and greater flexibility in develop-
ing strike missions against Iraqi targets. Saudi Arabia could
also help defray the costs of the containment regime, although
Saudi participation would be important more for diplomatic
and military than for financial reasons. Nevertheless, even if
these countries were unwilling to participate in a new coali-
tion, the United States should assure them that its commit-
ment to their defense—especially against an attack by Irag—
remains unequivocal.

To the extent that other Middle Eastern states could be
brought into the coalition, this too would be very desirable, al-
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beit not crucial. Bahrain and Oman appear to be reasonable can-
didates based on past actions. Yet, they may be wary of getting
out ahead of the Saudis should Riyadh react coolly to the new
policy. On the other hand, the United Arab Emirates (UAE) and
Qatar appear increasingly antipathetic to the continued contain-
ment of Iraq. Similarly, it seems unlikely that Egypt could be
brought on board, although doing so would be a major coup
because of Cairo’s diplomatic influence in the Arab world.

Beyond the states of the region, the United States should
be very careful in its choice of coalition partners. Britain and
Japan have demonstrated staunch support for containing
Saddam and they have been the only two U.S. allies to back
U.S. military reprisals against Iraq with any consistency. They
are naturals. Certain other European, South American, and
Asian states—the Netherlands, Argentina, and perhaps South
Korea—that have also endorsed a tough line against Iraq might
also be brought into the coalition. But the United States must
be adamant in favoring a smaller coalition of states with com-
plete commitment to an assertive containment regime, rather
than a larger coalition of states that will support only a weak
containment regime.

What to Preserve

Although Iraq will have to be contained by a smaller coalition
of nations than currently does the job, the United States and
its partners would continue to seek international agreements
to hold Iraq in check, where possible. The key will be to iden-
tify those measures that are both critical to containing Iraqi
aggression over the long-term and acceptable to the interna-
tional community.

By showing a willingness to compromise on major ele-
ments of the current broad containment policy before it falls
apart, the United States and its coalition partners will have
considerable leverage to bolster those elements of the current
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policy that must be preserved to prevent Iraq from again de-
stabilizing the region. Indeed, many countries—even those,
like France, that want an end to the sanctions—recognize that
Iraq will have to be restricted indefinitely in certain areas to
prevent it from once again becoming a threat to regional peace.
Therefore, the United States and its coalition partners should
be able to get international agreement to continue (or restruc-
ture) many of the most important constraints on Iraq.

Rather than proposing direct tradeoffs (“if you agree to keep
this element, we the United States will give up that element”),
the United States should decide which parts of the current con-
tainment strategy are essential and then consider what could be
sacrificed if necessary. The United States must maintain three
components of the current containment regime—to begin with
the essential items—if it is to keep Saddam sufficiently weak
and limit his freedom of action outside Iraq. First, Washington
must greatly constrain, if not prevent, Iraq from rebuilding its
conventional forces. Second, it cannot allow Iraq to rebuild
weapons of mass destruction. Third, Washington must limit
Saddam Husayn’s diplomatic “clout” and ensure that Iraq con-
tinues to be treated as a pariah state. A fourth element—closely
monitoring, and if possible controlling, the Iraqi economy—
would be very useful, but it is not critical.

The coalition must also realize that it may not be able to
convince the Security Council to contain Saddam beyond the
current sanctions regime. The coalition will then need to do
whatever it takes to maintain the essential elements of the nar-
row containment regime. In the event the Security Council
balks on certain issues, the coalition will need to take unilat-
eral steps to substitute for those measures that the Security
Council is unwilling to accept.

Limiting Iraqi Conventional Military Capabilities
Iraq’s ability to destabilize the Gulf region depends primarily
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on its conventional military strength. The greatest source of Iraqi
influence in the region has traditionally been its conventional
military power. Iraq has provoked wars or crises with Iran, Ku-
wait, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Syria only when it has felt con-
fident of its conventional military superiority. Saddam chose to
defy the U.S.-led coalition during the Gulf War because he mis-
takenly believed his conventional strength could stalemate the
coalition. Moreover, conventional military operations have been
Iraq’s preferred method of imposing its foreign policy designs
on the rest of the region. Whenever Baghdad has been unable to
get its way by dint of (usually quite incompetent) diplomacy, it
has not hesitated to use force or the threat of force. If the United
States is to keep Saddam’s regime contained, Iraq’s conven-
tional military capabilities, and particularly its ability to project
power beyond its borders, must be limited. Three complemen-
tary approaches could be used to this end.

1. The United States and its coalition partners could seek
a Security Council resolution banning the sale of “offensive”
weapons to Iraq. Specifically, the resolution would forbid the
sale to Iraq of any armored combat vehicles, armed helicop-
ters, artillery greater than 100 mm, combat aircraft, or war-
ships in excess of 1,000 tons. It should also have provisions to
allow all other member states to apply automatic sanctions on
any state violating the resolution.

The controls on Iraqi imports could also be extended and
toughened. At present, a UN committee scrutinizes Iraqi import
agreements to ensure that they consist of only food, medicine,
and other humanitarian supplies. This system could be main-
tained even beyond the lifting of the economic embargo to en-
sure that Iraq is unable to rebuild its arsenals. Alternatively, once
the economic embargo is lifted, the UN could continue to monitor
Iraqi imports to block the transfer of offensive conventional
weapons, WMDs, and dual-use technology that Iraq could use
to resuscitate its indigenous WMD capabilities. Opposition to
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such measures may be surmountable. Even most of Iraq’s
staunchest advocates, including France and Russia, recognize
that a rearmed Iraq will likely return to its past patterns of ag-
gression. Their paramount concern is to see an end to the eco-
nomic embargo so they can profit from the sale of Iraqi oil, but
they have no particular desire to allow Iraq to reemerge as a
source of instability in the Gulf. Indeed, many of their diplo-
mats have privately expressed a desire to see Iraqi military forces
limited even well after the economic sanctions have been lifted.
Of course, some states—primarily China—may claim that Iraq
should be allowed to rebuild its conventional forces to meet
“legitimate defense requirements,” but given Iraq’s history of
aggression and the pledge Saddam will be required to give that
Iraq will not attack any of its neighbors (see below), it may be
possible to convince even the Chinese that Iraq can meet its
defense needs without any of the banned weapons systems.

2. Especially if the Security Council refuses to act, the
coalition could establish an international regime for Iraq simi-
lar to the Cold War’s Coordinating Committee for Multilat-
eral Export Controls (COCOM), which would prohibit the sale
or transfer of any weapons or sophisticated technology. The
coalition could exert all possible diplomatic pressure to con-
vince other states, especially the European Union, not to sell
weaponry to Iraq. The coalition could announce a joint agree-
ment to impose harsh sanctions against any nation that does
provide such arms to Iraq.

3. Another way to handle the issue of Iragi conventional
forces that could prove suitable to coalition objectives would
be to create a conventional arms control regime for the Gulf
similar to the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) regime
established in western and eastern Europe at the end of the Cold
War. In return for drastic limits on Iragi conventional forces, the
United States and its coalition partners might choose to press
for similar (albeit much more generous) restrictions on Iranian,
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Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), and even American forces in
the region. Such an agreement would have to contain provi-
sions for the monitoring and inspection of all forces in the re-
gion to make it effective, again probably along the lines of the
CFE treaty. Although this course would be very difficult to real-
ize in practice, if achieved, it not only would create a powerful
mechanism to prevent Iraq from destabilizing the Gulf, but also
could keep other regional states from doing the same.

Denying Iraq Weapons of Mass Destruction

A close second to preventing Iraq from reconstituting its con-
ventional forces is preventing it from rebuilding its WMD and
ballistic missile arsenal. In the past, Saddam has employed
these forces against Israel, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Bahrain.
They are an important source of Iraqi regional prestige, they
have proven a helpful asset in his conventional military cam-
paigns, and they have deterred other states from standing up
to Iraq. Moreover, if Saddam were ever to obtain a deliverable
nuclear weapons capability, he would likely use the leverage
it would provide him to pursue his regional ambitions. Conse-
quently, even though WMDs cannot conquer other countries
and are often a poor instrument of diplomacy, it would be very
dangerous to allow Saddam to rebuild his WMD arsenal.

To prevent this, the United States and its coalition part-
ners should seek a new Security Council resolution reaffirm-
ing the sections of Resolution 687 that forbid Iraq from again
rebuilding its arsenal of weapons of mass destruction—even
as a purely defensive measure. This resolution should not pro-
vide for specific consequences should Iraq violate it, but should
instead state that any Iraqi violation will be treated under Chap-
ter VII of the UN charter as a threat to the national security of
all member states. In addition, the coalition should demand a
public statement by Saddam Husayn reaffirming Iraq’s com-
mitment to cooperate in perpetuity with the long-term moni-
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toring regime of the UN Special Committee on Iraq
(UNSCOM) and pledging to rebuild neither Iraq’s weapons
of mass destruction nor its ballistic missiles.

Given that there is complete unanimity among the inter-
national community that Iraq should not be allowed to rebuild
its WMD force, these measures may arouse few complaints.
Baghdad will have a very tough time explaining why it should
not reaffirm what it has already been forced to accept and re-
peatedly follow. A provision more likely to arouse opposition
is the demand for Iraqi violations to be treated under Chapter
VII of the UN charter, because Iraq and some of its advocates
may view it as constituting preapproval for U.S. military re-
prisals against Iraq. Consequently, the United States and its
coalition partners may have to make concessions on the cur-
rent sanctions regime to secure this measure.

Limiting Iraq’s Diplomatic and Military Freedom of Action

The last critical element of continued containment of Iraq is
to ensure that Baghdad has little influence in the Gulf, the
Middle East, or anywhere else in the world. Saddam has re-
peatedly demonstrated that he views any relationship or any
status Iraq may have as levers to be manipulated in pursuit of
his regional ambitions. With the lifting of economic sanctions
it will be impossible to keep Iraq completely isolated: Oil ex-
ports and imports of everything from food to manufactured
goods will once again give Iraq significant economic stand-
ing. Yet, the coalition must do what it can to constrain Saddam’s
ability to employ that clout.

In particular, the coalition must make clear that it would
respond if Iraq ever employed force beyond its borders. Obvi-
ously, the prohibition on the sale of offensive weapons to Iraq
will be the most important element of this effort, but the coa-
lition should take further steps to preclude a return to Saddam’s
past belligerence. The coalition should persuade the Security
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Council to pass a new resolution reaffirming the sections of
Resolution 687 that guarantee the international borders of Ku-
wait. Moreover, the coalition should require Saddam himself
to make a public statement reaffirming the sovereignty of
Kuwait and the inviolability of its borders and promising that
Iraq will never again use force beyond its borders, under any
circumstances.

By assuring regional states that Iraq has been forbidden
from using force beyond its borders, by denying it the where-
withal to do so, and by making clear that the United States and
its coalition partners have the strength and political will to
enforce these restrictions (see below), Iraq’s ability to influ-
ence its neighbors will be greatly diminished. Moreover, the
mere fact that these restrictions exist and are meticulously en-
forced by the world’s only remaining superpower and its coa-
lition partners will be a constant reminder to the rest of the
world that Saddam Husayn’s Iraq is not, and will never be,
fully accepted back into the community of nations.

For these same reasons it is important that, in negotiating
the lifting of sanctions, the focus of U.S. diplomatic efforts should
not be Iraq, but the rest of the international community and par-
ticularly Iraq’s most important advocates: France, Russia, and
China. The United States and its coalition partners should not
negotiate with Saddam, nor should they make tradeoffs designed
to convince him to compromise. Instead, Washington should
negotiate only with the French, Russians, and Chinese acting as
Iraq’s advocates and make tradeoffs to get them to compromise.
It is important that Saddam be denied the prestige of negotiat-
ing with the United States. Moreover, the French, Russians, and
Chinese have much more modest goals than does Saddam. For
instance, they are all generally interested in depriving Iraq of its
WMD arsenal, whereas Saddam clearly is not. Consequently,
striking bargains with them will be much easier and more use-
ful than striking bargains with Saddam.
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Monitoring the Iraqi Economy

The policy of narrow containment assumes that the United
States and its coalition allies will be unable to prevent the even-
tual lifting of the economic sanctions on Iraq. Yet, it is reason-
able to believe that the coalition may be able to continue to
monitor the Iraqi economy and perhaps control certain ele-
ments of Iraqi spending to ensure that Baghdad is unable to
cheat on the remaining restrictions on its military and diplo-
matic activities.

The best way to keep an eye on how Saddam Husayn is
spending Iraq’s money is to secure passage of the UN Secu-
rity Council resolutions described above that would retain the
UN escrow account and monitoring committee (established
by Resolution 661) to oversee Iraqi expenditures and ensure
that Iraq is unable to purchase offensive conventional weap-
ons, WMDs, or dual-use technology. Yet, additional methods
are also available. For instance, the coalition could insist that
Iraq comply with Resolution 687’s stipulation that Baghdad
pay a percentage of its oil revenues as compensation for the
losses sustained by the victims of its aggression. This serves
two useful purposes: First, it takes roughly 30 percent of Iraqi
oil revenues out of Saddam’s hands and gives them to his vic-
tims. Second, it keeps in place UN monitoring of the Iraqi oil
industry. Such monitoring allows the international commu-
nity to have a sense of how much money Baghdad has avail-
able to it (thereby making it easier to supervise Iraqi imports)
and ensures that large numbers of international personnel are
in Iraq keeping tabs on Saddam’s regime.

Forcing Iraq to continue to pay compensation could serve
several other functions as well. To the extent that countries
such as France and Russia object that forcing Iraq to pay com-
pensation makes it impossible for Baghdad to repay them for
pre—Gulf War debts, the compensation itself could be used for
debt repayment. The coalition could agree to allow the UN to
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repay valid loans from member countries made to Iraq prior to
the invasion of Kuwait. Likewise, the oil Iraq sells to Jordan
at a discount could be brought under UN control and made
part of Iraq’s compensation package.

Although these various economic measures are not criti-
cal to the success of a narrow containment regime, they would
be very useful complements to the vital military and diplo-
matic constraints on Iraq. The coalition should be loath to bar-
gain them away except in return for very considerable conces-
sions from the other side. At the very least, some form of con-
tinuing economic restrictions should be employed temporarily,
as part of a gradual process of the lifting of sanctions to en-
sure Baghdad’s good behavior. Nevertheless, the United States
and its coalition partners should not make holding on to these
aspects of the current containment regime a limiting factor on
its own freedom of action. A critical element of narrow con-
tainment is limiting the extent to which the coalition must rely
on the Security Council: If the only way to get these various
economic restrictions enacted would be to again surrender the
coalition’s freedom of action to the Security Council, the coa-
lition should pass on the deal.

Tradeoffs to Ensure Containment

The next step will be for the United States and its coalition
partners to determine which elements of the current UN sanc-
tions can be sacrificed to lock-in the critical aspects of a long-
term containment regime. The fundamental premise of the nar-
row containment policy option is that the most constraining
aspects of the current sanctions regime—the economic em-
bargo and the ban on Iraqi oil sales—cannot be sustained for
much longer. Indeed, Resolution 1153 has effectively lifted
the ban on Iraqi oil sales, leaving in place only the economic
embargo and UN control of Iraqi purchases under Resolution
986. Nevertheless, it is equally clear that if the United States
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were willing, it could sustain these measures probably for sev-
eral years or longer (see the previous chapter on broad con-
tainment) even in the face of Iraqi, French, Russian, and Chi-
nese pressures. Thus, both Baghdad and its diplomatic advo-
cates should be willing to make considerable concessions to
see an early end to the economic embargo.

Determining which elements of the current sanctions re-
gime should be sacrificed can occur only as part of the negoti-
ating process itself. The requirements listed above constitute
the most desirable aspects of a narrow containment regime,
and the United States and its coalition partners should be will-
ing to make considerable tradeoffs to secure them. But clearly,
if the coalition is unable to attain its goals, then it should not
be willing to compromise as quickly or as deeply on its own
end. The tradeoffs described below, therefore, reflect the maxi-
mum sacrifices the coalition should be willing to make in re-
turn for full agreement with its demands. Lesser compromises
by those representing Iraq should be met only with lesser con-
cessions from the coalition.

The most important concession the United States and its
coalition partners could make would be to end the economic
embargo on Iraq. Because of the stipulations of the various UN
Security Council resolutions, this could not be done arbitrarily,
but the coalition could take at least two major steps to aid this
process. First, it could agree to accept the strict interpretation of
paragraph 22 of Resolution 687, which would relinquish UN
control of Iraqi oil sales (and therefore most restrictions on Iraqi
imports) after UNSCOM has certified the destruction of Iraq’s
WMD programs and has transitioned from inspecting to long-
term monitoring. Second, it could agree to a timetable for lift-
ing the economic sanctions—something Iraq has been request-
ing for several years. Indeed, in return for support for their po-
sition, the coalition members should even be willing to agree to
a fairly rapid timetable for the lifting of economic sanctions.
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There are other aspects of the current sanctions regime
which could likewise be traded for new measures to help con-
tain Iraq. For example, UN resolutions require Iraq to pay com-
pensation for the losses sustained by the victims of its aggres-
sion; they impose a ban on all flights to and from Iraq; they
have frozen Iraqi assets overseas; they demand that Iraq re-
turn equipment stolen from Kuwait since the invasion; and
they demand that Baghdad repatriate the Kuwaiti citizens de-
ported to Iraq during the Iraqi occupation. Moreover, the United
States and other member states have taken certain actions un-
der the auspices of the UN, albeit without the authorization of
a specific resolution. The most important of these is their im-
position of the no-fly zones over southern and northern Iraq
and the no-drive zone in the South. Compromises could be
made on each of these points. Compensation could be scaled
back and a time limit placed on payments; Iraq’s assets could
be unfrozen; the flight ban lifted; nonmilitary equipment sto-
len from Kuwait forgotten; and other issues set aside. Simi-
larly, both no-fly zones and the no-drive zone could be termi-
nated—which would also prove a relief to the U.S. Air Force.

Also, the United States and its coalition partners could
consider compromising on the standard of compliance with
the initial UNSCOM inspections. UNSCOM and the IAEA
appear confident that they have a good handle on Iraq’s nuclear
and ballistic missile programs. The time may not be far off
when UNSCOM decides that it can cease the inspection pro-
cess and transition to long-term monitoring in these two ar-
eas. Yet, it seems highly unlikely that UNSCOM will ever be
entirely satisfied that the Iraqis have eliminated their chemi-
cal and biological warfare (CW and BW) arsenals. Moreover,
at some point in the next few years, the international commu-
nity probably will become reluctant to continue delaying the
lifting of sanctions if UNSCOM can account for all but 5 per-
cent or 10 percent of the CW and BW materials it believes
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Iraq manufactured. The United States and its coalition part-
ners should be willing to consider relaxing somewhat the stan-
dards on Iraqi compliance with the UNSCOM inspections if
doing so would allow them to lock-in other, more important
constraints over the long term.

Finally, the United States could make sacrifices on other
foreign policy issues in return for cooperation from other states
in containing Iraq. Washington must explicitly acknowledge that,
at present, Iraq is arguably America’s single greatest foreign
policy concern in the Middle East. Of all the difficulties in the
Middle East, only Saddam Husayn currently has the real poten-
tial to cause major damage to U.S. interests both regionally and
globally. On the other hand, few other states are as concerned
with the future of Iraq as they are with other foreign issues. If
the United States is willing to make concessions on those issues
that matter most to other countries, it is likely that they will be
willing to make concessions on Iraq. A prime example of this is
Iran. Most European states are far more interested in rehabili-
tating Iran than rehabilitating Iraq. Especially in light of the real
changes President Muhammad Khatemi is introducing in Iran,
the United States should be willing to negotiate a reduction in
the U.S. sanctions on Iran in return for European acceptance of
some of the more far-reaching measures suggested above. In-
deed, such a policy might also have the added benefit of secur-
ing further Iranian cooperation in the containment of Iraq. Other
examples might include increasing U.S. military assistance to
Egypt and Jordan, acceding to the proposals of the UAE in the
negotiations on legal jurisdiction over U.S. military personnel
on leave in Dubai, and minimizing congressional interference
in arms sales to Turkey.

Enforcing the Agreement

A narrow containment regime will see less use of force against
Iraq. In fact, because the restrictions on Iraq will be greatly
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reduced from the current broad containment regime, the Ira-
qis will probably run up against the restrictions of a narrow
containment regime less frequently than under broad contain-
ment. Moreover, once Saddam is convinced that the United
States and its coalition allies have the political will to use force
to support the remaining elements of narrow containment, he
will probably be more wary of provoking a military response;
the absence of Security Council shackles on the coalition will
allow the United States to retaliate far more forcefully than
under broad containment. The key is to make sure Saddam
believes that the coalition has the will to enforce the contain-
ment regime and that it will make him pay a very heavy price
for challenging it.

Therefore, on those occasions when the coalition deems it
necessary to use military force against Iraq, the blows should
be disproportionate to the provocation and executed in anger
rather than sorrow. The nature of the response—air strikes,
cruise missiles, commando-type raids, ground incursions, and
so forth—is unimportant. Of paramount importance are the
targets struck, the amount of damage done, the speed of the
response, and the amount of pressure applied.

Military reprisals should be directed at targets designed to
inflict maximum pain on Saddam Husayn. Because the role of
the Security Council will be negligible under such a regime,
Washington should not feel compelled to make its response pro-
portionate or relevant to the Iraqi provocation. Indeed, because
this containment regime will operate in the absence of interna-
tional consensus, it will be crucial to demonstrate to Saddam
that even without UN dispensation, the coalition can make Iraq
pay a heavy price for misbehavior. Thus, the coalition should
target that which Saddam values most: the Special Republican
Guard, the Republican Guard, the Iraqi Air Force, Iraq’s inter-
nal security forces, and other high-value military targets (like
its free-rocket-over-ground [FROG] rocket launchers).
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The amount of damage inflicted must be visibly significant:
It is crucial to send an unmistakable message to Saddam that the
coalition is serious about punishing him for malfeasance.

The reprisal should come very quickly after the Iraqi provo-
cation. If Saddam believes he will have a period of time be-
tween an Iraqi action and a coalition reaction he may con-
clude either that this will allow him to employ that window to
his advantage or that he could use that time to bring diplo-
matic pressure to bear on the United States to preclude the
retaliation. Saddam can have no illusion that he may be able
to establish a fait accompli; the coalition must retaliate against
his transgressions immediately to convince him that he can
gain nothing from further provocations.

The coalition must be prepared to conduct sustained mili-
tary operations against Iraq. Although Saddam has proven sen-
sitive to U.S. military strikes over the last seven years, this
may not always be true in the future. The coalition must be
prepared to exert more military pressure on Saddam than he is
willing to absorb—which could require days or even weeks of
military operations.

The coalition must also have an unequivocal commitment
to the aggressive use of force against Iraq, especially early on.
Saddam will no doubt see the end of the UN-led containment
regime as a victory and will attempt to exploit it. In addition,
he will seek to test the determination of the new coalition.
Meanwhile, with the UN sanctions largely gone, the coalition
will have far fewer options available—other than the use of
force—to punish Saddam for his transgressions. Consequently,
it is imperative that the United States—with the vocal support
and possibly the participation of its coalition partners—em-
ploy force in response to Iraqi provocations to demonstrate to
Saddam that the coalition has the political will to keep him
down even without the blessing of the Security Council. It
will be equally important to demonstrate to the rest of the world
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the seriousness with which the coalition views the continued
containment of Iraq, to dissuade other countries from cooper-
ating with Iraq in arms smuggling and other illicit activities.

END STATE

The goal of the policy of narrow containment is to prevent
Saddam Husayn from making mischief beyond Iraq’s borders
until the internal contradictions inherent in his regime bring
about its collapse—or until he dies in his bed. Containment
per se is not concerned with bringing about any particular end
state. Instead it is a defensive strategy that simply seeks to

prevent Iraq from doing harm until other forces prompt a

change in the regime.

Nevertheless, this should not prevent the coalition from
articulating a set of conditions under which they should con-
sider narrow containment to have “succeeded” and therefore
bring it to an end. Among these conditions are the following:

* Saddam Husayn must no longer rule—even indirectly—
in Baghdad. Saddam’s unique combination of ambitions
and pathologies make him personally too dangerous to re-
gional stability for containment to be discontinued while
he is in power.

* A successor regime must demonstrate a total commitment
to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the Biologi-
cal Weapons Convention (BWC), and the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention (CWC) so that other regional states can
feel secure that Iraq’s WMD programs will conform to in-
ternational norms and be under international monitoring.

*  Asuccessor regime must also renounce all Iraqi land claims
beyond its international borders and must in particular rec-
ognize Kuwaiti sovereignty and its international borders.

* A successor regime must further agree to limit its conven-
tional military establishment to a purely defensive force.
No effort should be made to define what constitutes a “purely
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defensive force”—the coalition (not Iraq) should retain the
prerogative to determine that based on circumstances.

ADVANTAGES

A policy of narrow containment would offer Washington sev-
eral advantages. Among them, it would do the following:

Allow the United States to continue to pursue a policy of
containing Iraq over the long term. Containment has the
advantage of avoiding the much greater costs and risks
associated with nearly every other option.

Allow for greater flexibility within the policy than the cur-
rent containment regime. Narrow containment allows for
the sacrifice of those elements of the current containment
regime that are unsustainable over the long term. It fo-
cuses U.S. efforts on only those elements of the regime
truly necessary to constrain Iraqi aggression.

Greatly minimize the ability of Russia, China, and other
states to undermine U.S. containment of Iraq. Because the
UN Security Council will not be asked to support the nar-
row coalition’s actions, there will be less occasion to ex-
pose and amplify differences between the United States
and other council members, such as Russia and China.
Undermine Iraqi propaganda attacks that containment
causes human suffering among the Iraqi people.

LiaBiLiTIES AND RISKS

Along with the advantages listed above, a policy of narrow
containment of Iraq would have certain negative characteris-
tics; it would, for example, do the following:

Sacrifice a very strong containment regime for a weaker
one. The current UN-based containment regime is the
strongest the world has ever seen and puts tremendous
pressure on Saddam Husayn. The proposed narrow con-
tainment regime would not be as strong, nor would it put
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the same kind of pressure on Saddam.

Incur the risk that, once the United States starts retreat-
ing on aspects of the sanctions regime, it will not be able
to stop. Iraq will play up a shift in U.S. policy as a great
defeat for Washington. It may require considerable diplo-
matic and public relations efforts to convince other na-
tions that a move to narrow containment is not merely a
fig leaf to cover the collapse of U.S. policy toward Iraq.
Require considerable diplomatic and public relations ex-
ertions to convince other nations to accept some of the
more far-reaching elements of the proposed containment
regime. This is especially so given the fact that Washing-
ton will have “momentum” against it. Thus the transition
will have to be handled carefully to dispel any appearance
of a U.S. rout.

Require the United States to employ military force to block
Iraqi provocations. Without the UN sanctions, the burden
of preventing Iraqi aggression and punishing it for other
provocations (such as tampering with UNSCOM’s long-
term monitoring regime) will fall entirely on the United
States and our willingness to use force to compel Saddam.
Not be a quick fix policy. Containment is inherently un-
palatable to many people because it is a purely defensive
policy. Containment seeks to prevent Iraq from destabi-
lizing the Gulf region until Saddam Husayn falls. It does
not include any mechanism to cause him to fall. Conse-
quently, it cannot promise an end to the problem of Saddam
Husayn in the near term. The United States must expect to
contain Iraq for many more years, if not decades, as has
been the case for North Korea.

Make no provisions for who will succeed Saddam. As a purely
defensive strategy, containment will limit the ability of the
United States to influence the post-Saddam government.
Risk that Iraq reconstitutes its conventional and
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nonconventional weapons capability. The North Korean case
is instructive: Pyongyang was never able to build a first-
class conventional military, but it did rebuild enough con-
ventional military power to be able to threaten the South
with tremendous destruction in the event of a war. More-
over, although it took forty years, North Korea was able to
build a nuclear weapons capability. (It should be noted that
North Korea had something Iraq will not: two friendly great
power neighbors that shared a land border with it and that
were willing to provide it with arms and dual-use technol-
ogy. The coalition should find it much easier to prevent such
transfers to Iraq than was the case for North Korea, because
of the difference in their geopolitical positions.)

*  Highlight the U.S. relationship with Kuwait, which could
be problematic. First, it might require Kuwait to take a
more independent course than the rest of the GCC, some-
thing it has tried to avoid in the past. Second, the U.S.
public may be reluctant to spend so much for a policy de-
signed to defend authoritarian Kuwait. (On the other hand,
South Korea was hardly a model democracy in 1953. More-
over, because of the close involvement of the United States,
South Korea has developed into a democracy and—al-
though it has a long way to go—for the same reason Ku-
wait too has made the most progress toward democracy of
any of the Gulf states.)

Narrow containment has one final disadvantage: The Republi-

cans have made clear that they oppose continued containment

of Iraq and instead want a more proactive policy to actually
oust Saddam.

CONCLUSIONS

Narrow containment is a way of minimizing Iraq’s ability to
threaten its neighbors and to destabilize the Gulf region with-
out the risks and costs associated with policies such as deter-
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rence or some variation of rollback. Nevertheless, it has very
serious drawbacks: It cannot promise to bring about an end to
Saddam Husayn’s regime, nor does it exert as much pressure
on Baghdad as does the current broad containment regime.
Consequently, it is a policy to be employed if and when the
United States is unwilling both to pay the costs required to
remove Saddam’s regime and to run the risk of giving Saddam
the kind of freedom he would enjoy if containment were aban-
doned in favor of deterrence. Moreover, the critical assump-
tion of narrow containment is that broad containment is un-
sustainable over the long term. If broad containment can be
sustained, then it is clearly preferable to narrow containment.
Yet, if the U.S. government concludes that the pressure on the
current containment policy does threaten its collapse in the
next few years, then narrow containment offers a highly at-
tractive alternative to the more extreme options.

NoTE

1 In January 1950, in a bid to have the United Nations recog-
nize Peking (Beijing) rather than Taipei as the legitimate Chi-
nese government and grant the People’s Republic of China a
seat on the Security Council, the USSR boycotted the United
Nations. The impact of this decision was felt most strongly on
June 25, 1950, when North Korea invaded the Republic of
Korea, and the United States requested that the Security Coun-
cil—free from a potential Soviet veto—order the UN to aid
South Korea militarily. The Soviet Union initially took the
threat lightly but soon realized that U.S. and UN forces would
not be easily expelled. Thus, the Soviet Union announced the
end of its boycott on August 1, 1950. The return of the USSR
weakened the “virtual unanimity” of the United Nations on
the Korean question, as the Soviet Union brought with it a
communist view of the conflict.
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Chapter 3

UNDERMINE
Supporting the Iraqi Opposition

Daniel L. Byman and Kenneth M. Pollack

stabilize Saddam Husayn’s regime and thereby create

the circumstances in which he could be overthrown.
Although Saddam’s removal from power is the ultimate objec-
tive of this policy, it recognizes the inherent difficulty of such a
program and therefore allows for graduated support for the op-
position based on demonstrated effectiveness: The more effec-
tive the opposition group, the more support it would receive.

The rationale behind a policy of undermining the Iraqi
regime is to create conditions that will hasten Saddam’s fall
while minimizing, to the greatest extent possible, the cost and
risk to the United States. Rather than simply attempting to
limit Saddam’s troublemaking potential (the goal of contain-
ment) or minimizing his impact on U.S. foreign policy (the
goal of deterrence), undermining the regime by supporting the
Iraqi opposition actually attempts to solve the problem of
Saddam Husayn by fostering the circumstances that could lead
to his removal. Moreover, it allows the United States to retain
the initiative in the struggle with Iraq and pressure Saddam
where he is most sensitive—his control over Iraq. At the same
time, it holds out the prospect that the United States could rid
itself of Saddam without having to incur the daunting costs
inherent in an actual U.S. invasion of Iraq.

Nevertheless, because a policy directed at undermining
the current regime attempts to avoid serious risk or cost to the
United States, there would be no guarantee that it would suc-
ceed in ousting Saddam. Without the commitment of substan-

The “Undermine” option uses the Iraqi opposition to de-
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tial U.S. forces to support the opposition, a strategy for oust-
ing Saddam would run a considerable risk (perhaps even a
high likelihood) of failure (see the annex on “Overthrowing
Saddam”™). Ultimately, this strategy is meant to create only the
possibility that Saddam will be overthrown, not a certainty.

This approach also holds out the prospect of achieving other,
less ambitious but still useful, objectives even if it fails to spark
Saddam’s ouster. In particular, a modest version of overthrow
could be a useful adjunct to a policy of containment by putting
additional pressure on Saddam to keep him weak and compli-
ant. Thus, even an unsuccessful policy could enjoy some suc-
cess if wedded to either broad or narrow containment.

GOALS

“Undermine” has a straightforward goal: bringing about
Saddam’s downfall. The policy would try to accomplish this
by helping the Iraqi opposition wage a guerrilla campaign
against the Baghdad regime. The assumption underlying the
policy is that sufficient opposition pressure on the Iraqi re-
gime will lead to large-scale disaffection and desertions from
the regime, which will create the conditions in which Saddam
will be killed or overthrown.

It is conceivable, but not likely, that the opposition could
itself take power. That, however, is not a necessary compo-
nent of the policy. Undermine is concerned primarily with the
process of destabilizing the regime through the instrument of
the Iraqi opposition and not necessarily with the outcome of
the process—that is to say, the makeup of a successor regime.
The policy need not ensure that the Iraqi opposition will take
power in the wake of Saddam’s demise nor need it otherwise
determine the fate of Iraq’s future government. The policy as-
sumes that “anyone but Saddam” in power in Baghdad would
represent a major improvement because any successor would
be less aggressive and brutal than Saddam. Although it may
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be preferable that the opposition take power rather than a
henchman of Saddam, insisting on an opposition victory will
be difficult and will make a coup or assassination less likely.
If the United States wants to achieve an opposition victory,
rather than just the paramount goal of removing Saddam, the
cost will be much higher.

On the other hand, even if the policy did not fulfill its
maximal goal of overthrowing Saddam, it could still achieve
other important objectives. In particular, it could prove ex-
tremely useful in pressuring Saddam and limiting his freedom
of action as part of a more aggressive policy of containment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE POLICY

A policy of undermining Saddam by supporting the Iraqi op-
position faces considerable hurdles. Creating an opposition
formidable enough to cause the kind of instability in Baghdad
that might prompt an assassination or a coup, much less one
that could actually take power, will not be easy given the cur-
rent weakness of the Iraqi opposition and the strength of
Saddam’s grip on power. Thus, the policy would envision a
five-phase insurgent strategy that, it is hoped, would end in a
situation in which the central government was sufficiently
weakened and demoralized that it would be vulnerable to a
coup or assassination. Each phase would lay the foundation
for the next, allowing the opposition to progress gradually from
the least difficult to the most difficult tasks. The phases of the
insurgency strategy would proceed as follows:

1. Broaden and strengthen the opposition. Incorporate
new figures into the opposition leadership and recruit new op-
position fighters. Simultaneously, augment opposition propa-
ganda directed against the regime, to attract recruits, put pres-
sure on the regime, and convince Saddam’s henchmen to de-
fect from his cause.

2. Establish one or more safe-havens either in the
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Kurdish-held North or in a neighboring state, and train a guer-
rilla force capable of waging an insurgency against Saddam’s
regime.

3. Begin hit-and-run operations into Iraq from the safe-
haven area.

4. Move the guerrilla force into Iraq and establish an
exclusion zone on Iragqi terrain, possibly with U.S. airpower
helping to defend the exclusion zone from regime forces.

5. Expand guerrilla operations deeper and deeper into
Iraq to weaken central government control over the country,
demoralize the regime, and humiliate Saddam Husayn.

Thus, the insurgent campaign would build from merely
harassing the regime, to limiting the amount of territory under
the regime’s control, and eventually to weakening the regime’s
control throughout the country.

To make the opposition viable, Washington will have to
provide assistance in a wide variety of areas. The United States
will have to help rebuild the Iraqi opposition; secure a func-
tional safe-haven for it; seduce Saddam’s henchman to turn
against the regime; provide the opposition with considerable
military assistance; and run interference for it in the diplomatic
arena, while simultaneously keeping Saddam tightly contained.

U.S. support could be graduated to be taken as quickly or
slowly as Washington deems appropriate. At each step, the
United States would have to determine whether the opposi-
tion was progressing sufficiently to warrant additional sup-
port. Nonetheless, any variant of this policy will require a fairly
considerable effort on the part of the United States. There is a
minimum level of support required simply to rebuild the Iraqi
opposition and to give it the ability to undertake any kind of
mission—even if it is never able to conduct anything more
than minor harassing operations.

In judging how to proceed with a policy of undermining
Saddam, historical analogies can be dangerous. Although Af-
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ghanistan is regularly cited as a precedent by advocates of this
course, the Afghan model is of only limited applicability to
Iraq today. Afghanistan was menaced by a brutal outside in-
vader—the Soviet Union. Iraq’s tyranny, in contrast, is en-
tirely home-grown. Thus, the nationalistic impulse that led
many Afghans to take up arms is not present in Iraq today.
Furthermore, although U.S. support for the mujahedin did lead
(eventually) to the fall of the Soviet-backed government, it
did not lead to the end of the civil war. Perhaps of greatest
importance, the Soviet Union could have withdrawn from Af-
ghanistan; Saddam cannot withdraw from Iraq. Nor does Iraq
fit the pattern of the successful coups engineered by the United
States in the past. In the “countercoup” in Iran and coups in
Guatemala, the Dominican Republic, Vietnam, and elsewhere,
the United States had a wide range of contacts with local po-
litical and military leaders who formed the successor govern-
ments. Thus, diplomatic and intelligence personnel could or-
chestrate the coup, identifying the leaders in advance and help-
ing them achieve their goals. In Iraq, on the other hand, the
United States has few if any contacts with Saddam’s inner
circle.

Bolstering the Opposition

At present, the Iraqi opposition is far from ready to mount
even a modest challenge to Saddam’s regime. The various op-
position groups are fragmented and fractious. Despite the ex-
istence of the Iraq National Congress (INC) as an umbrella
organization, the Iraqi opposition is in no way united and can-
not coordinate its resistance to Saddam. Part of Iraq’s Kurdish
opposition works with Saddam, whereas other Kurds have
turned to Iran for help. Yet, despite its current weakness, the
INC still offers several important advantages:
* The INC is well-known in the West and in the United
States. Many members of Congress have expressed their
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support for its leadership, making it easier for the admin-
istration to gain domestic support for an “undermine” strat-
egy led by the INC.

The United States has worked with the INC in the past,
and INC leaders are eager for U.S. support. Unlike many
other anti-Saddam Iraqis, such as the various Iran-based
Shi‘i groups, the INC does not oppose the United States.
Existing U.S. ties to the INC will make it difficult for Wash-
ington to turn its back on the movement for political rea-
sons. Allies in the region and potential supporters in Iraq
itself will find it difficult to believe that the United States
really intends to support the opposition if it publicly aban-
dons the INC, its former ally.

At the same time, the INC also has several serious problems:

64

Since Saddam’s attack on the Kurdish-held city of Irbil in
1996, the INC has been a shambles: The INC’s cadres have
scattered, its organization has fragmented, its leadership
has been discredited, and its standing in Iraq has dramati-
cally deteriorated. Iraq’s major Kurdish factions, which
represented the bulk of the INC’s combat forces, have
abandoned the INC and are now competing for Baghdad’s
favor. The INC’s leadership is in exile, and the limited
network it had established in the country has been shat-
tered. As a result, the INC has almost no presence or sup-
port in Iraq today.

The INC’s military track record is poor. Although the INC
claims several military victories—and faults the United
States for many of its failures—in truth, it has scored few
successes against the Iraqi armed forces, even in their de-
pleted post-Gulf War condition.

The INC has not been able to arouse any real support
among the Iraqi people and armed forces. During the years
it operated freely in Kurdistan (1992-1996), it was able to
recruit only several hundred fighters, and few Iraqi mili-
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tary officers defected to its ranks. Likewise, only a hand-

ful of small Iraqi combat units (the largest was a battal-

ion) defected to the INC—even at the height of Iraq’s do-
mestic travails—and then, the soldiers largely deserted
rather than join the INC ranks.

»  Of particular importance, the INC has little or no support
among Iraq’s Sunni core. The past dominance of the INC
by Iraqi Kurds and Shi‘a has traditionally alarmed Iraq’s
Sunnis and led them to rally around Saddam’s regime.

Given these strengths and weaknesses, the first decision nec-

essary when contemplating a policy of undermining Saddam’s

regime is whether to work with the INC or to stimulate cre-
ation of a new opposition.

Work wiTH THE INC . . . Given the INC’s advantages, it
would be most effective to find ways to reform, reorganize, and
reinvigorate the INC. The INC will be able to appeal to poten-
tial dissidents in Iraq and convince regime supporters to turn on
Saddam only if the average Iraqi believes Washington is strongly
committed to making the INC into an efficient force. By now,
the Iraqi people have concluded that the U.S. government does
not want to remove Saddam from power because Washington
has committed so little to doing so. If the United States is to
succeed in seeing Saddam’s regime undermined, American sup-
port to the Iraqi opposition must convince Iragis—both inside
and outside the regime—that the United States really wants
Saddam gone.

To reinvigorate the INC, the most important step would
be to greatly expand and diversify INC membership. Although
the INC is nominally an umbrella organization, it does not
include many important opposition groups or important Iraqi
expatriates. It is vital that the INC broaden its base to include
all of the opposition groups and as many Iraqi expatriates as
possible. Only in this manner will Iraqgis begin to see the orga-
nization as representing a true national opposition to Saddam,
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rather than simply a fagade for Kurdish (or Shi‘i) secession-
ists. This will likely require a major shake-up of the INC lead-
ership to incorporate new elements, get rid of “dead wood,”
and minimize the overrepresentation of some elements of Iraqi
society. To ensure that the INC reforms itself in this manner,
the United States should make clear that one criterion Wash-
ington will use to assess the progress of the opposition (and
thus the level of funding it will receive) is the extent to which
the INC can successfully diversify its membership and appeal
to all of Iraq’s ethnic, religious, and tribal groups.

« «  OR STIMULATE CREATION OF A NEW OPPOSITION. Build-
ing a new opposition would take more time and be more of a
gamble. In place of the INC, a new opposition political move-
ment and army would have to be assembled, probably from
former Iraqi army personnel, Kurdish peshmerga (resistance
fighters), and Sunni and Shi‘i tribal forces. This opposition
could recruit among the Iraqi expatriate community and work
with regional governments, such as Saudi Arabia and Kuwait,
to identify likely recruits.

U.S. support will be crucial to building any effective op-
position, but this would be especially true if Washington were
to drop the INC. Credibility would be a major hurdle for the
United States. Why should Iraqis flock to the new opposition
when the INC ostensibly had America’s full support but was
abandoned in the crunch? The United States would similarly
have to convince regional states that the new opposition rep-
resents a real improvement over the INC, one that justifies
having abandoned the INC. Another problem may be convinc-
ing Iraqis and Arab governments alike that the new opposition
is not simply a creature of the United States and a tool de-
signed to return Iraq to colonial servitude.

One advantage that the United States could exploit would
be that, by forging a new Iraqi opposition, Washington could
improve the leadership of the opposition. With some exceptions,
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the leaderships of the extant Iraqi opposition groups are gener-

ally ineffective, corrupt, lacking in charisma, and often pen-

etrated by the Iraqi intelligence services. A new opposition could,

conceivably, offer an improvement on this score. Creating a

“kinder, gentler” opposition would be difficult but not impos-

sible. The standard should not be an Iraqi Vaclav Havel. Rather,

the United States should seek leaders who represent a relative
improvement over the Ba‘th regime and who are willing to show
minimal respect for other elites and their communities. For ex-
ample, the Nicaraguan contras included many former

Sandinistas and Somocistas, along with a sprinkling of demo-

cratic elements. With U.S. support, though, the more democratic

elements of the contras came to the fore and helped a demo-
cratic regime take power.

PurTING THE OPPOSITION BACK IN BUSINESs. Regardless
of which path the United States were to take, it would require
a major expenditure of American resources and attention to
revive a functioning Iraqi opposition. As a result of many years
of neglect and mismanagement, the domestic opposition to
Saddam is not seen inside Iraq as a threat to his regime. There-
fore, Washington would have to help a reformed INC or a new
opposition group to establish itself as a viable alternative to
Saddam in the minds of Iraqgis. Some of the more important
U.S. efforts would include the following:

* Provide all necessary funds to the opposition to enable it to
progress to the point at which it is a destabilizing factor
inside Iraq. This will be a long and expensive effort, al-
though a campaign to rid the opposition of its endemic cor-
ruption could reduce the cost and simultaneously improve
its image. The United States should solicit contributions
from its allies in the region, in Europe, and in East Asia, but
it should be prepared to pay the entire bill if necessary.

* Fund opposition radio and television stations to make the
Iraqi people aware of their existence and to help them
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spread the anti-Saddam message inside Iraq.

*  Encourage the opposition to establish a presence inside Iraq
itself as early as possible. For the opposition to succeed, it
must have a strong presence in Iraq and leaders who are
credible there. Thus, long before the opposition fighters and
leadership return en masse, the opposition will need a net-
work of informants, recruiters, and agitators in country.

*  When and if the opposition moves into Iraq and establishes
exclusion zones under its control, the United States should
try to free these areas from United Nations (UN) sanctions
and provide sufficient aid to demonstrate that life for Iraq
will be better under the opposition than under Saddam.

Establishing Safe Havens

A crucial precondition of a strategy aimed at undermining the
regime is finding at least one state neighboring Iraq that is
willing to serve as a safe haven where members of the opposi-
tion can broadcast propaganda, shelter their families, train,
recruit, and arm. Even if the opposition progresses to the point
at which it can move into Iraq and carve out chunks of Iraqi
territory under its control, it will still need support from re-
gional states to sustain itself. The United States and any other
nations supporting the opposition will need, at the very least,
overflight rights and basing agreements to keep the opposi-
tion armed and fed and possibly to provide air support for op-
position activities. Of course, supplying the insurgents also
will be far easier if the United States can do so by land rather
than by air.

Theoretically, any of Iraq’s neighbors could serve as a safe
haven for the opposition. But, in practice, there are only two
realistic choices: Turkey/Kurdistan or Kuwait. Geography and
topography make Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Syria unappeal-
ing candidates. The deserts along their borders with Iraq would
make insurgent operations extremely difficult and leave them
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vulnerable to Iraqi counterinsurgency operations—even if as-
sured of considerable U.S. air support. In addition, there are
few Iraqi populated areas near those borders, further reducing
the ability of insurgents to establish themselves among the ci-
vilians and recruit new opposition fighters. The rugged terrain
and large numbers of Iraqi towns north of Baghdad make Tur-
key/Kurdistan an ideal base for the opposition, but Kuwait’s
proximity to al-Basrah and the marshes around it (to the ex-
tent they have not been entirely drained) makes it a plausible
if less than ideal second choice. Of course, Iran might be the
best choice of all. The Iran—Iraq border is extremely long; in
most places the terrain consists of rugged hills, marsh, or moun-
tains; and there are numerous population centers all along it.
It should be assumed, however, that U.S.—Iranian relations will
not improve quickly enough to make this a viable option within
the next few years.

THE NORTHERN SAFE HAVEN. For its part, Turkey gener-
ally views Saddam Husayn as a threat to regional security. It
would like to see him removed from power, provided that
goal can be accomplished without fracturing Iraq or spawn-
ing an autonomous Kurdish entity in the North. For the time
being, Ankara clearly prefers “the devil it knows,” in the
person of Saddam Husayn, to the potential for anarchy or a
Kurdish state that could result from opposition efforts to
overthrow him.

Turkish decision makers tend to believe “their” type of
Iraq would be most achievable with the emergence of a new
military strongman, one without designs on his neighbors.
Nevertheless, if Turkish leaders were convinced that some other
form of opposition were both viable and amenable to their
vision of Iraq, they might be brought around to support it.

Fearing that failure will strengthen Saddam’s motives for
revenge, however, Turkish policymakers will be reluctant to
adopt this approach in any case. An open embrace of the Iraqi
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opposition would be a major policy change for Ankara. To

convince Turkey would no doubt require costly sweeteners

from the United States, among them the following:

* Encouraging opposition leaders to play down discus-
sion of greater Kurdish autonomy, to calm Turkish fears.
Indeed, the INC may publicly have to retract its com-
mitment to Kurdish self-determination, or at least make
statements that muddy the waters to whatever extent
possible.

*  Funneling aid to the opposition through Turkey and in-
cluding Turkish representation in all deliberative and
implementing bodies pertaining to this support. This should
help convince Ankara that it will be able to prevent the
opposition from turning into something threatening to
Turkish interests.

* Easing the impact of the UN trade sanctions on Iraq as
they apply to Turkey, as has been done for Jordan.

»  Working with Congress to see that Turkey is well treated
on other issues. This would likely include seeing that Tur-
key is looked on favorably for arms sales, possibly modi-
fying the traditional balance of U.S. arms sales between
Greece and Turkey, lobbying the European Union harder
on Ankara’s behalf, and so forth.

If the insurgency is to be based in the North, the United States

should also work hard to convince the main Kurdish militias

to resume full cooperation with the Iraqi opposition. This would
greatly improve the northern safe haven’s attractiveness; how-
ever, such convincing will not be easy. The primary Kurdish
militias are often at each other’s throats, and they constantly
shift their allegiances among Iran, Turkey, Syria, the United

States, and the central government in Baghdad. At present, both

the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK) and the Kurdish Demo-

cratic Party (KDP) are competing for the attention of the cen-
tral government, and if this persists, then the opposition would
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have to be based out of Turkey itself.

Convincing the Kurds to throw their lot in with the opposi-
tion again will be difficult. First, the Kurds would have to be
convinced that U.S. backing for the effort is strong and endur-
ing. Both the KDP and the PUK leadership feel badly burned
by their experiences with Washington from 1991 to 1996. Sec-
ond, for the opposition to succeed, it must be able to attract
Sunni Arab support, which in turn would mean deemphasizing
the traditional Kurdish dominance of the INC in favor of a greater
Sunni role. Thus, Washington will be asking the Kurds to return
to an opposition in which they will have less say than in the
past. To bring the KDP and/or the PUK on board with the oppo-
sition, the United States and the opposition leadership may have
to promise the Kurds autonomy in a future Iraqi state—even
while convincing the Kurds to go along with a public retraction
of the prior INC commitment to that very goal. Washington also
will almost certainly have to offer the Kurds very significant
“aid”—in the form of food, humanitarian supplies, consumer
goods, and weapons—to secure their cooperation.

THE SoUTHERN SAFE HavEN, Kuwait could substitute for,
or complement, a Turkish/Kurdish sanctuary, although it is
less desirable than the northern option. The Kuwaitis remain
staunchly opposed to Saddam’s regime. If the United States
presses them diplomatically and convinces the al-Sabah that
(this time) Washington is serious about removing Saddam, the
ruling family may support the opposition. Kuwait, however,
will question the uncertainties inherent in the “undermine”
approach. In particular, having been frustrated by Washington’s
peripatetic behavior toward the opposition over the past seven
years, Kuwait will fear that the United States is once again
attempting to oust Saddam “on the cheap” and is not willing
to do what is required to remove him. Kuwaiti leaders may
decide that it is not worth angering Saddam with a policy that
might do little to weaken him; thus they may prefer other U.S.
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policy options to “undermine.”

For these reasons, a southern safe haven may require the
United States to put heavy pressure on Kuwait. Washington
will have to convince Kuwait that the strategy has a good
chance of success. The administration may also need to con-
vince Kuwait that Americans will not be willing to endure a
containment strategy forever nor will they tolerate the costs of
an outright invasion; thus, Kuwait’s only chance of having the
Americans remove Saddam will be to support a U.S. policy
aimed at undermining his regime.

In addition, the southern safe haven is less desirable from a
military stand point. The border between Iraq and Kuwait is
sparsely populated desert. Not until the Euphrates River is there
terrain conducive to insurgent or light infantry operations. Iraqi
heavy formations would have every advantage in this area, and
therefore a southern safe haven approach would place much
heavier demands on U.S. airpower much earlier in the insur-
gent campaign than would be the case if the opposition were
based out of the North. The underpopulation of southern Iraq
would also make recruiting fighters for the opposition extremely
difficult. Only the city of al-Basrah itself could furnish a suit-
able recruitment base for the opposition, and taking al-Basrah
will almost certainly be well beyond opposition capabilities;
regime forces are likely to fight very hard to hold their second
city, and U.S. air power will largely be impotent in the urban
terrain. Consequently, a southern safe haven approach will be
more difficult and will take considerably longer to begin to have
an impact on the regime than would a northern approach.

Seducing Saddam’s Henchmen

This policy option’s success would depend as much on the re-
sponse of Saddam’s current supporters as it would on the abil-
ity of the Iraqi opposition. To this end, the United States could
take several steps to cajole leading Iraqis to turn against Saddam.
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To woo Saddam’s supporters, Washington could do the follow-

ing:

* Provide material inducements to those who defect from
the regime and/or the armed forces and join the opposi-
tion. In particular, opposition fighters should be well-paid,
well-armed, and well-provisioned and they should have
access to services and supplies that are denied to the re-
gime by the embargo.

* Promise rewards to those who overthrow Saddam. To en-
courage hesitant coup plotters, the administration could
emphasize publicly that the United States would work with
any friendly successor government. Moreover, Washing-
ton should outline a plan for the gradual lifting of sanc-
tions once Saddam has been overthrown.

* Provide covert support to Iraqi coup plotters. The United
States could continue efforts to infiltrate Iraq. If the Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA) can make contact with senior
military or regime officials, it should offer them financial
rewards and any logistical help required to help a coup suc-
ceed. Such infiltration will be extremely difficult.

*  Warn that the United States will encourage any new Iraqi
government to deal harshly with all members of the former
regime after Saddam’s fall, but that it will recommend grant-
ing amnesty to those who aid the opposition beforehand.

The composition of the opposition will also play an important

role in shaping efforts to convince Iraqis to defect. Although in

general, the United States and the Iraqi opposition would be wise
to avoid carping on sectarian differences, it is imperative that
the opposition be able to influence the behavior of Saddam’s
power base, whose members are primarily Sunni Arabs from
the center and west of the country. This could require a more
blatant effort directed specifically at this key constituency. For
instance, if the opposition could attract Sunni Arabs to its ranks,
it and the United States could then stress the rewards of turning
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against Saddam and that joining the coalition is their best chance
to preserve Sunni prerogatives. On the other hand, if Sunni sup-
port were limited, Washington would then have to make a virtue
out of necessity and warn that the Sunnis may lose control over
Iraq in the event of an opposition victory. In these circumstances,
the United States should stress that it will have no incentive to
try to protect the Sunni position in Iraq (or even to dissuade a
Shi‘i- or Kurdish-dominated regime from exacting retribution
from Sunni elites). With any luck, such threats could convince
Sunni elites to try to preempt an opposition victory by moving
against Saddam themselves.

American Military Support

The military objective of this approach is to create an Iraqi
opposition force capable of conducting insurgent operations
against the central regime—possibly to seize swathes of Iraqi
territory sufficient to humiliate the regime. The goal of mili-
tary operations is both political and psychological, to demon-
strate that the regime does not have full control over Iraqi ter-
ritory and that it is possible to stand up to Saddam. To accom-
plish this objective will require considerable time and effort.
In particular, it will require substantial assistance from the
United States in the form of weapons, military supplies, train-
ing, and funding.

Nevertheless, one should not overstate the amount of U.S.
aid needed to conduct a strategy of undermining Saddam’s
regime. First, this policy gives the United States the latitude
to provide as much or as little support to the opposition as it
wants. Second, the military strategy could be essentially de-
fensive: The opposition might be expected simply to conduct
guerrilla operations. Finally, because the opposition’s guer-
rilla activities could be used primarily for psychological rather
than physical impact, the opposition need only be effective
enough to affect Iraqi morale.
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A major U.S. military effort, however, would be required
when and if the opposition proved effective enough to war-
rant seizing chunks of Iraqi territory, pronouncing them ex-
clusion zones, and then defending them against the regime.
Obviously, under a best-case scenario, the opposition fighters
would prove so effective that they could shoulder this burden
on their own and the United States would have to provide them
with logistical support and diplomatic cover only. Yet, given
the current state of the opposition and its track record so far,
this seems unlikely. More likely, the United States may desire
to move the operation along faster than would be required to
get the opposition to the necessary level of proficiency to be
able to fend for itself. Even with a wealth of anti-tank weap-
ons and good defensive terrain, the opposition will probably
be too lightly armed to contend with large Iraqi armored for-
mations by itself. In this case, the United States would have to
commit American military forces—mostly in the form of air
power—to do much of the work of protecting opposition lines
and smashing regime counterattacks.

To accomplish this task, the United States will have to
keep several hundred military aircraft in the theater for as
long as it takes from the time the opposition first moves into
Iraq until Saddam is overthrown. The most demanding task
for U.S. air power will be to defeat Iraqi counterattacks, which
could consist of several divisions per attack. Warning time
for these counterattacks could be slim (at Khafji in 1991, the
Iraqis launched an offensive involving three heavy divisions
with only a few days of planning and preparation, and the
U.S. military did not learn of it until the Iraqi attacks made
contact with coalition screening forces). Therefore, the forces
required to defeat such thrusts will have to be in-theater and
available at all times. Even with the latest weaponry, it could
require anywhere from 200 to 500 sorties over the course of
one to three days to halt such an Iraqi counterattack (Khafji
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required 1,000 strike sorties in three days). To generate this
volume of sorties will require at least 200 to 300 strike air-
craft, plus an equal number of air superiority, logistics, and
C*I (command, control, communications, computers, and in-
telligence) planes. The United States would have to expect
to keep these forces in place, patrolling Iraq, suppressing Iraqi
air defenses, interdicting Iraqi military movements, and
smashing periodic Iraqi counterattacks for many months if
not several years. In addition, the United States will have to
deploy special forces personnel with the opposition forces
to provide training, serve as advisers, and probably act as
forward air controllers as well.

These forces will also need basing in the region. The far-
ther from the operating zones they are based, the more aircraft
will be required to compensate for time spent flying to and from
the combat zone. If a southern safe haven option is pursued, the
United States could employ aircraft carriers in the Gulf to pro-
vide part of the air contingent. Yet, the difficulty of keeping
carriers on station in the Gulf and the global scale of American
naval commitments will mean that the United States will rarely
be able to maintain more than two carriers on station, which
could provide only a small part of the needed air forces.

Managing Diplomatic Reaction

A strategy aimed at undermining Saddam’s regime will un-
fold mostly within Iraq but will have an impact on a wide
variety of other states. The United States cannot expect the
rest of the world simply to ignore an American effort to topple
Saddam by building a vigorous Iraqi opposition. Washington
will also have to create the proper diplomatic environment
for this strategy to bear fruit. Obviously, the most important
goal of U.S. diplomacy must be to secure the requisite safe
haven for the opposition. Yet, there are at least two other key
diplomatic criteria: First, Saddam must be kept weak and iso-
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lated to give the opposition the chance to build its strength
and destabilize his regime; and second, other states, particu-
larly great powers, must be convinced to support the opposi-
tion actively or, at the least, not to interfere with it.

KEEPING SADDAM CONTAINED. Although “undermine” is
an offensive strategy, it requires a defensive component as well.
It may be several years before the Iraqi opposition is ready to
take the field against Saddam. During that time, it is impera-
tive that at least some form of containment—particularly the
sanctions and inspections regimes—be maintained. The United
States could not simply “junk” containment in favor of an ap-
proach aimed at undermining the regime, because such an ap-
proach cannot promise quick success—if it succeeds at all.
During the interim, while Saddam is still in power, Washing-
ton will still need to limit Iraq’s freedom of action to prevent
it from destabilizing the Gulf. The United States cannot sim-
ply let Saddam loose in the Gulf while it works to oust him:
Washington will have to continue to enforce the defensive strat-
egy of containment at the same time as it attempts the offen-
sive strategy of undermining the regime.

Containment is also critical to keep Saddam weak and to
ensure that the opposition has a realistic chance of getting rid
of the regime. The lifting of sanctions and/or the end of the
inspections would be an enormous victory for Saddam do-
mestically. It would allow him to claim (quite rightly) that his
strategy for handling the UN and the United States was cor-
rect and that confrontation paid off. An Iragi populace that has
just had its economic welfare restored and seen Saddam’s re-
sistance to the UN crowned with success is not going to be a
people eager to join the opposition. In addition, ending the
sanctions would provide Saddam with the resources to rebuild
his armed forces and his WMD arsenal. The stronger the Iraqi
armed forces are, the harder it will be for the opposition to
conduct insurgent operations. The greater the threat of Iraqi
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conventional and nonconventional forces, the less likely some
of Iraq’s neighbors will be to anger Baghdad by supporting
the opposition. In these circumstances, it would be far more
difficult for the opposition to recruit new members and to bring
any pressure against the regime. For these reasons, the likeli-
hood of successfully undermining Saddam’s regime is directly
linked to the strength of containment.

Ensuring that containment remains intact for the period of
years needed for this option to work (and it is hardly guaran-
teed that it will work) will mean treading lightly to keep the
international coalition together. The United States may have
to refrain from taking provocative actions against Iraq, even if
Washington may believe doing so would best block Iraqi
machinations. For example, so as not to fracture the coalition,
the United States will be constrained in its ability to use mili-
tary force in response to Iraqi challenges to the sanctions or
inspections.

These limitations will extend even to U.S. support for the
opposition itself. There are a wide variety of actions that, in
theory, could be useful to the opposition, but that in practice
could undermine containment. For instance, it may not be pru-
dent to try to fund the opposition by transferring frozen Iraqi
assets to them. Doing so would be a violation of international
law that could lead Iraq’s advocates in the UN to break with
the United States on sanctions and inspections enforcement.
Indeed, even such actions as pushing to have Saddam indicted
as a war criminal could redound against this policy: If a vigor-
ous American campaign were to alienate France, Russia, and
China, it could erode containment without having much im-
pact on the opposition’s prospects against Saddam. Likewise,
if Iraqi elites feared that they too would be indicted for war
crimes, they would be more likely to rally around Saddam
than to defect to the opposition.

Thus there is a direct relationship between containment
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and support for the opposition: A strategy designed to under-
mine the regime requires containment of one sort or another
to keep Saddam pinned while the opposition rebuilds, to keep
him vulnerable to the opposition, and as a “fail-safe” in the
event the opposition is unable to bring about his downfall.
Yet, the sanctions and inspections regime is an obvious and
vulnerable target: Iraq and its advocates will undoubtedly at-
tack them in response to efforts to support the opposition
against Baghdad. The harder the United States pushes the op-
position, the harder Iraq will go after the sanctions, and poten-
tially, the more weight its arguments will carry with other Se-
curity Council members. Consequently, the more aggressive
U.S. support is to the opposition, the more difficult it will be
to maintain a strong containment regime. This suggests that,
if the United States were to pursue a more aggressive version
of undermining the regime, it should simultaneously move
toward narrow containment, which would minimize that
policy’s reliance on the Security Council and thus reduce its
vulnerability. On the other hand, if the United States intended
to provide only modest support to the opposition, it probably
could do so in the context of broad containment, as there would
be less pressure in the Security Council.

KEEPING AMERICA’S ALLIES FROM INTERFERING. Any of-
fensive U.S. policy toward Iraq will require considerable co-
operation from regional states. “Undermine” is no exception.
In light of Washington’s relative neglect of the Iraqi opposi-
tion in the past, however, this could prove a formidable task.
The United States will likely have to devote much diplomatic
energy to convince regional states that it is serious about the
opposition this time. Even this may not be enough, and it may
require the United States to make compromises on other is-
sues to secure the needed regional support.

The active participation of regional states other than Tur-
key and Kuwait would be useful but not critical to an approach
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aimed at undermining Saddam Husayn. They would be asked
only to provide aid—diplomatic, financial, and perhaps mili-
tary. Other Arab states could provide a useful veneer of legiti-
macy to the opposition by publicly supporting its efforts to topple
Saddam. Likewise, the U.S. treasury would clearly benefit from
any financial assistance the Gulf states would be willing to fur-
nish. Finally, some Arab states might be prevailed upon to give
small arms, anti-tank weapons, and man-portable anti-aircraft
weapons to the insurgents. Indeed, it would be useful for politi-
cal reasons to have Egyptian and Jordanian special forces per-
sonnel participate in training the opposition fighters.

Convincing regional states to support the U.S. effort on
behalf of the opposition will be difficult, however. The suffer-
ing of the Iraqi people has gained Baghdad support through-
out the Middle East, and other Arab governments will be loath
to back a bloody strategy that will take years to bear fruit—if
it does so at all—while their publics agitate for Iraq’s rehabili-
tation. Moreover, most Middle Eastern governments have be-
come convinced that the United States will not do what is re-
quired to ensure that Saddam is overthrown, and they may see
the strategy as an effort to avoid hard choices.

The United States may find itself unable to drum up much
support for such a strategy. American allies in the region may
be uncomfortable with any additional U.S. military presence
directly associated with the “undermine” option and may grow
increasingly critical of the policy over time. Because this policy
will be associated with the United States, regional populaces
may oppose it as a form of neocolonialism. Also, the time re-
quired for the strategy to work—and the lack of a definitive
end game—will make opposition to the strategy an enduring
source of friction in the region. Therefore, it will be critical
for Washington to make sure that regional allies do not pub-
licly oppose the U.S. policy. Just as their support would give
the opposition an important source of legitimacy, which would
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increase their appeal within Iraq, so Arab animosity to the
opposition would discredit it among Iraqis.

A policy designed to undermine Saddam’s regime could
have even greater difficulty garnering support outside the Gulf
region, and the United States will probably have to expend con-
siderable political capital to prevent the policy from failing.
Russia, China, and France will almost certainly accuse the United
States of going beyond the UN mandate, and they could re-
spond by pressing for the lifting of sanctions. Realistically,
Washington’s diplomatic objectives should be not to convince
these powers to join the U.S. effort but to persuade them not to
oppose it actively or use it to justify lifting the sanctions.

To prevent such developments, the United States will have
to lobby its allies and other powers, and it may have to make
sacrifices elsewhere around the globe. The United States should
emphasize that undermining the regime may eventually rid
the world of Saddam, thus ending the isolation of Iraq. The
alternative, it should be stressed, will be continued conflict
and containment. Washington should also be prepared to make
tradeoffs in other foreign policy areas. Both U.S. allies and
other great powers may demand quid pro quos in exchange
for their support or neutrality. Thus, Washington may have to
make concessions on issues such as the pace of North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) expansion, the admittance of
China into the World Trade Organization, and restrictions on
U.S. agriculture exports to Europe.

Can it Work?

To achieve its maximum goals, “undermine” relies on Iraqi
government elites to remove Saddam from power. There is no
mechanism for removing Saddam. The policy is designed to
create instability in Iraq by supporting the opposition, but it
does not envision that the opposition will necessarily be strong
enough to march on Baghdad and take power itself. Instead,
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the policy assumes that creating such instability should be ad-
equate to prompt an assassination or coup d’état that would
remove Saddam. Thus a critical question is whether it is rea-
sonable to expect that, if the opposition is able to create wide-
spread instability in Baghdad, this would prompt Saddam’s
supporters to move against him.

Convincing Iraqi elites to stage an assassination or a coup
will not be easy. Saddam is protected by a terrifying security
apparatus that watches over all of Iraq and focuses particular
attention on the military and other elements of Saddam’s power
base. The Iraqi military is thoroughly politicized: Saddam has
not hesitated to relieve or even execute any general who shows
an independent bent. Any individual who seeks to overthrow
or assassinate Saddam is aware of the hundreds of thousands
of previous coup plotters, would-be assassins, insurgents, and
innocents whom Saddam has murdered.

The historical evidence bears out the daunting challenges
this policy will face. For several reasons, building an opposi-
tion army in a security zone in or near Iraq probably would face
significant hurdles trying to bring about Saddam’s downfall.
First, Saddam probably will not destroy himself by attacking
the security zones and so expose his forces to pounding by U.S.
air forces. In the last seven years, Saddam has shown surprising
patience, often waiting out the United States and its local allies
and generally refraining from operations that would provide the
United States with an opening to move against him with mas-
sive force. Second, such an approach has been tried and has
failed in the past. From 1992 to 1996, the INC held an enclave
in northern Iraq. The Iraqi military was kept out of this zone,
and all Iraqis—both in the opposition and in Baghdad—believed
the United States would use air power to defend it. Nonethe-
less, Iraqi units did not defect en masse and most regime sup-
porters saw this enclave as a U.S. attempt to divide Iraq and end
Sunni Arab domination of the country.
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Despite the pervasive fear of Saddam’s security services,
however, the regime has faced regular challenges to its rule.
Cabals of army and Republican Guard officers, high-ranking
regime officials, and elements of Saddam’s core Sunni tribes
have all made bids to topple him at various times. In fact, since
the Gulf War there has not been a single year when Saddam
did not face at least one serious coup attempt. In particular, a
policy of supporting the opposition would be most likely to
spark a coup attempt against Saddam if it could successfully
convince Saddam’s supporters of the following:

*  Their own security would be in jeopardy if they did not oust
him. If a U.S.-backed opposition appears to be gaining ground,
Saddam’s cronies may fear for their lives and those of their
families. Thus, they may seek to preempt an opposition take-
over by removing Saddam from power themselves.

*  The status of their communities was in jeopardy. Saddam’s
Iraq is dominated by Sunni Arabs, and the regime itself is
run by a core of Saddam’s relatives, members of the al-Bu
Nasir tribe, and individuals from a small number of other,
mostly Sunni Arab, tribes. All of these groups would likely
lose their privileges if the opposition were to triumph.

* Saddam can no longer maintain internal stability. If the op-
position becomes an effective thorn in Iraq’s side, this will
diminish Saddam’s stature and lead to frustration and dis-
gruntlement among Iraqi elites. Ensuring Iraq’s internal sta-
bility is a priority for most Iraqi elites, and Saddam’s failure
to do so could lead his current supporters to turn against him.

* Betrayal has its rewards. If the United States and the op-
position are willing to reward Saddam’s henchmen rather
than punish them, they will be more willing to take action
against him.

END STATE

The end game of “undermine” is to see Saddam Husayn out of
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power. This is essentially the limit of the policy’s desired end
state: It is a policy intended to leave “anyone but Saddam”
running Iraq. If the opposition were somehow to take power
in the wake of Saddam’s fall, this would certainly be prefer-
able and the United States should encourage it. Nevertheless,
the policy recognizes that this may not be a likely outcome
and that attempting to improve significantly the opposition’s
chances of taking power would require exponentially greater
commitments of American resources and, possibly, military
power. (For a discussion of this issue, see the annex on “Over-
throwing Saddam.”)

ADVANTAGES

A policy designed to undermine Saddam Husayn’s regime

would have the following advantages:

* End Saddam’s rule. By removing Saddam from power,
Iraq’s foreign policy is likely to become less aggressive
and less hostile to the West. Moreover, Saddam himself is
a vengeful person: His removal reduces the chances that
Iraq will support terrorism or strike at Saddam’s personal
opponents. Any successor regime probably will also be
less brutal at home.

*  Support an Iraqi opposition, thus placing the onus for
Iraq’s future on the Iraqi people. The United States will
bear some responsibility for the new regime, but less than
if it imposed the government directly (see “Invade”).

*  Raise pressure on Saddam. Even if the policy does not suc-
ceed in ousting Saddam, it will weaken his regime, forcing
him to devote his already-limited resources to suppressing
unrest. Moreover, the United States can increase or decrease
support for the opposition as a way of coercing Saddam,
raising the heat if the dictator tries any aggressive acts.

*  Limit the commitment of U.S. resources. The degree of
support the United States provides the opposition could
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be kept limited while still achieving the aim of pressuring
Saddam. Or, if appropriate, because the opposition is do-
ing well or because Saddam is posing more of a threat, the
support could be increased to the level needed to achieve
an opposition victory.

Li1ABILITIES AND RISKS

On the other hand, among the policy’s disadvantages are the
fact that it would do the following:

Continue the need for containment. “Undermine” is not a
substitute for containment, only a supplement to it. In the
years required to make this policy work, the United States
will have to sustain containment to keep the regime weak
and vulnerable to the opposition.

Complicate broad containment. “Undermine” could lead U.S.
allies and the United Nations to become even more dissatis-
fied with U.S. policy. There is a high risk that the UN Special
Commission on Irag (UNSCOM) and other UN-based ef-
forts to enforce Iraqi compliance with the various UN reso-
lutions would collapse. U.S. abandonment of efforts to work
within the UN framework—after years of justifying U.S.
policy in the name of UN resolutions—might lead other pow-
ers to scorn the United Nations, making it even less effective.
On the other hand, the policy might still work in conjunction
with a more narrow variant of containment.

Involve a high likelihood of failure. Given the current
weakness of Iraqi opposition groups, their disappointing
track record, and the fact that the United States does not
have access to Iraq’s inner circles, it could prove very dif-
ficult to make this policy work. To the extent that “under-
mine” relies on creating the circumstances in which some-
one will overthrow Saddam, it faces the problem that fo-
menting a coup or provoking an assassination attempt is
inherently difficult to accomplish.
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Not provide a quick-fix. Undermining the current regime
does not offer a quick solution to the problem of Iraq. It
could take years to rebuild the Iraqi opposition or create
an INC military force capable of even the most basic guer-
rilla operations against the regime. Even if the opposition
progresses to the point at which it could seize and hold
portions of Iraq, it could be years before this would lead
to a successful coup, much less an opposition victory.
Allow for the possibility of “backlash.” Overt U.S. sup-
port for an Iraqi opposition based largely on Kurds or Shi‘i
Arabs could discredit the movement among the very people
it is intended to win over—the regime’s Sunni core. Iraqi
elites could rally around Saddam as the opposition grows
in strength, seeing him as the last bulwark against their
own subjugation.

Have little likelihood of promoting good government. Even
if Saddam did fall because of such a strategy, the opposi-
tion probably would not take power as a result. Because
this policy approach relies on others to bring about
Saddam’s fall—and the opposition would likely be dis-
tant from Baghdad—the power struggle that ensued would
not necessarily favor the opposition. Thus, others in Iraq,
such as elements of the Republican Guard, the intelligence
services, or the Ba‘th party, would be much better posi-
tioned to take power. Any of these sorts would be likely to
continue a high level of repression in Iraq and probably
would share Saddam’s dreams of leading the Arab world
(though they may be more cautious in pursuing this dream)
and acquiring weapons of mass destruction.

Foster instability in Iraq. By undermining the central gov-
ernment of Iraq without installing any replacement, the
United States may inadvertently be fostering a long-term
period of instability in Iraq. In general, insurgencies are
better for destabilizing a country than they are for install-
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ing the government preferred by the intervening power.
Supporting insurgents in Iraq also might lead to the col-
lapse of central government authority altogether, turning
the country into another Lebanon or Afghanistan.

* Lead to genocide. To keep the opposition from gaining
ground, Saddam will kill or forcibly relocate any poten-
tial sympathizers. In the past, he has repeatedly crushed
lightly armed opposition forces. Moreover, he has not hesi-
tated to slaughter any Iraqis who support the insurgency:
To paraphrase Mao, Saddam will try to dry up the sea in
which the guerrillas swim. He has literally done this in
Iraq’s southern marshes.

*  Leave the United States with few remaining options if the
policy fails. Washington may be faced with the unwanted
choice of either relying on deterrence alone to stop Saddam
or else invading Iraq with U.S. forces. This would be es-
pecially true if aggressive U.S. support for the opposition
undermines the containment regime.

*  Place heavy demands on the U.S. military. “Undermine”
could require a far more extensive and sustained U.S. mili-
tary presence in the Gulf than exists at present. U.S. opera-
tional tempo, already high, would increase even further.

* Incite opposition from Iran. The regime in Tehran may
strongly oppose a policy designed to undermine the Iraqi
regime. Iran prefers the current state of Iraq: weak but
united. If Saddam were assassinated, Tehran may fear that
Iraq’s isolation would end and that his successors would
rebuild Iraq and again threaten the Islamic Republic. Given
the poor state of U.S.~Iranian relations today, Tehran’s
opposition matters little, but this policy could interfere with
any U.S.~Iran rapprochement.

CONCLUSIONS

A decision to back the opposition in a bid to topple the regime
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offers hope for a Persian Gulf without the threat of Saddam
Husayn. Moreover, it promises to do so at an affordable price,
and without U.S. casualties. At the same time, it would be
difficult to implement and could lead to serious problems. “Un-
dermine” has only a modest potential actually to end the “prob-
lem of Saddam.” Moreover, such a policy is not for the faint
of heart. It would generate a storm of criticism from U.S. al-
lies and raise doubts at home. It is a risky strategy that will not
pay off for years, if ever.

For these reasons, a policy of undermining Saddam Husayn
might best serve not as a substitute for, but as an adjunct to,
current U.S. policy. From this perspective, support to the op-
position would increase the pressure on Saddam at a cost to
the United States that could be kept low. Attempts to under-
mine the regime could help coerce Saddam into compliance
with the UN resolutions. The policy would function as a more
active and aggressive form of containment. As long as the
United States recognized it as such, was willing to pay the
price in terms of resources allocated and casualties (mainly to
the opposition), and could convince its allies to support such
an approach, this could prove an effective source of leverage
to strengthen the containment regime.
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ANNEX: OVERTHROWING SADDAM

not merely to pressure Saddam or create the circum

stances for a coup, but actually to do the job themselves.
The basic premise of such an effort would be to employ suf-
ficient U.S. military power to help the Iraqi opposition actu-
ally overthrow Saddam Husayn in a conventional military
campaign. Although this policy shares many characteristics
with the “undermine” approach, “overthrow” also has many
important differences stemming from the distinct goals of
the two policies. Undermine simply attempts both to
strengthen the opposition enough to create instability in Iraq
and to create the conditions under which Saddam might be
toppled—probably by someone other than the opposition.
This is a relatively low risk and low cost—but also low prob-
ability—approach. By contrast, overthrow is designed to
improve the probability of successfully ousting Saddam, but
at greater risk and cost.

Overthrow also offers several advantages compared to
other options. By providing the opposition with the military
support to overthrow Saddam, the United States could shape a
future Iraqi regime. Thus, the United States would have a
greater degree of assurance that a successor government would
be amenable to U.S. regional interests and respectful of hu-
man rights. Similarly, in contrast to an invasion strategy, over-
throwing the regime through the use of domestic opposition
would not place the onus of creating a new government in
Iraq completely on the United States and would involve few
U.S. casualties, as the brunt of the fighting would be done by
Iraqis, not Americans.

Nevertheless, an overthrow policy is ambitious. In addition
to arming and training an opposition army, the United States
would have to help it conquer Iraq. This would require massive

It is conceivable that the Iraqi opposition could be used
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amounts of U.S. airpower, as the opposition forces will be lim-
ited in both numbers and skill. To sustain operations, the United
States would require bases in the region for training the opposi-
tion and for supporting U.S. airpower. In addition to the mas-
sive amounts of resources required, such a policy is difficult to
implement and will face opposition from U.S. allies.

SIMILARITIES TO UNDERMINE . . .

A policy designed to overthrow the Iraqi regime would share
many similarities with one aimed at undermining it, because
both options employ support to the Iraqi opposition as their
principal mechanism. Like undermine, overthrow would en-
tail the following:

* Revamping the Iraqi opposition to turn it into a viable po-
litical and military force able to contest Saddam Husayn’s
pOWEr.

* Securing enough assistance from U.S. allies in the region
to provide the opposition with a safe haven and U.S. forces
with bases from which to operate against the Iraqi regime.
Moreover, as with undermine, Turkey and Kuwait would
be the best candidates for both safe havens and military
bases.

* Aiding the opposition diplomatically and financially, and
helping it to gain the support of the Iraqi people.

* Managing world and domestic public opinion to ensure
that U.S. policy is sustainable and does not lead to unan-
ticipated diplomatic costs.

. « . AND DIFFERENCES

Yet, designing a policy to overthrow the regime is somewhat
different from designing one to undermine it, because the two
policies’ goals are very different. Consequently, despite the
broad areas of overlap, there are also important distinctions
between the two approaches.
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A Pluralist Opposition

Unlike undermine, if the United States were to pursue the over-
throw option, realistically, it could not accept “anyone but
Saddam” in power in Baghdad. Because the United States will
be making a massive commitment of resources and risking
American casualties, Washington almost certainly will have
to ensure that any successor regime will have at least a vague
air of pluralism about it. The United States may not require an
Iraqi Thomas Jefferson to take over from Saddam, but the Iraqi
opposition will have to be relatively broad-based and allow at
least some popular input into decision making. This will ne-
cessitate a more drastic revamping of the Iraqi opposition than
envisaged by the undermine approach.

Of course, a more balanced opposition will also have ad-
vantages for the United States. It will be more attractive in the
region, easing both Turkish and Iranian fears of a Kurdish-
dominated resistance movement and Saudi and Kuwaiti con-
cerns over a Shi‘a-dominated opposition. Likewise, a broad-
based opposition would also be more likely to garner support
in Iraq itself and would lessen the risk that any one communal
group (particularly the Sunnis) would turn to Saddam to pro-
tect them from their ethnic rivals. Finally, a broad base would
minimize the inevitable charges that the movement is a U.S.
puppet rather than a legitimate expression of the Iraqi people.

A Larger American Military Effort

Probably the greatest difference between an approach designed
to undermine and one designed to overthrow the regime would
be the extent of U.S. military operations required to make over-
throw work. The success of an overthrow policy would rest
ultimately on a two-stage military campaign. In the first stage
the United States would arm and train the Iraqi opposition. An
opposition capable of undermining Saddam, however, would
require at least two divisions’ worth of reasonably well-trained
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and well-armed opposition fighters—possibly more. Based on
the current state of the Iraqi opposition and America’s histori-
cal experience in aiding popular insurgencies, it would require
at least six months to train each cohort of Iraqi opposition fight-
ers and at least two to four years to recruit and train all of the
cohorts necessary to fill two divisions’ worth of opposition
fighters. During this time, the emphasis would be on recruit-
ing and training the opposition forces in security zones in Ku-
wait, Turkey, or Iraq itself; U.S. military operations would
therefore focus on keeping Iraqi forces at bay while the oppo-
sition trained.

In the second stage, U.S. air power would be used to
“break” Iraqi government forces, and the opposition would
then occupy the territory once the government units collapsed.
Ideally, opposition successes would lead to mass defections
from the Iraqi army (as happened after Desert Storm), causing
the opposition’s ranks to swell. The military goal of the oppo-
sition forces would be to move steadily toward Baghdad, at-
tracting Iraqi army defectors along the way. Rather than use
guerrilla tactics (as in the undermine approach), the opposi-
tion would engage in a conventional conflict against regime
forces. Depending on the rate of defections, the skill of the
opposition forces, and the extent of U.S. air power employed,
such a campaign would take several months at least.

U.S. air power is necessary if the opposition is to succeed.
Indeed, air power will do the lion’s share of the work. The
amount of air power employed will depend on the strength of
the opposition: A stronger opposition will require less air sup-
port, whereas a weak opposition may rely heavily on U.S. air
strikes to smash Iraqi combat formations and defend the op-
position forces from counterattack. U.S. strikes on Iraqi forces
will have an important psychological effect as well. They will
convince Iraqi military leaders that Saddam’s continued pres-
ence poses a threat to their own survival. The rank and file
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also may defect more readily to escape U.S. attacks.

The demands on U.S. air power would be tremendous.
The United States would be attempting a feat that has proven
elusive throughout military history: forcing a rival regime to
capitulate almost entirely through air power. In particular, the
air campaign will have to take the burden of fighting off the
opposition ground forces by flying large numbers of close air
support (CAS) and battlefield air interdiction (BAI) missions
to paralyze regime operations and to “crack” regime combat
formations. Thus, the air operations for supporting an opposi-
tion in Iraq would in some ways be more demanding than those
of Desert Storm, for the following reasons:

* U.S. air forces would be operating in support of relatively
untrained, lightly armed Iraqi opposition combatants, not
U.S. ground forces. In many cases, cracking Iraqi army
units sufficiently for opposition ground forces to triumph
would probably require greater attrition and damage than
was inflicted in Desert Storm. It should be noted that the
Republican Guard divisions never “broke” under air at-
tack during Desert Storm, even though several of them
were subjected to more than 1,000 sorties each.

*  CAS is particularly difficult when ground and air units do
not share common procedures—a problem likely to plague
U.S. coordination with opposition troops. U.S. advisers
probably will have to serve as forward air controllers.

* The logistical requirements would be demanding, as the
United States would be operating with less local support
and farther into hostile territory than it did in Operation
Desert Storm.

As a result, the military forces the United States will require

for these operations would be considerable. Several hundred

sorties per day would be needed for months to provide CAS
and BAI for the opposition ground forces. In addition, on nu-
merous occasions, the United States will have to increase its
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air operations greatly, either to pave the way for opposition
ground offensives or to defeat regime counterattacks. On such
occasions, the United States will likely have to “surge” at least
400 to 500 strike sorties per day for several days at a time—
often with very little warning time. In addition, the United
States will have to provide air superiority fighters to ensure
that the Iraqi Air Force is kept on the ground, jammers and
air-defense suppression aircraft to handle Iraq’s ground-based
air defenses, airborne warning and control systems (AWACS)
and joint surveillance target attack radar systems (JSTARS) to
control the operation, tankers to keep the planes flying, other
reconnaissance aircraft to ensure information dominance, and
transports to move people and supplies around the theater.
Altogether these various missions will require a U.S. air effort
of anywhere from 500 to 1,200 aircraft. In addition, the United
States will have to deploy several battalions of special opera-
tions forces to train the Iraqi opposition and serve as advisers,
forward air controllers, and liaisons for opposition field forces.

The total time required for these operations will vary ac-
cording to the opposition’s strength, the rate of defections,
and the amount of air power the United States can deploy. It
will take roughly twelve to twenty-four months to train Iraqi
forces once sufficient numbers have been recruited. During
this training period, the U.S. military will have to defend the
haven where the opposition is based. Once the insurgents
are ready to take the offensive, the United States should plan
for a campaign lasting months, not weeks. Part of the goal of
the operations is to foster defections among Saddam’s
forces—a goal that will take time. The opposition forces, even
after training, are not likely to be able to conduct rapid and
sustained operations. Moreover, cracking the Iraqi armed
forces through air power is difficult and time-consuming, if
it can be done at all. Military operations will involve scores
to hundreds of U.S. casualties.
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The United States also will have to prepare for the possi-
bility—or perhaps even the probability—that Saddam will
escalate should the opposition appear to be succeeding.
Saddam’s escalation could involve attacks on Israel, Kuwait,
Saudi Arabia, or other U.S. allies. If Saddam’s back is up
against the wall, he might even resort to terrorism or chemical
or biological strikes. To deter such escalation, or to respond to
it should deterrence fail, the United States will require even
more substantial military forces. Given existing technological
and intelligence limits, it is possible that such assets will not
prevent Saddam from escalating.

An Overt Strategy

An undermine strategy could, at least in theory, remain covert.
At the very least, U.S. involvement could be kept to a level that
would preserve American “plausible deniability.” On the other
hand, an overthrow strategy would have to be overt. For the
opposition to achieve the goals of the overthrow option, the
United States will have to commit large numbers of air strikes
to attrit and demoralize Iraqi government forces and pave the
way for opposition ground units. Given the massive nature of
the U.S. effort, overthrow could not work as a covert strategy.
Overthrow envisions a war against Irag—one fought primarily
by Iraqi ground troops, but with no less obviously American
involvement than under the Nixon administration strategy of
“Vietnamization.”

The fact that overthrow envisions large-scale, overt U.S.
military operations against Iraq creates numerous hurdles, which
an undermine strategy would not have to clear. An overthrow
policy would give the Iraqi opposition the comfort of massive
U.S. fire power, but it would also make crystal clear that the
opposition was a tool of the United States. There could be no
disguising the fact that it would ride to power on the coattails of
the U.S. Air Force. This might make it less popular among Ira-
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gis, even though it is clear that many Iraqis—probably most—
would welcome the end of Saddam, the end of Iraq’s diplo-
matic isolation, and the restoration of good relations with the
United States. It could also make enemies out of other regional
states—such as Syria or possibly Iran—which may be loath to
border a country considered an American “puppet.”

A LixeLy ENp TO CONTAINMENT. If the United States were
to adopt a policy of overthrow, it could easily mean an end to
the international containment of Iraq. Most of the international
community would probably split with the United States for hav-
ing made a mockery of the notion of international coordination
through the UN to determine collective actions against Iraq.
Arab publics will probably see this as blatant American aggres-
sion, and they could make it difficult for their governments to
actively support the Iraqi opposition or U.S. military operations
against Saddam. A U.S. war against Iraq could well mean the
end of sanctions, and it would be extremely difficult to main-
tain the UNSCOM inspections, as Iraq would have little incen-
tive to continue to comply with the UN resolutions. If anything,
the United Nations might turn into a vehicle for the Iraqi gov-
ernment, providing it with a forum from which to denounce the
United States. As the United States would have to keep Saddam
pinned down until the opposition was ready, Washington could
find itself enforcing containment unilaterally—using the U.S.
military to intercept trucks coming across Iraq’s borders or ships
in the Gulf headed for Iraqi ports.

If pursuing a policy of overthrow resulted in the end of
containment, this would greatly complicate U.S. policy toward
Iraq, but it would also carry some advantages—advantages
that would not accrue to an undermine approach. In particular,
Washington could take a series of actions to bolster the oppo-
sition— actions from which it now refrains because they could
erode the sanctions and inspections regimes. The United States
could indict Saddam as a war criminal, seize Iraqi assets and
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use them to fund the training and equipping of the opposition,
declare Iraqi territory captured by the opposition to be “free
Iraq,” and/or recognize the opposition as the legitimate gov-
ernment of Iraq.

Thus, pursuing an overthrow strategy would free the United
States from the need to make its policies conform, even broadly,
to the desires of the rest of the UN Security Council.

ToOUGHER DipLoMATIC PROBLEMS. Because the U.S. mili-
tary effort in support of the opposition would be blatant, over-
throw would put a greater burden on U.S. diplomacy. Unlike
undermine, in which criticism would be widespread but prob-
ably muted, overthrow would likely stir up widespread and
vehement international opprobrium. In particular, other states
may object to not only the extent of U.S. military intervention
but also its likely protracted length and lack of a guaranteed
end game; at least with an invasion, they may argue, the kill-
ing would be over quickly and the end of Saddam would be a
certainty.

The most important U.S. diplomatic goal must be to ensure
the passivity of various important powers, particularly Russia
and China. These countries need not support U.S. policy, but
they should be strongly discouraged from aiding the Iraqi gov-
ernment in any way. Managing key powers and important allies
will require a mix of blandishments and pressure. U.S. leaders
could make clear to countries such as Russia and China, which
depend heavily on U.S. investment and the U.S. market, that
strong economic relations are contingent on their noninterfer-
ence with U.S. policy in the Gulf. Washington might consider
concessions on other important foreign policy areas in exchange
for noninterference with U.S. policy toward Iraq. The United
States could also encourage the opposition leadership to prom-
ise future oil contracts to French, Russian, and Chinese entities
to give them an incentive to support an opposition victory.

Those American allies that support the overthrow of
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Saddam Husayn should be encouraged to play an active role.
Japan, Britain, Canada, and probably Kuwait appear likely to
give at least grudging support. In this case, Britain and Canada
might be asked to provide air support and help train Iraqi in-
surgents (indeed, the British military has often excelled at train-
ing developing-world militaries). Japan might be asked to help
pay the cost of the overall effort. Of course, such support would
be very useful, but would not be essential for an overthrow
policy to succeed.

Finally, securing basing for U.S. warplanes will also be a
key challenge for American diplomacy, and it could prove a
major constraint on U.S. military operations. The United States
will have to convince one or more of Iraq’s neighbors to allow
itto conduct a sustained air campaign from their airfields, some-
thing most have been reluctant to do since the Gulf War. Longer-
range support aircraft (such as JSTARS, AWACS, and tankers)
could be based farther from Iraq, such as in the Gulf Coopera-
tion Council (GCC) states, but the rest will have to be deployed
to Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Turkey, and/or Jordan. Moreover, with-
out bases in Turkey, sustained operations against northern Iraq
probably would not be possible, unless Apache helicopters and
perhaps Marine Harriers could be deployed directly to Iraqi
Kurdistan or an air base constructed in opposition-held terri-
tory. For a southern safe haven approach, even if Kuwait were
to provide full access to its bases, it is highly likely that the
United States would have to increase capacity at the Kuwaiti air
bases and perhaps seize or build new bases in Iraq itself to pro-
vide adequate ramp space for the air fleet.

Carriers in the Persian Gulf could be used to supplement
land-based air forces (although only in support of a southern
safe haven approach), but they would not be adequate to bear
the brunt of the air effort alone—even if carrier air wings were
reconfigured to include only strike aircraft because U.S. sup-
port aircraft were able to fly from nearby ground bases. The
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United States would need anywhere from four to ten carriers to
generate the needed amount of combat sorties depending on the
threat environment. As there are only ten active carrier air wings
in the U.S. Navy’s order of battle, and it is impractical to have
more than two carriers deployed in the Gulf region for sustained
periods of time, it would be impossible to execute this strategy
effectively without considerable ground air bases near Iraq.

Because basing is such an important requirement of a strat-
egy to overthrow the regime, regional diplomacy would be of
even greater importance than it would be for a strategy to un-
dermine it. Undermine envisions U.S. air support only as a
possibility and only at the end of a long process in which the
opposition forces themselves will have done most of the work.
An overthrow strategy, however, places the onus on U.S. air
power and does so right from the start. For these reasons, Turk-
ish, Kuwaiti, Jordanian, and Saudi concerns would merit par-
ticularly close attention. None of these countries is likely to
favor an overthrow approach—if Washington could convince
them that a strong anti-Saddam policy is necessary, they all
would probably prefer a U.S. invasion to a long, protracted,
internal war backed by the United States. Thus, U.S. diplo-
macy will have to pull out all of the stops to convince one or
more of these states to support the effort wholeheartedly. This
could require making considerable economic concessions to
Amman, making concessions to Ankara on arms sales, and
convincing Riyadh and Kuwait that the American public will
no longer support containment but that it will not yet support
an invasion, thus making overthrow the only possible alterna-
tive to pure deterrence.

CONCLUSIONS

If the United States is determined to see Saddam Husayn gone
from power without actually committing U.S. ground troops
to an invasion of Iraq, then it should seek to overthrow—not
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undermine—the regime. Overthrow offers a much greater like-
lihood that Saddam will be removed from power than under-
mine, and it also gives Washington a greater say in the shape
of an Iraqi successor regime. Overthrow relies on opposition
forces—rather than U.S. soldiers—to do the brunt of the ground
fighting. Supporting a broad-based opposition thus strikes the
right balance between America’s liberal ideals and concern
for the safety of American soldiers. Limited American casual-
ties will also help to maintain U.S. domestic support for a siz-
able military presence in the Persian Gulf.

On the other hand, overthrow is a far more costly and risky
strategy than undermine. Helping the opposition to victory
would require an air campaign of Desert Storm proportions
and it is not clear that even such an effort would be sufficient
to do the job. Iraq could respond by employing weapons of
mass destruction, supporting terrorism, or both. Indeed, to stay
in power, Saddam will also commit atrocities of genocidal pro-
portions within Iraq. Overthrow risks the disintegration of Iraq,
leaving the country looking like another Lebanon or Afghani-
stan. Nor is it clear that the United States can control the op-
position. Allies in the region and throughout the world will
oppose an overthrow policy. Regional allies fear instability
and worry that strife in Iraq will spread to their own countries.
European and Asian allies would also oppose an overthrow
policy, seeing it as untenable and perhaps leading to a U.S.-
dominated government. Finally, an overthrow approach would
complicate “broad” containment, as it could lead U.S. allies
and the United Nations to become even more dissatisfied with
U.S. policy. UNSCOM and other UN-based efforts to weaken
and contain Iraq could collapse.
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DETER
Putting Iraq in Perspective

Andrew T. Parasiliti

eterrence argues that the United States should
D deemphasize Iraq as a foreign policy problem and
handle any potential Iraqi challenge to U.S. interests
and allies with the threat of military force. According to this
policy, the United States would establish clear red lines re-
garding Iraqi behavior: Any threatening troop movements
against Kuwait or Saudi Arabia (and perhaps Jordan), any open
deployment or use of chemical or biological weapons, or any
act of Iraqi-sponsored terrorism against the United States would
be met with a U.S. military response. That being said, deter-
rence suggests that U.S. interests in the Persian Gulf are best
served through a regional approach to collective security sup-
ported by a credible U.S. military deterrent.
A policy of deterrence assumes that containment is no longer
a viable long-term strategy for dealing with Iraq. Since August
1996, when Saddam Husayn’s troops entered Iraqi Kurdistan at
the invitation of Masoud Barzani’s Kurdish Democratic Party
(KDP), U.S. containment strategy toward Iraq has suffered a
series of body blows that have raised questions about the policy’s
durability. The latest round of U.S.—Iraq confrontation, culmi-
nating in the February 1998 memorandum of understanding
(MOU) between Iraq and United Nations secretary general Kofi
Annan, revealed a number of challenges to the current contain-
ment regime, including a strengthened Saddam Husayn and fray-
ing UN and Arab support for U.S. policy. Many in the Arab
world and elsewhere are uneasy with a UN sanctions regime
that creates undue hardships for the Iraqi people while Saddam’s
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hold on power appears to be unaffected.

Also troubling is that containment grants the initiative to
Saddam Husayn, resulting in a crisis-driven, reactive U.S. for-
eign policy in a region where long-term strategic vision is vital.
Furthermore, the American obsession with Saddam may be in-
terfering with more important American relationships, such as
those with Russia, France, and China, as well as with
Washington’s Arab allies. Deterrence therefore accepts that the
international anti-Iraq coalition—the foundation of the current
containment policy—may be a thing of the past.

GoaLs

The goal of deterrence is to send a clear message to Saddam
Husayn that an Iraqi challenge to U.S. allies or interests will
be met with a swift and intense U.S. military response, absent
the hand-wringing and pin-pricks of previous showdowns. If
Saddam Husayn commits an act of military aggression against
the United States or its Gulf allies, or deploys or uses chemi-
cal or biological weapons, the United States will retaliate, first
with overwhelming air power and then, if necessary, with a
Desert Storm—style campaign. Just as important, this approach
allows America’s Arab allies to take the lead with regard to
regional collective security and to do so with the confidence
of a credible U.S. military response to Iraqi aggression. Deter-
rence assumes that any Iraqi military threat can be handled by
U.S. military power, even if Iraq rebuilds its WMD programs.
However, deterrence also argues that these goals should be
the only goals of U.S. policy, and that efforts to continue to
keep Iraq weak, or to remove Saddam from power, are
unneccessary and counterproductive.

DEScrIPTION OF THE POLICY

Deterrence requires the following modifications to the current
containment strategy:
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* Accepting that Saddam Husayn is likely to remain in
power, that efforts at undermining his regime are futile
and divisive, and that UN sanctions against Iraq are un-
likely to be sustained.

* Deemphasizing Iraq as a foreign policy issue with
Washington’s UN Security Council allies, and placing it
instead in the context of global nonproliferation strategy.

* Encouraging more sustainable regional security ar-
rangements.

* Deterring Iraq with a clear and credible U.S. military
commitment.

These four components of an Iraq policy grounded in deter-

rence allow Washington to acknowledge the strategic realities

of its situation with Iraq and regain the initiative in its regional
policies.

Living with Saddam Husayn?

Deterrence accepts the tough reality that Saddam Husayn is
likely to remain in power for the forseeable future and that,
realistically, there is little the United States can do about it.
Whereas the United States should not excuse the Iraqi dictator’s
crimes against his people, this position argues that it is Iraq’s
behavior beyond its borders, rather than within Iraq, that is
the real concern of U.S. foreign policy.

Sanctions fatigue among Arab and UN allies also signals
a likely end to UN sanctions on Iraq. Baghdad is already back
in the oil business in a big way, as UN Security Council Reso-
lution 1153 permits Iraq to sell more oil than it is currently
capable of exporting.

Furthermore, a deterrence approach posits that the Iraqgi
military threat has been exaggerated, and that living with
Saddam is about living with an Iraqi military threat that the
United States should be able to handle indefinitely. According
to this view, Iraq’s conventional forces are in tatters and glo-
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bal proliferation controls are sufficient to manage the threat of
Iraqi proliferation. Also, a strong and credible U.S. military
deterrent posture should forestall any Iraqi military provoca-
tion for the foreseeable future.

As much as America’s Arab allies may loathe and fear
Saddam Husayn’s regime, when push comes to shove, few would
support a U.S.-brokered insurgency led by an organization like
the Iraq National Congress (INC), which has little credibility
among Iraqis either inside or outside Iraq, or for that matter
among Arab governments. The precedent of such heavy-handed
U.S. intervention would not sit well with many of Washington’s
friends and allies in the Arab world. Furthermore, many Arab
states and Turkey might well express concern about the desta-
bilizing effects of an Iraqi civil war, including the possibilities
of Iranian intervention and Kurdish secession.

Deterrence does not necessarily argue for either recogniz-
ing or doing business with Saddam Husayn’s Iraq. It merely
shifts the focus of U.S. policy away from Washington’s frus-
tration and obsession with Iraq’s dictator to Iraq’s behavior
outside its borders, which, it is argued, the United States can
influence through a deterrent posture. Yet, the United States,
along with its allies, might consider a limited form of engage-
ment with Iraq to encourage and reinforce positive Iraqi be-
havior on terrorism, weapons of mass destruction (WMDs),
human rights, the Arab—Israeli peace process, and Kuwaiti bor-
ders and prisoners of war (POWs).

Deemphasizing Iraq

Deterrence policy advocates deemphasizing Iraq as an issue
in U.S. foreign policy with America’s Security Council allies.
This does not mean that Iraq should be taken off the U.S. for-
eign policy agenda at the United Nations. Rather, deterrence
seeks to end Iraqi exceptionalism by placing it in the context
of U.S. global arms proliferation concerns. According to this
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view, the Iraqi threat to U.S. interests has been exaggerated
and, in the future, could become a detriment to Washngton’s
relations with Moscow, Paris, and Beijing.

The latest crisis revealed that Iraq has become a compli-
cating issue in America’s relations with Russia, France, and
China, three countries with which the United States has sig-
nificant global interests beyond Iraq. The incentives for them
to break with the United States on Iraq are potentially strong
enough that Washington may be able to maintain the interna-
tional coalition only with dramatic tradeoffs in other foreign
policy areas, if it can maintain it at all. Assuming both reason-
able Iraqi compliance under the inspections regime of the UN
Special Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) and the absence of
Iragi mischief (neither safe assumptions, of course), these three
countries could favor the lifting of sanctions in October 1998
or shortly thereafter.

Rather than continuing to fight an uphill and ultimately
losing battle, a deterrent posture advocates that U.S. diplo-
macy should deal with Iraq in the context of its global arms
proliferation concerns and strategies. Anticipating the even-
tual end of UN sanctions and intrusive UNSCOM inspections,
deterrence proposes that the United States should deal with
Iraq in the context of existing international agreements regard-
ing proliferation, such as the Wassenauer Agreement, the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the Chemical Weap-
ons and Biological Weapons Conventions (CWC and BWC),
and others, as the bases for managing Iraqi proliferation and
WMD procurement. This would put an end to Iraqi
exceptionalism in U.S. foreign policy while maintaining a
rightful focus on the global concern of the United States and
its allies regarding WMD proliferation, especially nuclear
weapons.

The United States might also encourage measures similar
to those of the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) agree-
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ment, for example, to monitor Iraq’s conventional military
strength. According to deterrence, if Saddam Husayn wants to
waste his money rebuilding and restocking his obsolete con-
ventional capabilities, U.S. military planners need not lose
excessive sleep over it.

Under the current containment policy, the United States is
insisting on the maintenance and expansion of UNSCOM and
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspections in-
side Iraq indefinitely. A deterrence posture, however, would ac-
knowledge that the days of UN sanctions and intrusive
UNSCOM inspections may be numbered and that it is not in
Washington’s interest to get drawn every few months into cred-
ibility-draining showdowns at Saddam Husayn’s initiative.

Regional Security

Regional collective security is the real unfinished business of
the Gulf War. After the American victory over Iraq in 1991,
the United States marshaled its weighty political and military
power to launch the Madrid process for Arab—Israeli peace,
leaving behind the issues of Gulf security—in particular, what
to do about Iraq and Iran, the reasons for America’s military
engagements in the Persian Gulf since 1987. One approach to
regional security would be for the United States to consider
resurrecting efforts to create a regional balance of power, play-
ing a more moderate Iran against Iraq.

Another option would be for the United States to broker
collective security arrangements among its Arab allies and Iran,
with the understanding that the United States will support their
efforts with a credible and swift military response should Iraq
commit an act of aggression against Kuwait or Saudi Arabia.
Regional collective security arrangements might institute a sys-
tem of rewards and punishments either to isolate or to assimi-
late Iraq within the regional order. Engagement with Iraq could
be used as a means to reward responsible Iraqi behavior re-
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garding Kuwaiti sovereignty, the Arab-Israeli peace process,
and international terrorism. Iraqi concessions in these areas
could be reinforced by gradually allowing Iraq a larger say in
regional affairs.

This approach would end the rather embarrassing theater
of Washington’s foreign policy elite regularly lecturing
America’s regional allies on the danger they face from Saddam
Husayn’s Iraq. Absent another Iraqi attack on its neighbors,
the United States simply cannot win the so-called “propaganda
war” against Iraq necessary to sustain containment or to enact
a more proactive anti-Saddam policy. American policymakers
do not seem to comprehend the extent of bitterness and frus-
tration throughout the Arab world regarding U.S. policy to-
ward Iraq. Many Arabs do not understand why the Iraqi people
should suffer even more because of U.S. policy. Deterrence
would allow the United States to remove this problem in its
relationships with its Arab allies.

A Credible Military Deterrent

Deterrence means that the United States will respond swiftly
with disproportionate military force should Iraq threaten Ameri-
can allies or interests with military force or terrorism, or if it
deploys weapons of mass destruction. The U.S. response would
be especially severe should Iraq use WMDs. The deterrence
posture should be designed to demonstrate that the United States
can and will handle any Iraqi military provocation, certainly
with air power, and if necessary with ground forces.
Deterrence requires a leaner and meaner U.S. military pres-
ence in the Persian Gulf. The most appropriate means of carry-
ing out deterrence would be a return to an “over the horizon”
U.S. military presence, including a tripwire military force in
Kuwait, combined with regular training exercises involving
ground troops and appropriate air forces. These periodic exer-
cises would reassure America’s regional allies and signal the
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U.S. commitment and capability to deter Iraqi aggression. The
United States should be prepared, on short notice, to deliver a
massive and sustained aerial bombardment of key sites in Iraq
should Saddam Husayn cross Iraq’s borders.

Targets should be those the Iraqi regime considers vital to its
power base: the presidential palaces; arms production and pos-
sible dual-use facilities; Republican Guard and intelligence in-
stallations; and radio, television, and telecommunications trans-
mitters. The presidential palaces may not contain any WMDs,
but they would still be important because they are closely associ-
ated with Saddam Husayn. Likewise, the media and telecommu-
nications capabilities are the means with which the regime com-
municates with its people. Cutting off the state-run radio and tele-
vision during an attack would create the sense that the govern-
ment has lost control and would perhaps send a signal to those
inside that the time is at hand to move against the government.
Such an attack, especially on short notice, would be a terrifying
prospect for Saddam Husayn’s regime. The importance of other
potential military targets are described in detail elsewhere in this
study and will not be recounted here.

If Saddam Husayn feels that he can get away with a quick
land grab while the United States marshals its forces, deterrence
fails. The point of this policy is as its name implies: to make so
clear the U.S. determination and ability for massive military
response that it deters Iraq from attacking its neighbors. A rep-
etition of the so-called “Baker Ultimatum” regarding the as-
sured American response to any Iraqgi use of biological or chemi-
cal weapons against U.S. forces might also be an important com-
ponent of a credible deterrent posture.

The United States should be prepared to act unilaterally
under deterrence and not seek allied consensus or UN support
for a military attack. Great Britain, for example, or other U.S.
allies may wish to endorse deterrence and support American
initiatives. The United States should of course welcome sup-
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port for its policies from any quarter. Deterrence assumes that
America’s Gulf allies, especially Kuwait and Saudi Arabia,
and Turkey will continue to provide the same forward basing
rights and military cooperation that currently exists, as U.S.
military power is there to be used solely in the case of Iraqi
aggression against America’s friends. Other than these forward
bases, U.S. military forces would be reduced to a tripwire force
in Kuwait, regular naval patrols, and a posture that is gener-
ally “over-the-horizon.” Washington’s Arab allies should wel-
come the otherwise reduced U.S. military presence and the
absence of the divisive U.S. crisis diplomacy and rhetoric that
have characterized past U.S.—Iraq showdowns. It should cer-
tainly be easier for them to justify to their citizens a U.S. mili-
tary presence to defend their borders against an Iraqi attack,
rather than to offer justice on American terms for Iraq’s viola-
tions of its UN obligations.

The unilateral aspect of the assured U.S. military response,
in the context of these clearly stated “red lines” regarding Iraqi
provocation, should strengthen the American position. Saddam
Husayn should have no doubt about what he should not do,
nor about what the United States would do if he does.

END STATE

Deterrence argues for deemphasizing Iraq as a threat in U.S.
foreign policy, transferring a substantial share of the
responsiblity for collective security to America’s regional al-
lies, and responding to violations of clearly defined “red lines”
with the nearly automatic use of military force. This policy
would allow Washington to remove Iraq as a divisive issue
with its UN and Arab allies, and end the frustrating game of
challenge-and-response with Saddam Husayn. The desired re-
sult of deterrence would be an Iraq that accepts the American
“red lines” and deals with its neighbors in a less threatening
manner.
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ADVANTAGES

Pursuing a policy of deterrence would allow Washington to
reap the following benefits:
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Regain the initiative in its Iraq policy. Containment is a
basically defensive, reactive policy that grants the initia-
tive to Saddam Husayn and thereby allows him to pro-
voke periodic crises that have, in the past, worked to un-
dermine American credibility. Deterrence provides Iraq
with clear guidelines about what is acceptable and what is
unacceptable behavior, from a U.S. perspective. In other
words, the United States would redefine the rules in a way
that more accurately reflects a cool calculation of U.S.
interests. Under deterrence, the Iraqi dictator should have
no doubt about the consequences of his actions. A U.S.
military response to Iraqi aggression would require no UN
or allied consensus, and it need not be “proportional.” The
unilateral nature of the U.S. military threat should make it
both more threatening and more credible.

Remove Iraq as a divisive issue among its UN allies. Iraq is
becoming an increasingly divisive issue among America’s
allies, and putting it aside by pursuing deterrence provides
a way of ending the frantic and enervating UN diplomacy
that accompanies every Iraqi challenge to UNSCOM.
Remove Iraq as a divisive issue among its Arab allies.
Washington’s policy toward Iraq is a source of tension in
its relationships in the Arab world. Deterrence allows the
United States to reduce the destabilizing effect of the large
U.S. military presence in the region and to end the regional
public relations disaster that accompanies U.S. support for
sanctions on Iraq. From a “systemic” approach to Middle
East politics, an indigenous collective security regime
might, over the long run, contribute to greater stability.
Encourage Iraqi concessions. By shifting from contain-
ment to deterrence, the United States could and should
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expect Iraqi concessions on other issues of concern to U.S.
policy in the Middle East, such as terrorism, WMDs, the
Arab-Israeli peace process, human rights, and Kuwaiti
sovereignty and POWs. The regional approach to collec-
tive security described above could provide the framework
for either isolating or assimilating Iraq, based upon Iraqi
behavior in these and other areas.

* Ditch the INC opposition option. Deterrence agues for
discouraging U.S. support for the INC as a viable alterna-
tive Iraqi government-in-exile. Despite protestations to the
contrary, the reality is that six years after its formation,
the INC is much worse off—especially without the sup-
port of Iraq’s two main Kurdish opposition groups, the
KDP and the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK)—at a
time when Saddam Husayn appears to be stronger than at
any time since the Gulf War. The INC also has yet to dem-
onstrate its ability to galvanize support among indepen-
dent Iraqis and other opposition groups, especially those
inside non-Kurdish Iraq. Although INC president Ahmed
Chalabi has succeeded in winning the hearts and minds of
some in Washington, support for the INC runs much deeper
along the Potomac than it does along the Tigris. In sum,
U.S. support for the INC as “the” legitimate Iraqi opposi-
tion force represents a misguided policy that has little re-
alistic chance of affecting developments inside Iraq.

*  Reducing the attention given Saddam in domestic poli-
tics. American policymakers and citizens are understand-
ably frustrated with Saddam Husayn. Deterrence would
take Iraq off the radar screen of American politics unless
Saddam Husayn commits another act of aggression or ter-
ror beyond his borders. With this approach, the U.S. gov-
ernment does not set itself up for successive Irag-induced
crises, during which attention is directed at the continuing
rule in Baghdad of a man whom U.S. officials have com-
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pared to Hitler.

Cut costs. Much ado is made about the costs of the U.S.
military forces currently in the Persian Gulf and the greater
costs of a more proactive anti-Saddam Husayn policy.
Keeping watch over the no-fly zones costs approximately
$680 million per year, and the “unanticipated” costs of
increasing U.S. military presence during the last crisis has
been estimated at $1.36 billion. Deterrence, on the other
hand, requires a reduced military presence—a leaner and
meaner commitment to military security.

Lower oil prices. The return of Iraqi oil to the world mar-
ket, during a period of supply glut and already low prices,
could mean even lower energy prices, a clear benefit to
the U.S. economy. Iraq could also open up to investment
by U.S. companies.

LIABILITIES AND RiISKS

Despite the advantages of deterrence listed above, the policy
would maintain certain aspects of the status quo that may be
unacceptable to Washington.
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America and the world will have to continue to live with
Saddam Husayn. Under deterrence, the Iraqi dictator and
the nature of his regime are discounted to emphasize the
primacy of Iraqi “behavior” in U.S. foreign policy calcula-
tions. Yet, one of the assumptions of containment—that
Saddam Husayn is “irredeemable” because of both his track
record inside Iraq and his aggressions against Iran and Ku-
wait—still rings true. The end of containment would also
probably be perceived throughout the Arab world and else-
where as a victory by Iraq and an admission of defeat by
the United States. This development could embolden the
Iraqi dictator’s regional ambitions. His behavior over the
past seven years certainly gives few indications that either
he or his regime is capable of playing a constructive role in
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Iraqi or regional politics. Saddam Husayn has also displayed
a troubling propensity for miscalculation. He might try to
circumvent the American red lines through terror or sub-
version. His record of concealment, deception, and obfus-
cation with UNSCOM betrays the value he places on his
WMD programs. Rebuilding those programs would be
easier for him under deterrence.

* Deterrence could possibly send the wrong signals. Other
would-be challengers to U.S. interests are obviously
closely following U.S. policy toward Iraq. Some might
view deterrence as betraying a lack of American will, re-
vealing that the United States can be outlasted if its adver-
saries merely stay the course. This move could damage
America’s policy in Bosnia, for example. The U.S. return
to an over-the-horizon posture might also be interpreted
as a prelude to an American withdrawal from the Gulf, as
Great Britain did in 1971.

* Iraq would remain a domestic issue. Any U.S. president
that backs down from a faceoff with Saddam Husayn has
to worry that this issue will haunt him later. Some Repub-
licans have already used the Iraq issue as a means of at-
tacking Bill Clinton’s foreign policy. If this president or
the next were to announce a shift to deterrence, he or she
should be prepared for withering criticism. A drawdown
of U.S. forces in the Gulf might also embolden isolation-
ist tendencies in the United States, complicating the use
of U.S. military force in the Gulf should deterrence fail.
The possible lack of UN or international support for mili-
tary action against Iraq could also erode public support
for an American military strike, in the event that it is
needed.

*  Deterrence could erode containment. The containment re-
gime, while imperfect, has otherwise proved quite effec-
tive in keeping tabs on Irag’s WMD programs. By

Iraq Strategy Review 113



Putting Iraq in Perspective

deemphasizing Iraq, the United States might have difficulty
maintaining three components of the current containment
strategy: the UNSCOM inspections and monitoring regime
inside Iraq; U.S. overflights of Iraqi territory; and restric-
tions on the sale of military and dual-use technology to Iraq.
These remnants of containment might be accepted by Iraq
as necessary tradeoffs for the lifting of sanctions, but they
would certainly be more difficult to maintain under deter-
rence than under some forms of containment.

» Irresponsible behavior by U.S. allies may be encouraged.
Even under containment and tight UN sanctions, Russia pro-
vided Iraq with sophisticated gyroscopes for intercontinen-
tal ballistic missiles. One could assume that if or when sanc-
tions are lifted, sensitive dual-use weapons technology will
quickly find its way into Iraq. Russia and France had prof-
itable military and economic relations with Saddam
Husayn’s government prior to the Gulf War and, given their
long-standing strategic interests in Iraq, it is easy to see how
these ties might be resumed, albeit gradually, as the United
States deemphasizes Iraq in its foreign policy.

*  Regional powers could appease and accommodate Iraq.
Regional collective security is a worthy ideal, but in the
real world, power rules, and Iraq still is much more pow-
erful than its Arab neighbors. The Gulf Cooperation Coun-
cil (GCC) states have always been wary of an Iraqi role in
regional security. Collective security in the Persian Gulf
is only a possibility if the United States brokers the deal,
and any such deal would be unlikely as long as Saddam
Husayn rules Iraq.

* America may abdicate its moral obligation. The United
States should shoulder some moral obligation to hold
Saddam Husayn and his regime accountable for crimes
against the Iraqi people and those committed against Iran
and Kuwait during both Gulf wars. Deterrence allows little
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room for moral argument.

* Iraq could reassert its oil power. Certainly, prices may de-
crease in the short run, but the reemergence of Iraqi oil power
would equip Saddam Husayn with a powerful foreign policy
tool, one that he used effectively to increase oil prices in
July 1990. An increased Iraqi role in OPEC is not necessar-
ily a positive development for Iraq’s relations with Kuwait,
Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates. Furthermore,
the reconstruction and development of Iraq’s oil industry
will provide even more powerful economic incentives for
French, Russian, Chinese and other oil companies to re-
sume business with Iraq. Inevitably, American oil compa-
nies and businesses would also want in on the action, cre-
ating a potentially powerful lobby for engagement with Iraq.

* Iraq would remain an international issue. The latest crisis
revealed that Iraq poses the greatest challenge to U.S.
policy in the Middle East. Saddam Husayn himself recog-
nizes that Iraq is an international issue that cannot be lo-
calized. Indeed, “the battle for Iraq” is the most signifi-
cant strategic contest in the Middle East, the results of
which will define the strategic landscape of the region for
the next decade and beyond.

CONCLUSIONS

Deterrence reflects the difficult reality that the current con-
tainment regime may not be sustainable and that Saddam
Husayn might just outlast another American president or two.
Sanctions fatigue among America’s UN and Arab allies will
in all likelihood grow, thereby increasing Washington’s isola-
tion both in the Security Council and in the Middle East. In
that context, a more clearly defined articulation of U.S. inter-
ests regarding Iraqi behavior, buttressed by a regional secu-
rity regime and a credible U.S. military deterrent, offers a re-
alistic means of dealing with Iraq. On the other hand, deter-
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rence runs the risk of a Saddam Husayn whose behavior may
not be constrained in any meaningful way until he crosses his
border. Deterrence requires the United States to trust that it
will have not only the political will and military strength to
stop him if he again attacks his neighbors, but also the ability
to ignore his other atrocities and machinations.
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Chapter 5

INVADE
Conquering and Occupying Iraq
John Hillen

previous ones is that this is the only option in which

the United States itself is the prime determinant of the
outcome. Invading and occupying Iraq represents an imposed
solution, not a negotiated one. The other options outlined in
this book have their relative merits and risks, but all rely for
success on many other actors (including Saddam Husayn him-
self) whom the United States does not necessarily control or
influence. Conversely, having U.S. and allied forces invade
and occupy Iraq and oust Saddam Husayn removes the Iraqi
president and his Ba‘th regime from decisions about Iraq’s
future and puts the United States and its allies firmly in con-
trol of the immediate outcome.

Obviously, the United States and its allies would never
entertain such an extreme policy unless Iraq carried out a sig-
nificant act of aggression. Despite the latent threat that Saddam
Husayn’s regime poses to the Persian Gulf and Middle East, it
is difficult to imagine a well-represented multinational coali-
tion gearing up for an invasion of Iraq tomorrow. In the opin-
ions of most in the international community, Saddam’s cur-
rent pattern of truculent behavior, however troublesome, would
not warrant a war. It is quite a stretch to expect local and inter-
national support for an invasion of Iraq precipitated only by
something like Saddam’s tactic of aggravating the United
Nations Special Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) and obstruct-
ing its mission. Rather, an act that could trigger the response
described here might include further aggression or bullying

The principal difference between this policy option and
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directed at Kuwait or Saudi Arabia, the sponsoring of spec-
tacular terrorist acts against the United States or its citizens,
the violent repression of Kurdish or Shi‘i minorities within
Iraq (especially if done with chemical or biological agents, as
in the past), or the deployment of a significant weapons of
mass destruction (WMD) program flagrantly violating the UN
Security Council resolutions banning Iraqi WMD.

An unprovoked act of Iraqi aggression, as that against
Kuwait in 1990, would allow the United States and its allies
to mobilize the domestic and international support necessary
to undertake this complex, expensive, and arduous operation.
Even so, such an undertaking is not without great costs, much
diplomatic and military labor, and huge potential risks. Elimi-
nating Saddam and his regime, as well as overseeing the ac-
cession of a new Iraqi government, would take away the un-
certainty associated with the other options but replace that with
an expensive certainty. “Doing the job” and “going all the way”
make clear the outcome and who will decide it, but they raise
the geopolitical stakes and associated risks considerably. The
rewards are evident and, to some degree, even assured (cer-
tainly the United States could not afford to fail after imple-
menting this policy), but they could not be achieved without
tremendous effort and the possibility of serious downsides.

TuE GoaL

During the latest crisis with Iraq, U.S. policy focused on the
symptoms (WMDs) and not the problem (Saddam Husayn’s
regime). As such, the most likely targets for U.S. military ac-
tion during the crisis of November 1997—-February 1998 were
sites that made or hid WMDs. This policy reverses those ob-
jectives. The target of this policy is that which causes the threat:
Saddam Husayn and his regime. The goal of this policy is to
remove Saddam Husayn and his Ba‘th party from power in
Iraq and install an Iraqi government pledged to international
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norms and a peaceful coexistence with its neighbors. It is as-
sumed that Saddam Husayn and the Iraqi military will resist
this goal, which must therefore be accomplished through co-
ercion in general and the offensive use of U.S. and allied mili-
tary forces in particular.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PoLICY

A campaign to invade and occupy Iraq could take many dif-
ferent forms and vary greatly in its military execution depend-
ing on the circumstances. Yet, any campaign should follow
these principles:

*  The campaign must enjoy international support. Naturally,
the more international support the better, but a minimum
level of military cooperation and political acquiescence
from other powers in the international arena would be nec-
essary to carry out this operation. Much of the support
could be passive or take the form of no active opposition.

*  The campaign must be actively supported by key allies in the
region. This is a political and military sine qua non for many
different reasons. Local support such as that shown during
Desert Storm would ease diplomatic and military concerns
considerably. If a similar effort is not forthcoming, a mini-
mum level of active support from allies in the region is re-
quired to undertake even the smallest and most hopeful op-
eration aimed at replacing the current Iraqi regime.

*  The campaign must have congressional and U.S. public
support. Without support from Capitol Hill or the Ameri-
can public, the flexibility and staying power of this cam-
paign to invade and occupy Iraq would be severely lim-
ited. Casualties or controversy in such a serious and tax-
ing military operation could not be overcome if the mis-
sion had limited domestic support.

*  Military goals must be linked conclusively to political goals
such that accomplishing the former entails achieving the
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latter. The military and political goals should be clearly
defined, measurable, decisive, attainable, and sustainable.
The objectives of the battlefield commanders, at both the
tactical and operational levels, should be tied clearly to
the strategic and political goals of the campaign. If this
link is unclear, battlefield successes could be irrelevant to
the ultimate outcome, or military losses could be inconse-
quential and incurred in vain.

e Although the U.S. military will depose the regime and
maintain security and order afterwards, Iraqi opposition
leaders and an international transition authority must take
the lead in organizing a viable Iraqi government. The
United States should not spend decades occupying and
reinventing Iraq as it did in Germany and Japan after World
War II. Nor should it quit the country soon after unseating
Saddam. The U.S. military will bolster the occupation of
Iraq for some time, but ultimately the Iraqi people must
be charged with the task of forming an effective Iraqi gov-
ernment. In this they will have assistance from an interna-
tional transition authority, regional organizations, and the
United States.

International Support

A U.S.-led coalition seeking to invade and occupy Iraq would
profit enormously from broad international support. That be-
ing said, such support could be organized in several different
ways to ensure that it is sufficiently broad and deep to pay
very real political and military dividends, but not so deep that
it makes for a war run by committee. The logical place to or-
ganize such high level support is through the UN Security
Council. As with Korea in 1950 and Kuwait in 1990, U.S.-
sponsored resolutions passed by the UN Security Council can
be an important base of legitimacy in the eyes of international
and domestic political communities. A U.S.-led coalition in-
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vading Iraq would gain from the political blessing of the Se-
curity Council, even as it keeps the UN itself outside of the
strategic management of the campaign.

It should be stressed however, that while Security Council
approval would be preferable, it is not absolutely essential. Nei-
ther international nor American law requires a UN resolution to
undertake the invasion and occupation of another country in the
event that it is a response (as can be assumed) to unprovoked
aggression by that country. International legitimacy for coali-
tion actions would most likely be based on Article 51 of the UN
Charter—the right to individual and collective self-defense. In
such a case the UN need not be involved in legitimizing or set-
ting coalition goals. Nonetheless, the United States and other
members of the coalition would certainly seek to work through
the UN in this instance—especially as they have done so in all
dealings with Iraq over the past eight years. A well-supported
UN Security Council resolution authorizing the actions of the
campaign would be a tremendous advantage for mobilizing in-
ternational and domestic support for the U.S.-led actions that
would follow in Iraq. In addition, a resolution denouncing or
even indicting Saddam Husayn himself would have the effect
of isolating Saddam further from the rest of Iraq or other inter-
national supporters. A clear expression of support, such as that
provided by Resolution 678 authorizing Desert Storm, would
be infinitely better.

Outside of the role of regional partners, certain allies can
be counted upon to support U.S. actions regardless of the vari-
ables mentioned above. Others will come to the table based
upon either the nature of the Iraqi aggression or the strength
of the international resolutions supporting the coalition’s in-
vasion of Iraq. In any case, whereas the military participation
of local allies can be critical (as outlined below), few non—
Persian Gulf allies other than Britain are important for mili-
tary success. Indeed, many, if not the majority, of military con-
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tingents in the thirty-one-member Desert Storm coalition were
militarily irrelevant to the campaign. They were, however, of
great political utility, as they proved how broad-based the coa-
lition was. Yet, for many different reasons, only U.S. and Brit-
ish troops engaged the Republican Guard, and only U.S. and
British warships operated in the northern Persian Gulf. More
than ten other nations participated in the air attacks, but to-
gether they constituted less than 10 percent of coalition air
sorties and conducted almost no missions that were at the cen-
terpiece of that campaign. That imbalance would likely con-
tinue in this campaign. Therefore, the recruitment of a broad
military coalition would once again be of political value, but
the absence of some global partners would not be a “show
stopper” militarily.

Active Regional Assistance

Saubpi AraBiA. As in Desert Storm, Saudi Arabia would be
the indispensable coalition partner, for political and military
reasons. Militarily, there is simply no escaping the need for
Saudi bases, port facilities, logistics sites, and transportation
infrastructure. In the event of significant and threatening Iraqi
aggression and a serious American commitment to a decisive
campaign, support should be forthcoming from the Saudis (as
it was during Desert Storm). If Saudi support is present but
circumscribed, it is still possible to launch the campaign against
Iraq. In such a case, “passive” Saudi support would still have
to include two items. The first is the use of Saudi airfields for
all coalition aircraft, to include strike aircraft. More than 1,000
aircraft were based at eleven or more Saudi airbases during
Desert Storm. A similar capability would be needed. It would
be possible to base strike aircraft elsewhere, but at a signifi-
cant cost in the effectiveness of a coalition air campaign.

The second element of Saudi support would have to be
the use of Saudi port facilities, logistics sites, and transporta-
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tion hubs for the deployment and supply of air, ground, and
sea forces. A main or supporting attack launched from Saudi
Arabia would dramatically increase the effectiveness of a two-
pronged ground assault toward Baghdad (see map and con-
cept of operations below), but the southern portion of the
ground campaign could be launched from Kuwait alone if nec-
essary. As with restrictions on the use of air bases, reliance on
Kuwait alone would involve a commensurate increase in op-
erational complications and a drop-off in effectiveness.

Politically, Saudi Arabia is also indispensable. Riyadh
carries tremendous political weight in Arab councils, espe-
cially among its smaller Gulf brethren. In particular, the Sau-
dis will have to make the case for the operation to the Arab
world and the Islamic umma. The Saudis likewise will prove
extremely important in garnering support both in Europe and
Asia. Furthermore, Washington may require Saudi financial
assistance to defray the costs of the invasion, to provide in-
expensive oil to Jordan, and otherwise to guarantee that an
invasion will not be allowed to disrupt the oil market too
seriously. Finally, and perhaps of greatest importance: If
Saudi Arabia is not on board with the operation—at least
passively—the United States is unlikely to find many other
Arab or European states willing to sign on.

Kuwarr. Although it may be possible to undertake this
operation with only passive support from Saudi Arabia and
some other regional allies, Kuwait must be actively involved.
In other words, for the invasion and occupation of Iraq to
succeed, Kuwait must allow the coalition to launch ground
and air assaults against Iraq from its territory and continue
to be the main base of coalition operations during the cam-
paign. Nonetheless, Kuwait’s political, financial, and moral
support might ultimately outweigh its military utility for a
campaign of this size. The country’s military basing capabil-
ity and relevant infrastructure are important, but they pale in
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comparison to what is available from Saudi Arabia or even
other Gulf states. In addition, concentrating all or a substan-
tial portion of the coalition’s offensive capability in one rela-
tively small country is poor security planning and invites at-
tack. Offensive military assets should be dispersed for pro-
tection and massed only at the point of attack. Military con-
siderations aside, it is hard to imagine how the United States
could put together the necessary diplomatic support for an
invasion without active Kuwaiti participation. Given the
immediacy of the Iraqi threat, Kuwait is the country most
likely to support a forcible invasion and occupation of Iraq.
If Kuwait is unwilling to participate, few other nations are
likely to believe it in their interests to do so.

TurkEY. Like Saudi Arabia, Turkey is a country whose
active participation would greatly increase the effectiveness
of the campaign but whose passive support could be enough
to undertake the operation. Of particular importance are Turk-
ish airbases, such as Incirlik. Incirlik continues to host more
than fifty allied aircraft patrolling the no-fly zone over north-
ern Iraq, so it is a fair assumption that Turkey would at least
continue this sort of policy for an invasion. It is important,
though, that Turkey play a more active role. It is quite pos-
sible that Saddam and his Republican Guard would move north
to avoid a direct battle with coalition forces closing on
Baghdad. In this case, as seen below in the concept of opera-
tions, a blocking position of sorts would be established, prin-
cipally from the air, in northern Iraq. Although coalition air
forces undertaking this operation would also come from air-
craft carriers or bases in Crete, mainland Greece, and Italy (as
they did in Desert Storm), Turkey’s support would be greatly
needed. In addition, northern Iraq will be a theater heavily
invested by coalition special operations forces and possibly
more ground troops. Turkey’s support of these forces, as dur-
ing Operation Provide Comfort, would be required.
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Moreover, Turkey’s pledge of noninterference in the occu-
pation phase of the campaign would be critical, as the coalition
will plan to turn all of Iraq over to a new Iraqi government, not
one riven with factional disputes or interference by neighbors.

Ecypr. Egypt’s active participation in an invasion and oc-
cupation of Iraq would be extremely useful in lending the ap-
propriate pan-Arab and Islamic veneer to the operation. Fail-
ing that, Egypt’s passive participation is vital. The United States
must have overflight rights across Egyptian airspace and un-
impeded transit through the Suez Canal to deploy and sustain
an invasion force in the Gulf. The alternatives—flying across
Israel and Jordan, and sailing from the Pacific or around Af-
rica—would place an enormous political and logistical strain
on the entire operation. It would also be very helpful for U.S.
aircraft flying to the Gulf to be able to land at Egyptian air-
fields when necessary, and for U.S. combat units to use Egyp-
tian territory for maneuvers and exercises preparatory to an
invasion.

IraN. If a sympathetic Iranian government wanted to pro-
vide assistance, so much the better, but the critical require-
ment is merely to prevent Tehran’s active opposition. Iranian
domestic politics is in considerable flux at the moment and it
is impossible to know who will hold power in Tehran at the
time of a U.S.-led invasion of Iraq. A reformist government
might actually be willing to aid the invasion, but a hardline
government would likely prove quite hostile to the idea of the
United States removing the government of another Persian Gulf
state and installing a regime more palatable to Washington. If
Iran wanted to interfere with an invasion of Iraq, it could prove
very problematic: Even without opening hostilities, Iranian
military activity could force the United States to divert con-
siderable assets to guard against Iranian naval and air strikes
along the length of the Persian Gulf. Likewise, Iranian troops
could infiltrate Iraq as “volunteers” to help thwart the ground
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assault. Consequently, it is essential that Iran simply be kept
neutral throughout the course of the operation, especially, as
with Turkey, during the occupation phase.

ISRAEL. As in the Gulf War, Israel’s most important role
would be to remain on the sidelines. Israeli participation could
only complicate an invasion of Iraq. Nevertheless, such an
effort might be even more difficult this time than in 1991. The
Israelis have repeatedly warned that they believe their failure
to respond to Iraqi Scud missile attacks during the Gulf War
weakened the credibility of their deterrent. Moreover, in the
event of a U.S.-led invasion designed to overturn the regime,
Saddam might actually employ weapons of mass destruction
against Israel, either to try to bring Jerusalem into the conflict
(as he tried in 1991) or out of simple vengeance.

Jorban. Jordan falls into the category of “nice to have” as an
ally, as far as coalition planning is concerned. In particular, in the
event that Saddam does attempt to launch missiles at Israel from
Iraq’s western desert, Scud-hunting air and ground missions would
be more effective if conducted from Jordan. Because King Hussein
refused to join the allied coalition against Saddam in the Gulf
War, if he could be persuaded to support an invasion of Iraq, this
would be a considerable diplomatic coup for the United States.
On the other hand, if Jordan abstained altogether, it would not
hurt the invasion either militarily or diplomatically.

OTHER GULF STATES. During Operation Desert Storm, coa-
lition air forces used a dozen bases in Qatar, Bahrain, Oman,
and the United Arab Emirates. In addition, Bahrain now sup-
ports the headquarters of the U.S. Navy’s Fifth Fleet and Qatar
is home to a U.S. armored brigade’s pre-positioned equipment.
The active participation of at least most of these states in this
campaign would be necessary, especially if Saudi Arabia were
to place restrictions on its support.

OTHER ARAB STATES. As in 1991, it would be politically
useful to include as many other Arab (and Islamic) states as
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possible in the coalition to invade Iraq. With Saudi Arabia and
Egypt lending at least passive support, this participation would
be neither essential nor difficult to get.

Congressional and U.S. Public Support

Since the end of World War 11, the lines of responsibility be-
tween Congress, the president, and the American public have
become blurred with regard to the support and/or authorization
of military action. To ensure the necessary domestic political
support, it would be ideal to proceed with this operation under
the banner of a formal declaration of war. Yet, that may prove
politically impossible, in which case the president must take
other measures to ensure that he has the support of Congress
and the American public before undertaking this campaign. A
congressional vote of support for the U.S.-led invasion and oc-
cupation of Iraq is an absolute minimum—especially with the
president activating hundreds of thousands of reservists and
national guardsmen, as in Desert Storm. It is imperative that in
this campaign, which promises to be of much greater duration
than Desert Storm, Congress be fully supportive to the end. In
addition, if the American public is convinced that the invasion
is worthwhile and will be successful, it will support the effort
despite the inevitable casualties. On the eve of Desert Storm,
with some commentators predicting up to 10,000 casualties,
many polls showed more than 80 percent of Americans sup-
porting the effort. If the campaign is not supported, a few Ameri-
can casualties will be enough to foment damaging political dis-
content—as was the case in Somalia.

Clear Military Goals for the Invasion

The mission of the coalition forces will be to occupy all of
Iraq, and to engage and defeat any and all Iraqi military forces
that offer resistance. The military commander will accomplish
this through a joint campaign of multinational air, sea, ground,
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and special operations forces that will strike Iraqi resistance
throughout the depth and breadth of their defenses. The Re-
publican Guard and Special Republican Guard units represent
Saddam’s “center of gravity” and will be the focus of the
ground campaign. Initial coalition forces will move quickly to
engage and destroy these units, bypassing other Iraqi forces to
do so. Follow-on forces will suppress other Iraqi resistance,
invest Baghdad, control and/or occupy the city, and ensure
that Saddam Husayn and the Ba‘th party leaders are captured,
killed, or driven from Iraq and pursued by other means.

Concept of Operations

The invasion and occupation of Iraq will happen in four phases.
At any time during these phases the objective could be achieved
and Saddam Husayn’s regime removed from power. That pos-
sibility should not preclude the occupation of Iraq and the tran-
sition to a new government. The phases are as follows:

Phase I—/nitial Deployment. The first units arrive in the
theater, beginning this phase. This phase ends with the start of
the air campaign. Estimated time: Twenty-five to forty days
after the announcement of the deployment.

Phase II—Buildup and Air Attack. The buildup of air,
ground, and naval forces into the theater continues, and the
initiative is maintained by beginning a strategic air campaign
against Iraq. Targeting priorities would be centered on achiev-
ing command of the air, preventing Iraqi retaliation against
the coalition buildup, and disrupting strategic command and
control. Targets would be anti-aircraft systems, command-and-
control centers and infrastructure, WMD sites, Scud launch-
ers, the Iraqi Air Force and airbases, Republican Guard units
moving to threaten neighbors or the coalition buildup, and
Saddam Husayn himself. Special operations units would also
be working in Iraq during this phase, especially in helping to
organize Kurdish and Shi‘i operations in support of coalition
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FRIENDLY SITUATION

A campaign to invade and occupy cannot be launched quickly
and requires months for a force buildup. A truly grave situa-
tion in the region could speed events, but ultimately the coali-
tion will be limited by many logistical and transportation fac-
tors weighing on the movement of hundreds of thousands of
troops and equipment to the region. While military planners
often make estimates based on worst-case scenarios, the force
structure and operational plan here is one that is neither best-
case nor worst-case. This plan is a prudent estimate for coali-
tion forces based on several assumptions: that the regular Iraqi
Army is essentially irrelevant and mostly will not fight, that
the Iraqi Air Force will be of no consequence, that large areas
of Iraq will be friendly or at least passive to coalition forces
(the Kurdish North and Shi‘i South), and that the Republican
Guard and other regime security forces will not defend
Baghdad and other cities in a house-to-house campaign. It is
reasonable to assume that during the campaign Iraq will give
up Saddam or he will flee with a number of henchmen to Iran
or elsewhere. Conversely, it is hard to imagine Baghdad dig-
ging in for a Stalingrad-like resistance in defense of Saddam.
Thus, based on the U.S. military’s doctrine for joint campaign
planning and the current capabilities of Iraq’s armed forces,
the minimum coalition forces needed to undertake this plan
and deal with some unanticipated setbacks along the way are:

GROUND FoORCES:

Main Atrack: 4 U.S. divisions (1 airborne, 1 air assault,
2 armored/mechanized)
1 U.S. armored cavalry regiment
2 U.S. Apache helicopter brigades
1-2 UK mechanized infantry brigades
RESERVE: 3-4 U.S. national guard armored/
mechanized infantry brigades
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SUPPORTING
ATTACK: 2 U.S. divisions (1 marine, 1 mechanized)
1 U.S. armored cavalry regiment (light)
RESERVE: 3—4 U.S. National Guard armored/
mechanized infantry brigades

In addition to these main combat units, ground forces would
include all the requisite support units. The combat units
would also be reinforced by certain units whose capabili-
ties particularly suited the campaign—multiple launch
rocket system battalions for instance. Moreover, for this
campaign, support units would be augmented by thousands
of civil affairs and psychological operations specialists
mobilized from the reserves. Whereas this is standard for
most operations, those specialties would be in particular
demand for the occupation phase of this campaign.

AIr Forces: 8 tactical fighter wings (U.S.)
1 tactical fighter wing (U.K)
34 tactical fighter wings (Arab allies)
400450 support aircraft

NAVAL AND NavAL

AIr Forces: 4 carrier battle groups
60+ warships total

ToTtAaL U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL IN IRAQI THEATER:
310,000-340,000

Along with the deployed forces specified here, hundreds
of thousands of reservists in the United States would need
to be mobilized to support military operations in the Iraq
theater, Europe, the United States itself, and as part of con-
tingency plans for unexpected scenarios. In Desert Storm,
more than 200,000 reservists were activated with more than
100,000 serving in theater.
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objectives. This phase ends with the beginning of the ground
campaign. Estimated Time: Forty-five to ninety days.

Phase III—/nvasion. This phase consists of the actual in-
vasion of Iraq, defeat of the Republican Guard units, and cap-
ture of Baghdad (see map, next page). During this phase much
of the air campaign will switch to targets directly impeding
the ground invasion. The scheme of maneuver would center
on a main attack and a supporting attack. One obvious strat-
egy would be for the main attack, preferably launched from
Saudi Arabia, to move quickly through unoccupied desert and
approach Baghdad through the Karbala/al-Hillah area. Air-
borne and air assault units would move ahead of the ground
forces on several different avenues to secure key terrain,
bridges, and road crossings. Apache helicopters and close air
support would protect the flanks of the main attack and recon-
noiter forward. This maneuver will cause the Republican Guard
divisions around Baghdad to move or mass, at which point
coalition air forces will attack them. Coalition ground forces
will engage the remnants on the ground. The supporting ground
attack would move from Kuwait through Basra and up the
Euphrates and Tigris valley.

The main attack would initially invest Baghdad and then
move in pursuit of the remaining Republican Guard divisions.
Surviving elements from around Baghdad will likely have fled
northward. To prevent the Republican Guard divisions from flee-
ing into the mountains of northern Iraq, the coalition will have
established, primarily through airpower, a blocking position
along a line running from Mosul to Irbil to Karkuk. Airborne
and air assault troops could reinforce this blocking position if
necessary. The supporting attack, and the uncommitted reserves
from both attacks, would occupy and control Baghdad as well
as the other major population centers in coalition-occupied ter-
ritory. Symbols of the regime would be destroyed. As with ev-
ery phase, special operations, civil affairs, and psychological
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operations forces would be undertaking complex campaigns in
support of the main coalition operations. They will especially
work to gain the help of anti-Saddam Iraqis and to help ensure
that Iraq’s conscript forces do not fight. This phase ends when
organized Iraqi resistance has ended. Estimated Time: Specula-
tive, but twenty-five to seventy-five days is a fair guess.

Phase IV—Occupation. This phase starts with the end of
organized Iraqi military resistance to coalition operations. In
the event that there are no “wild-card” scenarios (biological or
chemical weapons use, tough house-to-house defense of
Baghdad), the United States can expect 3,000 to 4,000 casual-
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ties with perhaps 1,000 troops killed in action. This is an opti-
mistic, but not unrealistic, prediction. Wild-card scenarios could
change that forecast dramatically. During the years of the occu-
pation, hundreds of troops could be killed because of isolated
hostilities, pockets of resistance, and accidents.

Sustainable Iraqi Government

Once the military campaign is over, the next step is to ensure
a smooth transition from the collapse of Saddam’s regime to
the formation of a functioning new Iraqi government. It is not
intended that the United States and its coalition allies occupy
Iraq for decades on the Germany or Japan model. Nor, as oc-
curred recently in Haiti, will the United States quickly rebuild
Iraq’s political institutions, hand them over to new Iraqi lead-
ers, and speedily exit the country. The participation of U.S.
military forces in the occupation of Iraq should be long enough
to protect the work of the international transitional authority
and to promote the stability of the new Iraqi regime. It should,
however, be short enough to reinforce the temporary nature of
the American role in occupying Iraq and the responsibility of
the new Iraqi government to govern effectively without sup-
port from foreign troops occupying the country. Even so, it is
possible for the United States to become bogged down in the
occupation of Iraq or for a new Iraqi government to fall apart
soon after the occupation forces have left the country. The di-
lemma for policymakers is that the most certain way to ensure
success in the mission is to stay for a long time—a situation
not likely to be tolerated in the United States or the region.
Nonetheless, it should be possible to emplace an effective
Iraqi government in a few years. The removal of Saddam and
the Ba‘th regime will not necessitate the complete turnover of
the many systems that administered Iraq’s public institutions.
Not every Iraqi school teacher, military officer, bureaucrat, or
official should be indicted and removed from office. Nor should
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every Iraqi resistance group be thrust into a governing posi-
tion after the fall of the Ba‘th regime. Rather, this occupation
should be viewed along the lines of the French model in World
War I, in which the collaborating Vichy regime was replaced
with French republicans, only some of whom had gone under-
ground or overseas to resist Hitler. The Ba‘th regime will be
removed, but few Iraqi elites have been so heavily vested in it
that they could not be vigorous participants in a new Iraqi gov-
ernment. Several principles should underpin the objectives of
the occupation:

134

The coalition will preserve Iraq as a sovereign nation and
not permit breakaway ethnic or religious states from what
was Iraq.

To the greatest extent possible, local Iraqi authorities should
undertake the administration of the country and organiza-
tion of the transition. Because most officials are connected
with Saddam’s regime, they should be screened, but they
need not be rejected out of hand. The new government will
need experienced Iraqi administrators and neither the coa-
lition military forces nor the transitional authority should
administer the country longer than necessary.

That said, the coalition is legally and ethically responsible
for the complete administration of Iraq after its occupa-
tion. The coalition’s civil affairs units will take the lead,
but it should work along with the transitional authority to
encourage the transfer of administrative duties to Iraqi
authorities.

The transitional authority is the key element in the occupa-
tion and must have legitimacy, authority, and a realizable
transition plan. The transitional authority can be sponsored
by a regional organization such as the Arab League or by a
broader international organization such as the UN. The tran-
sitional authority is a necessary phase of authority between
the coalition’s military forces and new Iraqi authorities.
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The U.S. Occupation

As implied above, the occupation is a three-phase operation.
In general, the U.S. military role and the number of U.S. troops
in Iraq would gradually lessen with each phase. The roles of
the U.S. military forces and other authorities are spelled out in
some detail below. The general characteristics of each phase
are as follows:

Phase I—Initial occupation. In this phase the coalition
military forces constitute the governing authority in occupied
Iraq. They will defend Iraq’s territorial integrity, maintain pub-
lic order, and be responsible for providing all services, some
of which (such as education) may still be temporarily sus-
pended as a result of the upheaval of the war. The official in
charge will be the coalition military commander. In addition
to maintaining a stable environment in and around Iraq, the
U.S. military commander will oversee the rebuilding of Iraq’s
defense forces. Military police and military civil affairs units
will take the lead in providing public security and the admin-
istration of basic services. This phase ends with the handover
of authority to the international transitional authority. Estimated
time: Three to nine months.

Phase II—Transition to Iraqi Government. In this phase
the international transitional authority will be the governing
power in Iraq, assisted in enforcing its authority by residual
coalition forces. The authority, the link between the military
occupation and the new Iraqi government, will work to re-
build Iraq’s public institutions in stages. At each stage, the
authority will identify measurable criteria in the transition
from international to Iraqi rule. Areas in which the authority
will operate include law enforcement agencies, the judiciary,
public finance, public health, public works, utilities, trans-
portation, education, and local government. In each of these
areas, the authority will attempt to identify new Iraqi lead-
ers, train them, and help them to rebuild the institutions of
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governance. As this phase draws to a close, the authority will
turn over the administration of certain areas or the perfor-
mance of certain functions to Iraqi officials. The official in
charge will be the chief of the international transitional au-
thority and he or she will be assisted by the coalition mili-
tary commander. The authority itself will be the lead agency.
This phase will end with Iraqi elections or the international
recognition and certification of a new Iraqi government. Es-
timated time: Two to five years.

Phase III—New Iraqi Government. In this phase the new
Iraqi government will be seated and the coalition forces begin
their final withdrawal—although they should have been suc-
cessively reducing force presence throughout the occupation.
The international transitional authority can also institute a
phased withdrawal in this stage. This phase ends when the
authority cedes all governing powers to the sovereign govern-
ment of Iraq. As noted, territorially this will be the same state
of Iraq that the coalition invaded. The people of Iraq, through
elections or force of arms, can later attempt to change the gov-
ernance or make-up of Iraq as they desire.

Throughout these phases, U.S. military forces will be re-
sponsible primarily for the physical security and public order
of Iraq itself. Not only must the U.S. military defend Iraq’s
borders, but it must also maintain internal security. It can be
expected that various Iraqi factions (Kurdish groups, Shi‘is,
and others) will seek to take advantage of the power vacuum
in Iraq to advance their positions. As with the Israeli occupa-
tion of southern Lebanon, this could challenge occupation au-
thorities in several different ways, such as with sporadic out-
breaks of violence, organized attacks on occupation forces, or
full scale factional fighting. In addition, regional powers such
as Iran and possibly Turkey or Jordan could seek to take ad-
vantage of the situation by paring off parts of Iraq. A robust
U.S. military presence will have to guard against these possi-
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bilities. Furthermore, as noted, special operations forces, mili-
tary police, and civil affairs units will bolster and help to re-
build the Iraqgi military, police forces, and other public institu-
tions before handing the responsibility for these tasks to the
international transitional authority. The U.S. military will con-
tinue to support the work of the transitional authority once it
is leading these efforts. During the first years of the occupa-
tion, as few as 150,000 U.S. troops and as many as 300,000
will be needed. If the situation is stable and progress is being
made, they can be reduced dramatically in later years. These
numbers are based on the U.S. military’s joint civil affairs cam-
paign planning doctrine and vary based on factors such as in-
ternal resistance, external threats, and political stability.

An International Transitional Authority

Transition away from occupation will have to be accomplished
ad hoc by groups of diplomats, civil servants, law enforcement
officials, public institution specialists, and other government
officials. Either a regional organization or the UN can sponsor
and organize the transitional authority. Similar types of authori-
ties, albeit much smaller in scale, have been managed by NATO
in Bosnia and by the UN in many different recent operations.
The transitional authority will be the governing authority in Iraq
between the periods of coalition military government and the
new Iraqgi government. The coalition’s military forces will as-
sist the authority in maintaining physical security and public
order, but it should aim to return those tasks to Iraqi forces and
the police as soon as these forces are able to resume control.
Likewise, control of other public institutions should be returned
to Iraqi officials as the institutions become viable and self-sus-
taining. The transitional authority will be a large and complex
operation and, during initial stages, will most likely consist of
at least 10,000 to 15,000 civilian officials.

The United States and the international transitional au-
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thority will rebuild a governmental system in Iraq. After de-
cades of Saddam’s totalitarian rule, this will not be an easy
task. Most elites were either coopted by the system or else
killed. Iraqis generally learned to be apolitical and few have
any understanding of genuine political leadership. Conse-
quently, it may be necessary for the occupying powers and the
international transitional authority to create a new Iraqi gov-
ernment gradually, beginning with local-level political bod-
ies, and then slowly building provincial-level governments,
before establishing a new national-level government.

Upon being certified by the transitional authority and recog-
nized by the international community, the new Iraqi govern-
ment will assume all responsibilities for the territorial integ-
rity of Iraq and the welfare of the Iraqi people. If geopolitical
conditions warrant, the United States or regional partners could
conclude a treaty of assistance with the new Iraqi government
that would guarantee aid if the new regime is threatened from
within or from outside powers.

Diplomatic Considerations

The occupation of Iraq and creation of a new Iraqi regime could
prove the most problematic and taxing aspect of the entire cam-
paign because Iraq’s neighbors, and other states in the region,
will want to shape the new regime to suit their preferences. Iraq’s
oil wealth, population, natural resources, and crucial geostrategic
position on the Middle Eastern map make it a key factor in the
calculations of every regional government. Who rules in Iraq is
therefore a paramount concern of many states.

A key task of the United States during the occupation phase
would be to circumvent efforts by the regional states to cajole,
wheedle, and intrigue for a new Iraqi government most favor-
able to themselves. All will undoubtedly support individual
Iraqi personalities predisposed to their own interests. In addi-
tion, each state will have specific goals it will try to realize in
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forming a new Iraqi government:

TurkEyY will seek to ensure first that the Iraqi Kurds do
not receive any special status, second that the new regime in
Baghdad will help Ankara to deal with Kurdistan Workers’
Party (PKK) operations from Iraqi territory, and third that
Turkey retains its privileged status as a conduit for the export
of Iraqi oil. Turkey will also want a strong, centralized regime
in Baghdad, not only to guarantee the above considerations,
but also to prevent the state from collapsing into anarchy.

Like Turkey, KuwAIT AND SAUDI ARABIA (at least) will want
a strong regime to prevent Iraq from turning into another Af-
ghanistan. The Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) states may
also oppose a significant role for Iraq’s Shi‘a in a new regime.
For that reason, and to prevent setting a bad precedent for their
own populations, they may fight U.S. efforts to establish a
democratic government in Baghdad. On the other hand, the
Kuwaitis (and possibly the Saudis, depending on the circum-
stances) might see a lengthy U.S. occupation as useful to their
own security.

IRAN may hope to see the Shi‘a dominate a new Iraqi re-
gime. They may also oppose a new Iraqi regime with heavy
ties to the United States. In particular, Tehran may well want
to see an end to the U.S. military presence in Iraq and so may
intrigue to bring to power a regime that will quickly show the
American troops the door. In a worst case scenario, an Iranian
regime dominated by the worst hardline extremists might in-
cite Shi‘i insurgents to go after American targets in the hope
of convincing the United States to quit Iraq prematurely.

For its part, JORDAN will angle for a new regime that
will continue to provide it with inexpensive oil. In addi-
tion, it may seek a weak Iraq, to minimize its own security
concerns. At the extreme, it is even possible that Amman
might entertain the possibility of restoring the Hashemite
monarchy to Iraq.
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Syria anp Egypr will probably want a weak regime in
Baghdad, no matter what its orientation or composition. For
Egypt, [raq is a potential competitor for leadership of the Arab
world. For Syria, it is a large and potentially powerful neigh-
bor. Syria too will likely be uncomfortable with a large U.S.
military presence in Iraq for a protracted period. Despite pro-
testations to the contrary, Cairo and Damascus might not be
averse to the collapse of the Iraqi state.

OTHER ARAB STATES Will doubtless seek to end the Ameri-
can occupation as soon as possible and, in the name of coun-
tering neocolonialism, may support a new regime indepen-
dent of U.S. influence.

It will be a major task for the United States to chart a
course among these conflicting interests while also accom-
modating both U.S. strategic interests and popular demands.
The major U.S. interests in the region are the free flow of
inexpensive oil and the prevention of a hostile regional state
becoming so strong as to be able to threaten this or other
U.S. interests (such as the security of American allies, in-
cluding Israel, Jordan, and Egypt). These interests would
argue for either a strong Iraq under heavy American influ-
ence or a more independent but weaker Iraq. Some of Iraq’s
neighbors (and America’s allies) will object to either or both
of these alternatives. On the other hand, Americans may de-
mand some sort of democracy in Iraq: Their troops will have
died conquering the country and it will be highly unpalat-
able to the U.S. electorate for those soldiers and pilots to
have died simply to replace one dictator with another. This
too could create real consternation among regional states,
which might openly oppose or covertly work to bring down
a democratic government.

Who Pays?

An additional consideration for the occupation phase of an
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invasion will be financing the presence of U.S. military forces
in the country. Maintaining tens of thousands of U.S. military
personnel in Iraq for a period of two to five years will not be
cheap. One obvious solution would be to use revenue from
Iraqi oil exports to finance the American occupation. Yet, Ira-
qis may object: Iraq’s oil exports are likely to be quite limited
in the aftermath of an invasion, and most Iraqis will want to
use any income to rebuild their country. In this case, it may be
necessary for the United States to establish a burden-sharing
agreement to finance the long-term presence of U.S. military
personnel during the occupation period by taking a percent-
age of Iraqi oil export revenues but relying more heavily on
contributions from Iraq’s neighbors (which will benefit most
from Saddam’s fall) and Western allies, like Japan and Ger-
many, which may want to support the operation but will not
want to send troops.

END STATE

The ultimate end state is an Iraq with an effective government
that does not threaten regional stability. This option offers some
assurance that this end state will be achieved, but not without
extraordinary diplomatic and military efforts. The military cam-
paign itself would require almost half of the U.S. military’s
available might, as well as an international and regional coali-
tion. No matter how extreme the provocation that caused the
United States to act, the decision to invade a sovereign state
and depose its ruler would add many new twists and layers of
complexity to the fragile and volatile geopolitics of the Per-
sian Gulf region. Nonetheless, invasion and occupation is an
option in which the United States controls its own and Iraq’s
destiny. Moreover, a powerful case can be made that such an
effort would rid Iraq, the region, and the world of a dangerous
ruler who has caused much unnecessary suffering. For that
reason alone, it deserves to be considered.
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ADVANTAGES

Invading and occupying Iraq would have several benefits for

—theregion; the world, and the United States. This policy op-
tion would achieve the following goals:
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Be conclusive and decisive. Saddam Husayn and his re-
gime would not only be eliminated, but the United States
would ensure that a nonthreatening Iraqi government is
firmly ensconced before leaving the area. Washington will
not have to deal with the problem of Saddam after an in-
vasion. By removing the constant need to devote Ameri-
can resources, diplomacy, and attention to containment,
the United States will have greater resources to devote to
other international issues.

Make the defeat of Saddam’s forces eminently achiev-
able. Whereas an invasion would incur significant costs
and involve many unexpected turns of events, the end is
almost assured. The Iraqi military would require a miracle
to defeat the U.S. armed forces if the U.S. military were
allowed to prosecute operations with all necessary force.
This is a labor-intensive, but by no means impossible,
set of goals.

Initial success would be determined by the U.S.-led coali-
tion, not by Saddam. To the extent that it manages coali-
tion relations well, the United States will control its own
destiny in the region rather than constantly responding to
Saddam Husayn’s actions. Invasion allows Washington to
move the confrontation with Baghdad into the arena in
which the United States has the greatest advantage over
Iraq: conventional military operations.

Remove a major source of instability in a vital region or
the world. Saddam himself is the greatest single obstacle
to stability in the Gulf region. His ouster would result in
a more peaceful region and would eliminate the threat
from Iraq to the free flow of Gulf oil. With Saddam gone,
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the region could concentrate more on economic devel-
opment. In particular, Saudi Arabia could shift spending
from arms purchases to desperately needed reforms of
its financial, educational, and social welfare systems. Qil
prices might even decline once the threat of disruption
by Iraq had been removed.

*  FreelIraq from the rule of Saddam Husayn and the crip-
pling economic sanctions imposed by the international
community. An invasion would meet the humanitarian
interests of ending one of the most horrific dictator-
ships of the twentieth century. The long suffering of
the Iraqi people under Saddam’s rule and the sanctions
regime will end.

*  Transform Iraq into an important economic partner in the
region, open to U.S. businesses. Iraq’s oil reserves are at
least the second largest in the world; they may well be the
largest. U.S. oil companies could reap considerable prof-
its if the Iraqi oil market were reopened after an invasion.
Prior to the Gulf War, Iraq was a considerable importer of
Western agricultural and manufactured products. In par-
ticular, after an invasion, any successor regime is likely to
privilege American economic interests in Iraq as a means
of currying favor with Washington. (By contrast, if sanc-
tions were lifted with Saddam still in power, he almost
certainly would exclude American companies and try to
reward those countries that had helped him escape the
embargo.)

*  Uncover and destroy Iraq’s WMD capability. The removal
of these weapons will greatly contribute to the peace and
stability of the region.

*  Punish a rogue dictator, thus sending an important sig-
nal to others. Iran, Libya, North Korea, and other states
would likely moderate their worst behavior were they to
see solidarity, determination, and resolve of the interna-
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tional community in this matter. An invasion would be a
powerful reinforcement of the message the United States
has already sent with its air strikes against Libya in 1986,
naval and air battles with Iran in 1988, and Operation
Desert Storm in 1991—that aggression and terrorism will
not be tolerated.

Remove a major source of friction with U.S. allies—both
in the region and in the UN Security Council. The great
powers will no longer be rent by differences over how to
deal with Saddam Husayn and Iraq.

LIABILITIES AND RISKS

Despite the above advantages, pursuing a policy of invasion
and occupation could lead to the following difficulties for U.S.
policymakers and the military:
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Saddam might lash out with WMD. In the past, Saddam
has been deterred from employing weapons of mass de-
struction against opponents who could respond in kind
(Israel and the United States in particular), for fear of
provoking a massive response. With his survival clearly
threatened by the invasion, Saddam would have little in-
centive to refrain from employing every weapon in his
arsenal. This could cause a great number of deaths and
force the United States (or Israel, if that were the target
of his attacks) to retaliate in ways that it otherwise would
prefer not to do.

The aftermath of an invasion could be far more difficult
than the fighting itself. The United States could find it ex-
tremely difficult to rebuild Iraq and establish a new gov-
ernment there. Iraq may not be ready for true democracy,
or regional allies may oppose the precedent of Washing-
ton imposing democracy on a Middle Eastern state by
force—or both may be the case. Most Iraqi elites inside
the country have been tainted by Saddam’s regime, and
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the opposition outside the country has both little support
and a questionable ability to govern Iraq judiciously. Iraq’s
neighbors will almost certainly attempt to manipulate
events inside the country to produce a new regime favor-
able to themselves.

*  Anend game in Iraq might prove elusive. The United States
could become bogged down in the administration of Iraq.
Both the international transitional authority and the new
Iraqi government could be less successful and more prob-
lematic than anticipated, causing the U.S. military (as in
Somalia and Bosnia) to fill the void by taking more and
more responsibility for nation-building in Iraq.

*  An invasion may not play well on the “Arab street.” A
backlash against a heavy-handed U.S. invasion that caused
many Iraqi casualties could cause moderate Arab govern-
ments (such as Egypt and Jordan) considerable problems
in handling radical elements and their populations in gen-
eral. An invasion could also conjure images of neocolo-
nialism. In particular, the presence of large numbers of
Western military forces in Saudi Arabia—specifically,
forces there to invade another Arab state—could prompt
terrorism against the United States, its allies, U.S. forces,
or the Saudi government.

*  Saddam could flee or stay hidden, as Manuel Noriega did.
Saddam will not “go gently into that dark night.” If he were
to elude U.S. forces, tracking him down could require a
lengthy, politically embarassing manhunt. Worse still, con-
ceivably, he could flee and organize a resistance from out-
side the country. Merely surviving would make him a hero
to many in the Muslim world.

*  The United States might sustain heavy casualties under
some scenarios. The use of WMD, taking of hostages, a
house-to-house defense of Baghdad, or other unantici-
pated problems in the military campaign could result in
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much greater coalition casualties or could cause the op-
eration to drag on. These “wild card” factors could
double, triple, or even quadruple the numbers of expected
American and Iraqi casualties. Heavy losses, effective
Iraqi strikes during the force buildup phase, or severe
collateral damage could undermine the morale of the
coalition partners.

»  The United States could be further tarred as an interna-
tional “bully,” prompting other great powers to band to-
gether to oppose American unilateralism. If an invasion
took place without UN Security Council approval, the
United States could see its international influence lessen
as China, Russia, France, and other states form a bloc to
oppose similar unilateral decisions.

*  The operation would be expensive. The Gulf War cost
roughly $55 billion, most of which was defrayed by Ku-
wait, Saudi Arabia, and Japan. An invasion would be at
least as expensive, and Kuwait and Saudi Arabia are no
longer in a position to absorb such a large percentage of
the costs. In addition, the occupation would have to be
funded internationally to overcome the considerable ex-
penses not offset by Iraqi oil sales.

*  The campaign would, for a significant period of time, limit
U.S. military forces available elsewhere. Given the de-
cline in U.S. force levels, the units needed for the inva-
sion and occupation of Iraq would greatly reduce America’s
ability to meet military commitments elsewhere in the
world. The Bosnia force would have to be greatly drawn
down and there would be little with which to respond to
events in Korea or elsewhere, save national guard units
not already mobilized for the Gulf campaign.

*  The Gulf states will have less need for weapons, with the
result that U.S. arms manufacturers could suffer.
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CONCLUSIONS

Invading and occupying Iraq is the only policy option the
United States could adopt that would ensure Saddam’s ouster
and the establishment of a new, more pluralistic government
in Iraq. Although even an invasion could not guarantee that
Iraq would never again threaten the vital Gulf region, it clearly
offers the best prospects for such an outcome. In addition, an
invasion has the virtue of being decisive: It could not be done
overnight, but would promise a reasonably speedy end to the
confrontation with Iraq, without the protracted agony of the
other potential options.

Nevertheless, an invasion would entail significant costs
and run some very serious risks. An invasion would not be
easy or inexpensive for the United States, either militarily or
politically. Whereas the military objectives are eminently
achievable, if things were to go wrong, the United States could
suffer several thousand casualties. Of far greater consequence,
invading Iraq would likely unleash a political maelstrom. The
American people could probably be convinced to take this
course of action, but European, East Asian, and Middle East-
ern populations may require far more convincing. Moreover,
before the United States can contemplate invading Iraq it will
have to find a solution to the riddle of how to handle Irag’s
neighbors and their competing interests in an Iraqi successor
regime. If invasion is the course the United States chooses to
take, doing it right will require a lot of thought, much diplo-
matic ground work, and comprehensive planning long before
the first tanks are loaded onto ships bound for Saudi Arabia.
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AN ALTERNATIVE FRAMEWORK
Support Iraqi Liberation

Patrick L. Clawson

els of U.S. political, financial, and military support, the

main Iraqi opposition organization—the Iraq National
Congress (INC)y—could liberate the Iraqi people, ultimately
leading to the installation of a democratic, pro-Western gov-
ernment in Baghdad. This approach assumes that there is a
well-organized national opposition coalition already operat-
ing, that Saddam’s army is weak relative to the opposition, and
that an armed opposition force could readily defeat the regime.
By contrast, the analysis in the earlier chapters more or less
shares a common analytical framework that says the Iraqi op-
position is weak, Saddam Husayn is relatively strong, and a
large-scale military campaign would be needed to defeat his
forces.

If the analytical framework assumed in this chapter is valid,
replacing Saddam with a democratic, pro-Western government
becomes a potentially low-cost, high-gain option. If the para-
digm used in the other chapters is valid, achieving Saddam’s
overthrow would be difficult. Thus, in deciding what policy to
adopt towards Iraq, the first question to ask is, Which analyti-
cal framework is correct?

Because what distinguishes this chapter from the ear-
lier chapters is the analytical framework it uses, that para-
digm is discussed here at length. The policies implied by

S upporting Iraqi “liberation” holds that with modest lev-

With profound thanks for the detailed assistance of Max Singer,
who dissents from the analysis presented here.
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the framework are described in less detail, in part because
there is overlap between the policies proposed in this chap-
ter and those in the earlier chapter on undermining or over-
throwing Saddam. The difference is that “liberate” suggests
that “undermine” and “overthrow” pose a false dilemma in
assuming a contradiction between providing the opposition
with modest military support and achieving the maximum
goal of a pro-Western Iraq with a pluralistic government.
Instead, “liberate” posits that conditions in Iraq would al-
low maximum goals to be attained with limited means.

GoALS

“Liberate” calls for the United States to provide the INC
with the limited means it believes it would need to over-
throw the Ba‘th regime. This policy does not imply that the
United States has to ensure that it would succeed, although
the policy is predicated on the assumption that conditions
in Iraq are such that success is likely. For the U.S. govern-
ment, the goal of the “liberate” policy is the removal of the
current regime and its replacement with a more representa-
tive, pro-Western government rooted in Iraqi society—one
that would threaten neither its neighbors nor the security of
the region.

It is neither practical nor legitimate for the United States,
as a matter of course, to remove governments when it dis-
approves of their policies or believes that they govern badly
or cruelly. Therefore, any U.S. interference in the internal
affairs of other countries must at least demonstrate that the
danger posed by the government to U.S. interests must be
severe. Saddam represents a grave threat to U.S. interests.
Moreover, according to the proponents of liberate, because
a well-organized opposition committed to a military option
already exists, U.S. intervention in Iraqi affairs would be
minimal.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE FRAMEWORK AND PoLicY

The Political Strength of the Opposition

In 1992, leaders and representatives from essentially all of the
communities in Iraq created the INC as a national movement
to overthrow and replace the Ba‘th regime. They also agreed,
in the INC charter, on the broad procedures for constituting a
democratic government once the Ba‘th regime was toppled.
Moreover, all elements, including Kurds and Shi‘is, agreed that
Iraqi national integrity and the current borders would be pre-
served after the Ba‘th regime was replaced.

The INC operated in the North of Iraq until Saddam’s forces
invaded Irbil, within the U.S.-established safe haven, in Au-
gust 1996. During that time, the INC under the leadership of
its elected head, Ahmad Chalabi, established and operated
newspapers, radio stations, and other organizations, and estab-
lished a lightly armed military force. Since August 1996, the
INC headquarters has been outside Iraq.

The United States was closely involved in the creation
of the INC, one of whose original components was a group
of former Ba‘thists and army officers organized and con-
trolled by the United States. Through the Central Intelli-
gence Agency (CIA), Washington provided most of the
INC’s funding until 1996.

The INC has had its problems over the years, but at times
it has more accurately forecast events inside Iraq than have
Western intelligence sources. The INC believes that it has strong
support in Iraq. Chalabi and the INC have become widely
known in Iraq, in part owing to frequent attacks on them in the
controlled Iraqi press, especially since their defeat at the hands
of Iraqi forces in 1996. Saddam’s propaganda machine focuses
on past CIA support for the INC. The extensive attacks could
suggest that Saddam is concerned about the continued politi-
cal importance of the INC in Iraq.
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The Centrality of U.S. Support

An important element in Iraqi popular support for the INC, or
any other opposition group, is the degree to which it is seen as
having the full support of the United States. Thus, if the United
States were to reject the INC and throw its weight behind some
other group trying to overthrow the Ba‘th, most Iraqis would
support that group, despite their commitment to the INC.
Whereas most Iraqgis would like to see Saddam replaced, they
are afraid to support any opposition unless they think it is likely
to succeed in removing Saddam. Similarly, a number of gov-
ernments in the region would like to see Saddam replaced but
will not support the Iraqi opposition unless they are convinced
that it will succeed.

In Iraq and throughout the region, people believe that the
United States is the single most important factor in determin-
ing whether Saddam and the Ba‘th can be overthrown. U.S.
support is perceived to be the sine qua non for any group hop-
ing to overthrow the Ba‘th, owing to the implicit assumption
that if the United States wants an opposition group to succeed,
it will succeed. Conversely, U.S. inaction has the effect of un-
dercutting opposition efforts and preserving Ba‘th power. Pre-
dictions that the opposition is doomed to failure thus become
self-fulfilling prophecies. Therefore, U.S. support is a crucial
variable determining the fate of the opposition.

It is not clear, however, what level of U.S. commitment is
required to convince Iraqis and others that supporting anti-
Saddam efforts does not pose an unacceptable risk. Many may
insist on a high degree of U.S. commitment because they per-
ceive a pattern of past U.S. indecision about replacing Saddam.
U.S. forces ended the 1991 Gulf War precipitately, leaving
Saddam with the Republican Guard divisions he needed to re-
main in power. Then the United States provided no support
during the 1991 popular uprising that shook Saddam’s control
of fourteen of Iraq’s eighteen provinces. Since 1991, U.S. sup-
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port for opposition forces, be they the INC or coup-plotting
Ba‘thists, has been inconsistent and often inept.

If Washington were to make a major committment to the
INC, it should provide the type of material aid entailed in “un-
dermine” as well as highly visible political support. The U.S.
government should organize public meetings between INC
leaders and senior members of the U.S. administration and
should encourage other governments to do the same. Consid-
eration should be given to recognizing the INC as the provi-
sional government of Iraq, at least after it has established a
strong foothold inside the country. International organizations
could be encouraged to recognize this provisional government
as the legitimate voice of Iraq. The United States should make
it clear privately that it favors financial support by others for
the INC or a successor opposition group. Individual Ameri-
cans should be allowed, and even encouraged, to provide train-
ing and other assistance to the INC or its successor.

In public statements by officials at various levels, the United
States would say it would be pleased if a popular democratic
opposition movement were to replace a regime that rules on
the basis of repression and that threatens aggression and the
use of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs). Washington
would not, however, overtly advocate the replacement of the
Iraqi government, because this is a decision that only the Iraqi
people can make and because such a stance would bring into
question the authenticity and legitimacy of the INC and the
government it hopes to establish.

The Strength of the Iraqi Army

This alternative analytical framework contends that Saddam’s
forces are so weak that even a small, lightly-armed opposition
force could cause their collapse or defeat them in battle. Many
divisions are at less than half strength and have not conducted
serious field training since 1991. Tanks and other vehicles in

Iraq Strategy Review 153



Support Iraqi Liberation

these divisions are poorly maintained. Morale has been under-
mined by low pay and poor living conditions. Even the six
divisions of Republican Guard—which, compared to the regular
army, are better cared for and more loyal—are no longer as
formidable as they were seven years ago, and they are also
below authorized strength. An important problem Saddam’s
troops would face is their lack of mobility, which could hinder
them from mounting an effective defense of the regime.

To be sure, Saddam’s army—despite all its problems—could
put down a popular uprising by unarmed or lightly armed civil-
ians, especially if it were to use attack helicopters and combat
aircraft, as long as the soldiers did not care about how many civil-
ians they killed. Accordingly, to overthrow the Ba‘th regime, the
Iraqi people need a military force to protect them and eventually
to bring about the collapse or defeat of Saddam’s army.

A MILITARY STRATEGY FOR THE INC

The INC believes it could raise an infantry force of about 10,000
men, consisting largely of former soldiers and officers from
the Iraqi army, within about a year. (The INC itself created a
considerably more modest force in 1994, when it was receiv-
ing less assistance from the United States than assumed here.)
Such a force would be equipped with light weapons, such as
machine guns, mortars, and man-portable anti-tank and anti-
aircraft weapons, and it would rely on off-road trucks and other
nonarmored vehicles for transport and mobility. If that force
were to achieve a number of quick, early victories, it is pos-
sible that the Iraqi divisions facing it would surrender or that
many of their soldiers would desert. In that case, the INC forces
might grow more rapidly than anticipated.

The INC approach to defeating the Ba‘th regime would
involve initially taking the Kurdish areas in the North, the Shi‘i
areas in the South, and the unpopulated area in western Iraq
and establishing a provisional government on that territory. If
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this were achieved, the Iraqi government would be cut off from
most of its oilfields and would be unable to export oil. Its only
access to the outside world might be via Iran. The Ba‘th re-
gime would have grave problems surviving if most of Iraq’s
territory and its primary economic resource—oil—were in the
hands of a provisional government led by the INC. Among
other things, countries that have supported Saddam because of
his control of Iraq’s huge oil deposits could be tempted to switch
sides, or at least to provide fewer diplomatic favors to Saddam.
With his flow of money largely cut off, Saddam could lose
much of his influence and his ability to threaten. Moreover,
the INC provisional government could have enough money
(from the oil it controls) and manpower (from former soldiers
and the population of the area the INC controls) to organize a
fairly significant army.

All in all, “liberate” argues that there are reasons to be-
lieve that the INC could gradually liberate the country and even-
tually achieve a military victory over the regime of Saddam
Husayn. Although this is a gamble, success would be a major
triumph for U.S. interests.

Limited U.S. Military Support

It is widely believed that protecting Iraqi civilians in areas lib-
erated by the opposition would be a demanding task requiring
a very large force. This could be true if Baghdad had a free
hand to use its airpower. No opposition group could build a
force strong enough to withstand the combined weight of
Saddam’s ground and air forces. But America can, with little
effort and risk, constrain Saddam’s airforce. U.S. aircraft would
be called on to shoot down any Iraqi plane used to attack op-
position forces, and the United States would ensure that Iraqi
aircraft could not deliver a significant number of strikes against
the opposition. It would then be up to the opposition to handle
Saddam’s ground forces.
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For the training of the opposition forces, the INC proposes
to rely mainly on Arab trainers, including defectors from
Saddam’s army. U.S. forces might also be involved in the train-
ing of INC forces, as well as in the evaluation of their training,
plans, equipment, and logistical preparations. Experience else-
where, however, has shown that such training could be accom-
plished with the involvement of only a few hundred Americans.

The United States would probably have to finance arms
for the opposition, but the cost could be kept limited by using
funds from blocked Iraqi assets or by providing the arms on
credit, against future oil deliveries.

ADVANTAGES

In policy terms, “liberate” would have the following advantages:

* [tpresents the possibility of a near-ideal outcome. An INC
victory would mean the creation of a democratic, pro-West-
ern government in a key Arab country, the tranformation
of Iraq into a force for stability in the region, and the end
to the Iraqi WMD threat. A victory by the INC might well
be one of the most promising developments in the Middle
East in fifty years.

» It involves no anticipated use of U.S. ground forces and
limited use of air forces. If things go according to plan, the
INC victory would be achieved without the commitment
of U.S. ground forces and the significant casualties this
could entail.

* It could generate some international support. Strong U.S.
leadership and commitment for a definitive solution to the
Saddam problem will lead some governments to rally to
the U.S. side, out of principle or because they want to be
in the winning camp.

LIABILITIES AND Risks

Among the policy’s disadvantages are the following:
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*  Potential for a crisis. Public U.S. support for the opposi-
tion could spark a protracted crisis once the policy is
adopted. Saddam could resume blatant obstruction of UN
weapons inspections or expel the UN Special Commis-
sion on Iraq (UNSCOM) altogether; support for sanctions
might wane further; and Saddam might initiate a desper-
ate military gambit to scuttle efforts to establish the INC,
drawing the United States into a major military
confronation.

* Defeat resulting in bloodbath. If the key assumptions
undergirding “liberate” prove to be unfounded (if the INC
proves ineffective in combat; if the INC is unable to hold
onto liberated areas with a small, lightly armed force; if
Saddam’s forces demonstrate a modicum of skill and tenac-
ity; or if the INC’s tactics prove inadequate), the INC might
find itself in a debacle that would seriously hurt U.S. inter-
ests in the region. In these circumstances, the United States
could have to choose between acquiescing in a massacre of
INC forces or deepening its military involvement, which
could include the dispatch of ground forces to southern and
northern Iraq to prevent the annihilation of the opposition.

*  No quick-fix. Supporting the opposition does not guaran-
tee a quick solution to the problem of Iraq. Even if the
opposition progresses rapidly to the point at which it could
seize and hold portions of Iraq, Saddam might hang on in
Baghdad and its surroundings for some time. It could be
years before the opposition finally emerges victorious.

*  Public statements may not be convincing. Central to “lib-
erate” is a belief that U.S. public support would provide a
dramatic boost to the opposition. Yet, given the checkered
U.S. record of supporting opposition to Saddam, public
statements may not give Iraqis and those in neighboring
countries enough confidence to take the necessary risks. It
isunclear whether even a strongly stated commitment could
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overcome skepticism toward the United States based on
years of experience, including what are seen as multiple
betrayals.

»  Possible use of chemical or biological weapons. Although
Saddam might be deterred from using chemical or bio-
logical weapons against either INC or U.S. forces, it is
prudent to assume that deterrence could fail if the INC is
successful and he feels he has nothing to lose.

CONCLUSIONS

This analytical framework argues that a well-organized and
potentially effective national opposition coalition already ex-
ists, that Saddam’s army is weak relative to the opposition,
and that a lightly armed, highly motivated, and highly mobile
armed opposition force could readily defeat the regime. If this
is correct, a decision to back the opposition in a bid to topple
the regime offers hope for a democratic, pro-Western Iraq, at
relatively little cost and risk. Success would be a major tri-
umph for the United States. Yet, such a policy is based on a
series of contested assumptions and thus is a high-stakes
gamble. It is a risky strategy that could lead to the slaughter of
opposition forces, a humiliating defeat for the United States,
and a grave setback to U.S. interests in the region.
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Glossary of Terms

IrRAQ NATIONAL CONGRESS (INC). Created in 1992 to coordi-
nate the activities of the various Iraqi opposition groups against
Saddam Husayn’s regime. This umbrella organization is headed
by Ahmad Chalabi and based primarily in London. From 1992
to 1996 the INC maintained a presence in northern Iraq, where
it sought to build a force of dedicated fighters and establish a
network of informants, recruiters, and agitators throughout the
country. The regime’s attack on Irbil, where the INC had its
center of activity, smashed the nascent INC infrastructure in
northern Iraq. Some 100 INC personnel were arrested and shot
by Saddam’s secret police, and nearly 900 others were air-
lifted by the United States to safety on Guam.

KurpisH DEMOCRATIC PArRTY (KDP). One of the two main
Kurdish militias. The KDP is the oldest and most storied of the
Iraqi Kurdish resistance groups, having been founded by Mullah
Mustafah Barzani in 1946. Today, the KDP is led by Mulla
Mustafah’s son, Masoud Barzani, and controls most of north-
ern and western Kurdistan. In 1996, the KDP threw in its lot
with Saddam’s regime and colluded in the Iraqi attack on Irbil.

“MATERIAL BREACH.” In August 1991, the United Nations Secu-
rity Council passed Resolution 707 which declared Iraq in “ma-
terial breach of the relevant provisions of Resolution 687,” which
set out the terms of the 1991 ceasefire. Since then, the term has
come to signify the strongest condemnation of Iraqi violations by
the Security Council. Further Security Council resolutions and
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presidential statements reaffirming Iraq’s material breach of Reso-
lution 687 led eventually to American, British, and French cruise
missile and air strikes against Iraq in January 1993. This estab-
lished a precedent that any declaration that Iraq was in “material
breach” of a resolution constituted the Security Council’s per-
mission to any member state (although in practice, the United
States and Great Britain) to use force against Iraq to compel
Baghdad to comply with that resolution. The Security Council
has not found Iraq in material breach since June 1993.

MuLTILATERAL INTERCEPTION FoRCE (MIF). A task force of
warships from various coalition nations that enforces the em-
bargo on Iraq by monitoring naval traffic to and from Iraqi ports.
The MIF regularly intercepts and inspects suspect vessels in the
Persian Gulf to ensure that contraband is not smuggled into Iraq.

No-DrivE ZonEk. In October 1994, Baghdad began deploying
armored divisions of the Republican Guard to the Kuwaiti bor-
der, possibly to attack Kuwait. The Security Council responded
by passing Resolution 949, which demanded that Iraq with-
draw its forces south of the thirty-second parallel and return
to their “original positions” immediately. Based on this reso-
lution, the United States declared a “no-drive zone” cotermi-
nous with the southern no-fly zone. Baghdad was warned that
if it attempted to move additional ground forces south of the
thirty-second parallel in excess of the handful of divisions that
had been present on October 7, 1994, the United States would
respond with all necessary means.

No-FrLy ZoNgs. There are two no-fly zones over Iraq. Opera-
tion Northern Watch oversees the northern no-fly zone, which
covers all Iraqi territory north of the thirty-sixth parallel (run-
ning just below Irbil). American and British combat aircraft
participate in Northern Watch, flying from the Turkish airbase
at Incirlik. Operation Southern Watch oversees the southern
no-fly zone. Initially, that covered all Iraqi territory south of
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the thirty-second parallel. The United States, Britain, and
France did not ask for formal Security Council approval for
the establishment of the no-fly zones but instead cited the terms
of Resolution 678, which authorizes all member states to use
“all necessary means” to see that Iraq complies with other
Security Council resolutions. In response to Saddam’s forces
reoccupying parts of Iraqi Kurdistan in 1996, the United States
and Britain extended the southern no-fly zone to the thirty-
third parallel (running just below Baghdad). Iraqi aircraft, in-
cluding helicopters, are forbidden to fly in either of the no-fly
zones. As a result of these zones, roughly 60 percent of Iraqi
airspace is off limits to Iraqi aircraft.

ParrioTtic UNioN oF Kurpistan (PUK). One of the two main
Kurdish militias, the PUK was founded in June 1975 by Jalal
Talabani in opposition to Mullah Mustafah Barzani, then the
leader of the KDP. Talabani and his followers broke away from
the KDP after the disastrous defeat of the Kurds in March 1975,
when Saddam’s deal with the Shah of Iran (the Algiers Ac-
cord) led Iran to abandon the Kurds to the Iraqi army. Today,
the PUK is still led by Talabani and controls most of southern
and eastern Iraqi Kurdistan. In 1996, Talabani formed an alli-
ance of sorts with the Iranians that allowed him to score sev-
eral impressive victories against the rival KDP. These PUK
successes were apparently the spark that led the KDP to strike
its deal with the regime in Baghdad.

PKK (KUrDISTAN WORKERS’ PARTY). The Kurdistan Workers’
Party (Partiya Karkari Kurdistan, in Turkish) is the principal
Kurdish group fighting for Kurdish secession from Turkey. It
was founded in the mid-1970s but first came to prominence in
1984 with a series of attacks on Turkish elements in southeast-
ern Turkey that left 12,000 people dead by 1994. The PKK
employs both insurgent operations and outright terrorism in its
operations. Although its leader, Abdallah Ocalan, is in Syria,
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most PKK fighters are based in Iraq and carry out their opera-
tions against Turkey from there. These activities have led to
repeated Turkish incursions into northern Iraq to try to smash
the PKK base infrastructure there.

RepUBLICAN GUARD FORCES CoMMAND (RGFC). The Republi-
can Guard originally served as the garrison of the city of Baghdad
and the praetorian guards for the regime itself. Its purpose was
to defend the regime against an army coup or popular revolt.
During the Iran-Iraq and Gulf Wars, however, Saddam trans-
formed the RGFC into Iraq’s elite conventional military force.
He expanded the Guard from just a handful of brigades in 1980
to six divisions by 1988, and to twelve by 1991. The best sol-
diers and officers in the army were recruited into the Guard,
and they were provided the best equipment, training, and sup-
port Baghdad had to offer. As a result, the Republican Guard
was able to achieve a higher degree of competence than the
regular army. The RGFC was largely responsible for Iraq’s dra-
matic victories over Iran in 1988 and its rapid conquest of Ku-
wait in 1990. Against the U.S.-led coalition during the Gulf War,
essentially only the Republican Guard stood and fought against
superior American and British units. The Guard fought extremely
hard but was completely outmatched in skill, technology, and
numbers by the coalition armies. Today, the RGFC again con-
sists of six divisions—three armored, one mechanized infantry,
and two infantry—along with several independent special forces
brigades, and it is used to defend Baghdad and bolster the regu-
lar army in its battles with Kurdish and Shi‘i insurgents.
Although the Guard gave over some of its regime-protec-
tion functions to the Special Republican Guard (see below), it
still serves as the primary bulwark of the regime either against
an army coup or a popular revolt. Indeed, it was primarily
Guard divisions that put down the series of revolts that shook
Iraq after the conclusion of the Gulf War. Because it still plays
this role, Saddam goes to some pains to ensure its loyalty. Many
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Guard personnel (particularly officers) come from Saddam’s
hometown of Tikrit, are members of his al-Bu Nasir tribe, or
belong to the Jubbur, Dulaym, ‘Ubayd, or Shammar tribal con-
federations, which are strong supporters of the regime. The
Guard does not report along the normal military chain of com-
mand but instead has its own chain of command that leads
eventually to Saddam’s second son, Qusayy, who is also in
charge of his father’s internal security apparatus. Guard per-
sonnel receive special perquisites, better pay, and larger ra-
tions than the rest of the population.

SancTions. In response to the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the UN
Security Council levied a wide range of sanctions against Iraq.
On August 6, 1990, it passed UN Security Council Resolution
661, which banned the import of Iraqgi products and the export
to Iraq of any goods other than food, medicine, and other strictly
humanitarian supplies. Resolution 661 also froze all overseas
Iraqi assets. Two months later, Resolution 670 expanded the
sanctions to impose a total flight ban on Iraq (no planes could
fly to or from the country). Following Operation Desert Storm,
the Security Council passed Resolution 686, which demanded
that Iraq accept liability for all damage arising from the war and
that it release all Kuwaitis arrested by Iraqi forces during the
occupation. Resolution 687 created a compensation fund for
the victims of Iraqi aggression, to be funded from Iraqi oil ex-
ports. In 1996, Iraq accepted Resolution 986, which allowed
Iraq to sell a limited amount of oil ($4.1 billion per year, later
increased by Resolution 1153 to $10.7 billion) to pay for the
import of food and medicine under close UN supervision.

SeeciaL RepPuBLICAN GUARD (SRG). When Baghdad expanded
the Republican Guard to turn it into a conventional military
force, it created the Special Republican Guard to fill the role
previously played by the Republican Guard. The SRG con-
sists of three to five brigades and 20,000 to 30,000 personnel.
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It provides the garrison for the city of Baghdad, protects re-
gime facilities, guards regime leadership, and has also been
entrusted with the mission of guarding Iraq’s clandestine weap-
ons of mass destruction programs. The SRG is well-equipped
by Iraqi standards. It is drawn overwhelmingly from Tikritis,
members of Saddam’s al-Bu Nasir tribe, and others with a close
personal tie to Saddam. Like the RGFC, the SRG reports di-
rectly to Qusayy Saddam Husayn.

Unrrep Narions SecuriTy Councir. The UN Security Coun-
cil constitutes the highest deliberative organ within the UN
constellation. It is responsible for UN decisions on issues of
war, peace, and diplomacy. The Security Council consists of
fifteen members, who rotate as president of the council every
two months, with the president having responsibility for set-
ting the agenda and moderating procedure. Five countries (the
United States, United Kingdom, Russia, China, and France)
are permanent members of the council and possess a veto power
over any or all Security Council actions. The other ten coun-
tries change every two years. Although these eight are drawn
from the General Assembly, most of these seats traditionally
go to representatives from certain groups of countries: There
is always an Arab country represented, a European country,
an Asian country, a South American country, an African coun-
try, and so forth.

The Security Council has been the primary agent for han-
dling the problem of Iraq since its invasion of Kuwait in 1990.
It demanded that Iraq withdraw from Kuwait, authorized the
use of force to evict Iraqi forces from Kuwait, and mandated
the restrictions on Iraq following the success of Operation Desert
Storm. The Security Council also is responsible for the mainte-
nance of the sanctions and inspections regimes on Iraq: Every
six months, in April and October, UNSCOM must submit a re-
port to the Security Council regarding Iraq’s compliance with
Resolution 687. Every 90 days, the Security Council receives a
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sanctions committee report concerning implementation of the
various embargoes on Iraq, every 60 days it meets to consider
lifting the economic sanctions on Iraq, and every 120 days it
meets to consider lifting the embargo on arms sales to Iraq.

To date, no member of the Security Council has even pro-
posed a new resolution requesting that sanctions be lifted or
modified, because Iraq has consistently failed to comply in
full with its various Security Council obligations. Yet, if Iraq
is to have the sanctions lifted or modified, it will require a
two-thirds majority vote in the Security Council, without a
veto by any of the permanent five members. In other words,
as long as the Security Council does not vote to lift the sanc-
tions, they remain in full effect.

Unrtep NATIONS SPECIAL ComMissioN oN IraQ (UNSCOM).
UNSCOM was created in 1991 to implement the articles of
Resolution 687, which forbids Iraq from possessing weapons
of mass destruction and ballistic missiles with ranges in excess
of 150 kilometers. UNSCOM consists of scientists, technicians,
diplomats, linguists, and military experts from a wide range of
nations. They are responsible for verifying whether Iraq has met
its disarmament obligations. Specifically, UNSCOM (in con-
junction with the International Atomic Energy Agency, which
is responsible for Iraq’s nuclear program) must determine
whether Iraq has dismantled all of its proscribed weapons and
the facilities for manufacturing such weapons. UNSCOM has
authority to inspect anywhere in Iraq to ascertain whether Iraq
has met these obligations. In addition, UNSCOM is responsible
for monitoring Iraq indefinitely to ensure that Baghdad does
not try to rebuild its arsenal. UNSCOM has already put in place
many elements of the long-term monitoring regime, which func-
tion at several suspect sites in Iraq today.

WEeAPONS oF Mass DesTrucTiON (WMD). A short-hand term
for chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons.
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Selected UN Security Council Resolutions

esolution 661 levied the original set of sanctions on
eraq on August 6, 1990, in the wake of the Iraqi inva-

sion of Kuwait. Specifically, it calls on all states to
prevent the following:

e “the import into their territories of all commodities and
products originating in Iraq or Kuwait exported therefrom
after the date of the present resolution”;

* “any dealings by their nationals or their flag vessels or in
their territories in any commodities or products originat-
ing in Iraq or Kuwait and exported therefrom”; and

*  “the sale or supply by their nationals or from their territo-
ries or using their flag vessels of any commodities or prod-
ucts including weapons or any other military equipment,
whether or not originating in their territories but not in-
cluding supplies intended strictly for medical purposes,
and, in humanitarian circumstances, foodstuffs. . . .”
The resolution also calls on all states to “not make avail-

able to the Government of Iraq, or to any commercial, indus-

trial or public utility undertaking in Iraq or Kuwait, any funds
or any other financial or economic resources. . . .”

In addition, Resolution 661 created the so-called “Sanc-
tions Committee” that oversees the implementation of the vari-
ous regulations on Iraq. The resolution “decides to establish . . .
a Committee of the Security Council consisting of all the mem-
bers of the Council, to undertake the [aforementioned] tasks
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and to report on its work to the Council . . . .”

Resolution 687 was drafted during the month of negotia-
tions after the successful liberation of Kuwait and adopted on
April 3, 1991. This resolution sets out the terms for a formal
ceasefire between the coalition and the government of Iraq.
As such, it contains many of the key provisions for Iraqi be-
havior determined by the Security Council. Resolution 687

* demands that “Iraq and Kuwait respect the inviolability
of the international boundary,” and to this end it calls for a
“demilitarized zone, which is hereby established, extend-
ing ten kilometers into Iraq and five kilometers into Ku-
wait”;

* ‘“decides that Iraq shall unconditionally accept the destruc-
tion, removal, or rendering harmless, under international
supervision, of . . . all chemical and biological weapons . . .
[and] all ballistic missiles with a range greater than 150 km”;

» empowers the secretary general to create a UN special com-
mission (UNSCOM) to see that Iraq complies with the
above conditions;

» further demands that Iraq “unconditionally agree not to
acquire or develop nuclear weapons,” and charges the In-
ternational Atomic Energy Agency to “place all of [Iraq’s]
nuclear-weapon usable materials under the exclusive con-
trol, for custody and removal, of the Agency”;

* creates “a fund to pay compensation for claims” against
Iraq arising from its “unlawful invasion and occupation
of Kuwait”—Iraq is to contribute to this fund “based on a
percentage of the value of its exports of petroleum and
petroleum products™;

* explicitly permits the “sale or supply to Iraq” of “medi-
cine and health supplies . . . [as well as] foodstuffs”; and

» prohibits the sale to Iraq of any type of weapon or item
that could relate to arms.
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One important passage of the resolution is paragraph 22, which
states, “the prohibitions against the import of commodities and
products originating in Iraq and the prohibitions against fi-
nancial transactions related thereto contained in resolution 661
(1990) shall have no further effect,” provided that the Secu-
rity Council has agreed “that Iraq has completed all actions
contemplated in paragraphs 8 to 13.” Paragraphs 8-13 con-
cern Iraqi disarmament and the establishment and responsi-
bilities of UNSCOM.

Resolution 688 “condemns the repression of the Iraqi ci-
vilian population in many parts of Iraq, including most recently
in Kurdish-populated areas.” In it, the Security Council demands
Iraq “immediately end this repression,” “insists that Iraq allow
immediate access by international humanitarian organizations
to all those in need of assistance in all parts of Iraq,” and “ap-
peals to all Member States and to all humanitarian organiza-

tions to contribute to these humanitarian relief efforts.”

Resolution 986 stems from the Security Council’s concern
for the “serious nutritional and health situation of the Iraqi popu-
lation.” To provide for “the humanitarian needs of the Iraqi
people until the fulfillment by Iraq of the relevant Security Coun-
cil resolutions, including notably resolution 687 (1991) of 3 April
1991,” the Security Council authorizes member states to “per-
mit the import of petroleum and petroleum products originating
in Iraq, including financial and other essential transactions di-
rectly relating thereto, sufficient to produce a sum not exceed-
ing a total of one billion United States dollars every 90 days.”
All such imports must be approved by “the Committee estab-
lished by resolution 661 (1990), in order to ensure the transpar-
ency of each transaction.” Moreover, payments for these trades
must be made directly “by the purchaser . . . into [an] escrow
account to be established by the Secretary-General.” The reso-
lution allows Turkey to permit the export of Iraqi oil through
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the Kirkuk—Yumurtalik pipeline, but it stipulates that all funds
deposited in the escrow account as a result of sales of Iraqi oil,
“shall be used to meet the humanitarian needs of the Iraqi popu-
lation.” In addition, a portion of these funds is to be used “to
meet the costs to the United Nations of the independent inspec-
tion agents and the certified public accountants and the activi-
ties associated with implementation of this resolution.” Iraq shall
also grant “full freedom of movement and all necessary facili-
ties for the discharge of their duties in the implementation of
this resolution.”

Resolution 1153 greatly expands the provisions of Reso-
lution 986, nearly tripling the amount of oil Iraq is allowed to
export and increasing the range of goods it is allowed to im-
port. Specifically, to deal with the fact that “the population of
Iraq continues to face a very serious nutritional and health
situation,” the Security Council “decides that the authoriza-
tion given to States by paragraph 1 of resolution 986 (1995)
shall permit the import of petroleum and petroleum products .
. . sufficient to produce the sum, in the 180-day period . . . not
exceeding a total of 5.256 billion United States dollars, of
which the amounts recommended by the Secretary-General
for the food/nutrition and health sectors should be allocated
on a priority basis.” Further, it provides for “an interim review
of the implementation of this resolution 90 days after the en-
try in force” of this resolution.

Resolution 1154 includes a Security Council endorsement
of “the memorandum of understanding signed by the deputy
Prime Minister of Iraq and the Secretary-General on 23 Feb-
ruary 1998.” This agreement provides for UNSCOM inspec-
tion of eight of Saddam Husayn’s palaces (the so-called “Presi-
dential Sites) in the company of a group of international dip-
lomats. The resolution requests the “Secretary-General to re-
port to the council as soon as possible with regard to the final-
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ization of procedures for Presidential sites in consultation with
the Executive Chairman of the United Nations Special Com-
mission and the Director General of the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA).” The resolution also “stresses . . .
compliance by the Government of Iraq with its obligations . .
. to accord immediate, unconditional, and unrestricted access
to the Special Commission and the IAEA,” and threatens that
“any violation would have severest consequences for Iraq.”
Finally, the Security Council notes that, “by its failure so far
to comply with its relevant obligations, Iraq has delayed the
moment when the Council can [lift sanctions as provided by
Resolution 687].”
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Residual WMD Capabilities
Michael J. Eisenstadt

struction (WMD) capability, and in any confrontation with

Iraq, Washington will have to deter Baghdad from using
these weapons.' If the United States should choose to over-
throw Saddam or invade Iraq to forcibly topple Saddam, this
could be particularly difficult. With a hostile army marching
on Baghdad, Saddam is likely to see little reason for restraint
and might lash out with his WMDs in a desperate effort to
stave off his ouster.

CueMiCAL WEAPONS. Iraq is believed to still possess a small
stockpile of lethal agents and munitions that could inflict mas-
sive casualties on an unprotected civilian population, though
it probably does not have sufficient quantities of chemical
munitions for effective battlefield use. Iraq is believed to pos-
sess precursor chemicals and production equipment that could
enable it to resume production of chemical weapons during a
protracted crisis. Items that remain unaccounted for include
» stocks of blister and nerve agents, possibly including quan-

tities of “VX salt”—a form of the highly lethal nerve agent

that can be stored on a long-term basis;

* more than 600 tons of VX precursors (enough to make
200 tons of the agent) and some 4,000 tons of other pre-
cursor chemicals (enough to produce several hundreds of
tons of agent); and

*  between 30,000 and 40,000 munitions that could be filled

l raq possesses a substantial residual weapons of mass de-
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with chemical or biological agents (including some forty-
five to seventy al-Husayn missile warheads, 2,000 bombs,
15,000 artillery shells, and 15,000 to 25,000 rockets).

The U.S. government believes that if inspections and monitor-

ing were to cease, Iraq could resume production of mustard agent

in weeks, sarin within months, and VX in two to three years.

BioLocGicaL WEAPONS. Iraq probably retains agent seed
stocks, growth media, production equipment, and munitions,
and it almost certainly has sufficient quantities of biological
agent on hand to cause massive casualties among civilians,
though it may not yet have perfected the means for effectively
disseminating biological warfare agents. Items that remain
unaccounted for include

* unknown quantities of seed stock and/or bulk stocks of
anthrax, botulinum toxin, clostridium perfringens, afla-
toxin, and ricin (Iraq has not produced credible evidence
to verify its claim that it unilaterally destroyed all its bio-
logical agents and munitions); _

* seventeen tons of growth media—enough to grow more
than three times the amount of anthrax that Iraq has ad-
mitted to thus far;

* equipment that could be used to produce biological agent
in dried form, which is a much more effective way to dis-
seminate the agent than the liquid form that Iraq has ac-
knowledged producing;

* possibly more advanced warhead designs than those re-
covered to date (in the late 1980s Iraq tried to acquire su-
personic parachutes that could have been used to build
more advanced models); and

* spray equipment that could be used to disseminate agent
from manned or unmanned aircraft.

Iraq almost certainly retains a residual biological warfare ca-

pability, as some agents (such as anthrax) can be stored and

remain viable for decades. Moreover, both the United Nations
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Special Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) and the U.S. gov-
ernment believe that if inspection and monitoring were to cease,
Iraq could resume production of biological agents within a
matter of days. Some UN inspectors, however, believe that
Iraq may currently possess a clandestine biological warfare
agent-production capability, which means that the country
could be producing biological warfare agents at this time.

BavrLisTIC MIssILES. Iraq may retain a small force of op-
erational missiles (locally produced versions of the al-Husayn)
equipped with chemical or biological warheads and mounted
on mobile launchers. In addition, Iraq has conducted computer-
design studies of missiles with proscribed ranges since the 1991
Gulf War, and it has continued efforts to procure components
for such missiles—including gyroscopes from scrapped Rus-
sian long-range missiles that it obtained in 1995. Because Iraq
is permitted to produce missiles with a range of 150km or less,
it retains the infrastructure, talent, and know-how needed to
reconstitute its missile program rapidly. Thus, were inspec-
tions and monitoring to cease, Iraq could produce a missile of
proscribed range perhaps within a year, by clustering or stack-
ing missiles currently in its inventory, or by resuming produc-
tion of the al-Husayn missile.

NucLear WEeaPONS. The International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) lacks a complete picture of Iraq’s prewar
nuclear program. Unknowns include the organization of Iraq’s
nuclear procurement network; the degree of progress toward
mastering the production of centrifuge components; the scope
of foreign assistance to Iraq’s gas centrifuge program; the
whereabouts of bomb components produced before the Gulf
War (Iraq claims to have destroyed these but has not produced
credible evidence); the extent of progress toward creating a
viable nuclear weapon (that is, whether Iraq succeeded in
manufacturing all the components—other than fissile mate-
rial—needed for a bomb); and the whereabouts of gram quan-

Iraq Strategy Review 173



Background Information on Iraq

tities of low-enriched uranium from its calutron program. In
addition, thousands of documents that could yield important
insights into Iraq’s nuclear program remain untranslated. Iraq
also possesses a workable bomb design and its cadre of expe-
rienced scientists and technicians—who remain together and
probably can do paper and computer studies and simulations
as well as weapons-design work with little risk of detection.
Since the Gulf War, Iraq is suspected of having conducted clan-
destine theoretical research relating to bottlenecks in its pre-
1991 program, which would make it easier to resurrect its pro-
gram if inspections and monitoring were to cease. The great-
est concern here remains the possibility that, were Iraq to ac-
quire fissile material from abroad, it could probably produce
an operational nuclear weapon—perhaps within a year—even
with inspections and monitoring in place.

NotE

1 The above assessment is based on published U.S., British,

and United Nations documents, as well as information dis-
closed by UN weapons inspectors in the media and vari-
ous public fora. It highlights how much remains to be done
for Iraq to fulfill its obligations to dismantle its WMD
capabilities.
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Conventional Military Capabilities
Kenneth M. Pollack

raqgi conventional military capabilities remain extremely

limited. Iraqi units could offer only token resistance against

American or other Western forces, although they could
cause significant casualties in certain scenarios. The Iraqi
armed forces are capable of defending the state against the
militaries of any of their neighbors, with the likely excep-
tion of Turkey. Moreover, the Iraqi military would be a for-
midable adversary for any military campaign waged by the
Iraqi opposition. Yet, in the past, the Iraqis have proven in-
competent in counterinsurgency operations, and an efficient
guerilla force (which the current Iraqi opposition does not
even remotely approximate) would likely give Baghdad’s
armies real difficulty.

Not EvEN A PapPer TIGER. In 1991, the Iraqi armed forces
looked very formidable on paper. At that time, Baghdad boasted
asmany as 1.4 million men under arms, sixty-six divisions (twelve
of them Republican Guard), 5,700 tanks, and more than 700 com-
bat aircraft. Of course, their performance during Operation Desert
Storm demonstrated that they were incapable of realizing the
potential represented by their numbers. Today, even on paper, the
Iraqi armed forces are a pale shadow of even their 1991 form.
The Iraqi military currently fields only 400,000 men, twenty-three
divisions (six of them Republican Guard), 2,000 tanks, and 200
to 300 combat aircraft.! In theory, a force this size could still
represent a challenge for the United States, but in actuality, Iraqi
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than two-thirds of their vehicles operational at any time. As a
result of the UN sanctions, Iraq has been unable to buy spare
parts, tools, lubricants, and other supplies, with the result that its
maintenance problems have worsened. Many Iraqi weapons have
rusted beyond use, lack critical parts, or have been cannibalized
to keep other equipment running. To compensate, Baghdad has
been forced to demobilize numerous divisions and reduce the
numbers of weapons assigned to those remaining.

Iraq’s armed forces suffer from other significant shortcom-
ings. During the Gulf War, Iraqi forces were crippled by
overcentralized command and control, poor tactical leadership,
an inability to take full advantage of their weapons, inadequate
attention to reconnaissance, and near total incompetence in
battles of maneuver both on the ground and in the air. There is
no indication that Iraq has made any progress in remedying
these problems. Iraqi training continues to focus on static de-
fensive operations and set-piece offensives. Although Iraqi
training invariably features combined arms operations, Iraqi
combat formations have demonstrated little ability to imple-
ment such operations in other than set-piece maneuvers. Ulti-
mately, Iraqi forces are likely to prove even less flexible and
capable than they did during Operation Desert Storm.

IrRAQI AIr AND AIR DEFENSE FORCES. Iraq’s ground-based
air defenses could probably inflict some casualties on U.S. air
forces, but they would be overcome quickly by a determined
U.S. effort. The Iragis have been able to reconstruct most of
their prewar integrated air defense system. Yet, they have been
unable to expand or improve its capabilities, which proved
inadequate to the task of defeating U.S. air power in 1991.
Indeed, the inability of Iraqi air defenses to deter or defeat
periodic raids by the Iranian air force since the war suggests
that the Iraqi air defense net remains in worse shape now than
it was then. The Iraqis have been practicing some new tricks—
such as distancing fire-control radars from surface-to-air mis-
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sile (SAM) launch units, which makes crews less vulnerable
to the high-speed anti-radiation missiles that proved so devas-
tating during the war. But in the past, Iraqi forces have shown
an inability to execute the more sophisticated tactics they have
occasionally practiced.

Iraqi SAMs are mostly obsolete and lack the capability to
shoot down advanced U.S. combat aircraft without a great deal
of luck. Many of Iraq’s vast array of anti-aircraft guns are in-
operable owing to age or poor maintenance, and Baghdad still
has not found a solution to the U.S. tactic that proved so suc-
cessful during the Gulf War: flying above the 10,000-foot ceil-
ing of most Iraqi anti-aircraft guns.

The Iraqi Air Force is unlikely to prove more effective
than it was during the Gulf War. Iraqi pilots were exception-
ally poor—many could barely fly their planes, let alone dog-
fight—and were wholly dependent on directions from ground
controllers, which were routinely jammed by coalition forces.
As a result of the shortages caused by the embargo and the
restrictions of the two no-fly zones, Iraqi air force pilots have
generally had even fewer flight hours than in the past to prac-
tice combat skills. Iraq has not found a solution to the prob-
lem of American jamming of its communications, nor has it
been able to train its pilots to fight without direction from their
ground controllers. Maintenance problems have hit the air force
hardest of all, and the war left Iraq with only a handful of
advanced fighter aircraft (maybe a dozen operable MiG-29s
and possibly twice that number of Mirage F-1 interceptors). If
Saddam were to try to contest a new U.S. air campaign, he
would probably leave most of the work to his ground-based
air defenses for fear of having too many expensive aircraft
shot down by American fighters.

CoNVENTIONAL RETALIATION. It is unlikely but not incon-
ceivable that if Saddam could not actually stop a U.S. or U.S.-
backed military operation, he might go on the offensive with
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his own conventional forces. Here as well, his options would
be quite limited. The destruction of Iraq’s logistical assets dur-
ing the Gulf War—plus its maintenance problems—effectively
preclude long-distance armored offensives such as would be
needed to threaten key objectives in Saudi Arabia (such as
Jubayl or Riyadh) or Jordan (such as Amman or Mafraq). U.S.
air interdiction along the limited road networks from Iraq to
Saudi Arabia and Jordan would probably make it impossible
for Iraq to attack even less important, but closer, objectives
such as Hafr al-Batin in Saudi Arabia or Jordan’s H-4 air base.

In the absence of U.S. forces, Iraq probably could once
again overrun Kuwait, but the United States has proven that it
can reinforce Kuwait more quickly than Iraq can threaten it.
The forces Baghdad currently has in place in southern Iraq
lack the combat skills and mobility to be entrusted with such a
mission. Consequently, as in 1990 and 1994, Saddam would
undoubtedly rely on the Republican Guard for an invasion of
Kuwait. In October 1994, the United States demonstrated that
in the time it would take for Iraq to move these units to the
Kuwaiti border, Washington could deploy far more military
power to the region than could Iraq. In addition, the United
States currently has more powerful military forces in Kuwait
than it did in 1994, and it would therefore need even less time
to prepare for battle—and Iraq probably will be reluctant to
concentrate the Republican Guard for an offensive, out of fear
that it would then be vulnerable to U.S. airstrikes.

Nor does Saddam have much of an airstrike option. First,
the Iraqis flew most of their advanced strike aircraft to Iran
during the Gulf War. All of Baghdad’s Su-24 Fencers are now
in Iranian hands, as are most, if not all, of Iraq’s Mirage F-
1EQ5/6s—the strike variant of the Mirage F-1. Second, Iraq’s
remaining inventory of attack aircraft consists of older Soviet
planes that carry less sophisticated munitions and have shorter
ranges, poorer avionics, and less ability to penetrate enemy
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air defenses. These planes realistically could attack targets only
in Kuwait, eastern Jordan, northern Saudi Arabia, or south-
eastern Turkey, where they would likely face U.S. fighters and
Patriot missile batteries that would make short work of any
Iraqi attackers.

WoRST CASE SCENARIOS. Despite the weakness of the Iraqi
armed forces, under certain circumstances they could cause
significant casualties to U.S. forces. First, any air effort against
Iraq would have to expect to suffer some losses to anti-aircraft
guns, surface-to-air missiles, and accidents. In most circum-
stances, losses probably would not exceed Desert Storm rates
(thirty-eight aircraft lost in 111,000 sorties). Yet, if U.S. air-
craft were forced to fight more aggressively than during the
Gulf War, these rates could climb significantly. For example,
if U.S. air forces were asked to fly larger numbers of close-air
support missions and had to fly those missions below 10,000
feet to improve their accuracy, loss rates could increase dra-
matically. Such requirements would not be necessary to sup-
port a ground invasion of Iraq by U.S. military forces, but
they would be essential to support Iraqi opposition forces try-
ing either to hold on to captured Iraqi territory (as part of an
“undermine” policy) or to march on Baghdad (as part of an
“overthrow” policy).

Second, in certain scenarios, Iraqi forces might be able to
inflict significant casualties on U.S. ground forces. Without
question, the Iraqis could do the most damage if they were
willing to fight hard and defend Iraq’s cities. Military opera-
tions in urban terrain are extremely difficult and greatly di-
minish such advantages as superior skill, superior technology,
and air support—the precise advantages of the United States
over Iraq. If American ground troops were forced to reduce
Iraq’s cities in house-to-house clearing operations, U.S. forces
could suffer thousands of casualties. Yet, given the fragility of
Iraqi Army morale, it is difficult to imagine many Iraqi units
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being willing to fight such battles: Having been defeated in
the field, the war would clearly have been lost and most Iraqi
troops would be eager to quit the battle. Only the Republican
Guard would likely be willing to keep on fighting, as they
probably would fear for their well-being after Saddam’s fall.
Of course, by that point in any invasion scenario, many of the
Republican Guard formations would already have been
smashed trying to block the American invasion.

NortE

! Inthe event of a national emergency, such as an invasion
of Iraq, Baghdad could probably mobilize another twenty
to thirty divisions, but these formations would be equipped
with little more than infantry weapons and small numbers
of towed artillery; moreover, they would have little time
to train. As in the Gulf War, these Iraqi divisions would
have very little combat capability and could not handle
missions more demanding than static defensive operations
against a very weak adversary. Against modern U.S. divi-
sions, these units would likely crumble as they did during
Operation Desert Storm.
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