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Don’t we need to invade Iraq to prevent more
terrorist attacks like 9/117?

Absolutely notThere is no evidence Iraq aided th
Sept. 1 attackers oAl Qaeda. None of the Septl 1
hijackers were Iragi, no major Al Qaeda leader is
Iragi, and no proof exists of a meeting between
Iragi and Al Qaeda officials? Vincent Cannistraro,
former director of the C.I.A.’s Counter-Terrorism
office, has said, “Is there any caonfed evidence of
Irag’s links to terrorism? No?”

Islamist organizationslike Al Qaeda are Saddam
Husseirs opponents, not hisallies. Saddam Hussein
hasjailed many Idamist extremistswithin Irag. Osama
bin Laden wantsto replace Iraq's secular government
with a religious one like Irar:Why would Saddam
Hussein provide armsto people who might use them
against him?

An unprovoked war on Iraq will make terrorist
attacks against the U.S. more likely, not less. If the
U.S. invadesIrag and killsinnocent civilians, resent-
ment against U.S. policies will increase across the
Middle East and South Asia. Bin Laden couldn’t
design a better recruitment ad.

Doesn’t Irag have weapons of mass destruction
that put us in imminent danger?

No. Scott Ritter, chief U.N. weaponsinspector inlraq
til 1998, has stated repeatedly that since 1998 Irag
has not had viable weapons of mass destruction,
and poses no threst to us.* Top U.S. generals and State
Department and C.I.A. Btials agreé.

Inspectionsworked extremely well to disarm Iraqg.
By 1998, U.N. inspectors had eliminated 90-95 per
cent of Irags ability to produce or use chemical and
biological weapons.s Inspectors destroyed 100 per-
cent of the factoriesthat produced these weapons and
100 percent of the equipment needed to make them.
They eliminated nearly all existing weapons and the
long-range missilesdesigned to carry them.® In 1998,
the International Atomic Energy Agency certified that
Irag no longer had aviable nuclear weapons program.”

In any case, the mere existence of biological,
chemical, or nuclear weapons programs would not
automatically constitute a clear and present danger
requiring wa# France, Israel, England, Egypt, Rus
sia and Taiwan—as well as the U.S.—now have or
recently had chemical or biological weapons pro-

Prayers for Peace: Iragi women in Baghdad pray that Iraq i
spaed fom an attack by the United States.
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grams, yet Bush has not threatened these countries

with war. When North Koreaadmitted it has a nuclear
weapons program, Bush announced that diplomatic
pressure, not military force, could persuade North
Korea to end its nuclearfefts

Islraq rebuilding its weapons of mass destruc-
tion?

Bush has provided no proof Iraq is rebuilding these
wegpons. Sincethe U.N. withdrew itsweaponsinspec-
torsfrom Irag in December 1998, there have been no
further on-the-ground weaponsinspectionsin Iraq to
verify Bush’'s claims. How can we justify going to
war based on pure speculation?

It'snearly impossiblethat Iraq isbuilding nuclear
weapons factories, getting nuclear weapons-manu-
facturing technology, and testing nuclear bombswith-
out detection by U.S. satellites and intelligernfe.
Ritter points out, you don’t make nuclear weapons
“in abasement or cave.”* The U.S. al'so would detect
both the purchase of the technology required te pro
duce chemica and biologica weapons, and the gasses
emitted during the production process.*? The U.N.
embago and intense U.S. and British surveillance
make it especially hard to hide such weapons pro-
grams.

So long as other states in the Middle East build
up their arms programs, Iraq will have an incentive
to do so, too. The enormous imbalance created by
Israels possession of more than 200 nuclear
weapons—Isragl is the only state in the region that
definitely has them—is Igely responsible for trig
gering a regional arms race. Disarming Iraq should
be seen as one step toward the goal of making the



Middle East a zone free of weapons of mass destruc-
tion, as called for in U.N. Resolution 687. Halting
weapons shipments to all countries in the region is
another?

Doesn’t waiting make it more likely that Saddam
Hussein will get weapons of massdestruction and
use them against us?

Not really The Iraqi leader is a calculating dictator
not a suicidal maniac. What he cares most about is
staying alive and in power. He knows if he used
weapons of mass destruction against the U.S. or its
alliesor gave themto aterrorist group, the U.S. would
retaliate massively, spelling his and Irag’s destruc-
tion.

When Bush cites Irag’ s use of chemical weapons
in the past, he neglects to mention that Saddam
Hussein only used them againsgets he knew the
U.S. had nointerest in protecting (Iranian troops and
Kurdish citizens of Iraq). Despite long-standing
tensionsand hostilities, Irag has never used weapons
of mass destruction against the U.S., U.S. troops
U.S. dlieslike Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and I sragl. Nor
has Iraq threatened to use them against the U.S. or
England*

In fact, the C.1.A. recently concluded that the
chances of Iraq initiating an attack on the U.S. we
very low if the U.S. does not attack Irakhe C.I.A.
warned, howevethat if Saddam Hussein thinks hg
cannot prevent a U.S. invasion, he would be much
more willing to use whatever weapons he does hg
against the U.S. or its alliés.

Former United Nations weapons inspector Scott Ritter, pictured

to store weapons of mass destruction.r” The Iragis
refused, as would Bush. Imagine Bustésponse if
U.N. inspectors demanded the right to see if there
were nuclear or chemical weapons stashed in the
Republican Partg’ headquarters.

Saddam Husseisirefusal to open his headquar
tersto U.N. inspectorswas Clinton’s pretext for recall-
ing the inspectors and bombing Iraggeats, includ
ing private residences. Only then did Irag block U.N.
weapons inspectors from returning. U.S. intelligence
later confirmed that a central aim of the bombing was
the assassination of Saddam Hussein, not weapons
destruction?
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To launch a military attack because Bush claimg, e o e testified on Capitol Hill in 1998, recently stated that it
that Iraq might someday have weapons it could Uggighly unlikely that Iraq possesses weapons of mass desruction.

against us goes completely against international law
and U.N. rules. Worst of al, it sets adangerous prece- .
dent in foreign policy. According to Bush'slogic, why -
shouldnt Pakistan attack India to destroy its nuclear
arsenal—or vice-versa? A .

If thereis a dispute over inspections, does that
show Iraqg ishiding weapons of massdestruction?

Not necessarilyBush is so determined to overthrow
Saddam Hussein's government that he is trying to
provoke a conflict over inspections to create a pre-
text for going to warnot to avoid it.

Bushsstrategy isto pressure the UN into impos-
ing conditions for inspections that Baghdad will even-
tually reject. Bush is demanding that foreign military
forces accompany inspectors and that they exercise
unwarranted control over Iraq'sterritory.® If and when
Saddam Hussein draws the line, Bush could claim
Iraq is failing to cooperate, and invade.

Thisis exactly what the U.S. did in December
1998. At the Clinton administration’surging, the head
of the U.N.5 weapons inspection team deliberately
disregarded U.N.-Iragi agreements dealing with sen-
sitive sitesand demanded unlimited accessto the gov-
ernmens party headquarters—avery unlikely place

If the U.N. authorizesmilitary action against Iraq,
won’t that show that the world is united behind
Bush’s drive to attack Iraq?

No. It would only show that the U.S. can blackmail,
bribe and bully enough countries into accepting its
war plans. In 1991, Egypt got $14 billion of debt can-
celed for supporting the U.S.-led Gulf War. Sudan,
inthegrip of afamine, was denied food aid for oppos-
ing it.*®

No matter what a new U.N. resolution actually
says, Bush will probably try to claim it authorizes his
war But U.N. laws do not give any country the
right to “preemptively” attack a country that has not
attacked itThat's aggression, not self-defense.

International law also prohibits the use of force
to resolve international disputes unless all non-mili
tary options have been exhaustéthile Bush may
claim otherwise, no past U.N. resolution authorizes
the U.S. or any country to decide unilaterally to use
military forceagainst Irag. Thatsthe U.N.’scall, not
Washingtons »

Bushs bullying tactics can also be really dan-
gerous. When the U.S. pressured Pakistan's Presi-
dent Musharraf to assist in the U.S. attack on



Afghanistan, Musharraf became so unpopular at home
that he had to prove his patriotic credentials. He
allowed Pakistani nationalists to escal ate the conflict
with Indiaover Kashmir, bringing Indiaand Pakistan
to the brink of nuclear war

Would a U.S. President really lieto get usto
back a war?

Asamatter of fact, many U.S. presidents have know-
ingly told half-truths and lies to create support for
their wars. In 1964 Lyndon B. Johnson rallied sup-
port for sending U.S. troops to Vietnam by falsely
claiming North Vietnam had attacked American ships
in the Gulf ofTonkin

Towin con-
gressional sup-
port for the
1991 GulfWar,
Bush Sr. said @
that he had top-
secret, Pentagon
satellite images
of 250,000 Iraqi
troops and
1,500 tanks |.
amassed on §
Saudi Arabias
border Yet ;
commercialfa;

taken at the |, s

same time &
showed there for internally displaced people.
were no troops

at the Saudi border

As Representative Jim McDermott (D-WA)
recently argued, there’s good reason to think "the
president would midlead the American peopl€e’ to cre-
ate support for his war

Sincethe Iragi gover nment imprisonsand killsits
own people, won't the people of Iraq support a
U.S. invasion?

Probably not. Most Iragisdo not want the U.S. to take
over their country and impose aleader upon them,
even if some do want to get rid of Saddam Hussein.

Also, most Iragis are angrier with the U.S. gov
ernment than with Saddam Hussein, and they mis-
trust U.S. motives mor&he 1991 Gulivar and the
U.S.-backed economic sanctionsthat followed it have
destroyed much of Irag's industwyater supplyand
medica facilities. Sanctions have killed over 500,000
children under the age of five, according to U.N. esti-
mates.
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Bush likes to talk in terms of "getting Saddam A

Hussein," but we would not be invading an individ
ual, but acountry. Even with so-called "'smart” bombs,
thousands of innocent Iraqgis will be killed--draftees,
civilians, and children. In the 1991 wawro "smart"

bombs blew up the Amariyah bomb shelter and killed
more than 400 women, men, and children who had
taken refuge there.

U.S. soldiersmight find few Iragiswilling to fight
for Saddam Hussein, but plenty of patriotswilling to
defend their country from foreign invaders.

Weéll, if Irag doesn’t pose any immediatethreat to
the U.S., and if we can't be sug that most Iraqis
want usto send in troops, why is Bush so dead
set on invading Iraq?

Some people say Bush is set on invading because
Saddam Hussein dissed his daddy (during and after
the 1991 Gulf War), but

that's probably too sim-
ple! Thiswar has much
more to do with expand
ing U.S. control over the
Middle East'soil supplies,
and increasing U.S. oil
corporationgrofis. It's
no accident that Bush is
keen to install a U.S.-
alied regimeinthe coun-
try that's home to the
world's lagest known oil
reserves after Saudra-
bia.
: The U.S. economy
. |= isdependent on oil, and
N § that dependence is grew
omplex iNg. In 2000, the U.S.
imported half the oil it
used; by 2020, it will
import two-thirdsThe U.S. has the technical know-
how to reduce our oil dependence by converting to
clean fuels. But the U.S. auto industry doesn't want
to have to re-tool, and the oil companies and banks
financing them want to continue making huge prof
its off oil. The Bush and Cheney families, as well as
some Democrats, are big-time oil profiteersand have
strong ties to the oil industry

Right now, Saudi Arabiais the main source of
imported U.S. oil. Bush and Cheney are worried that
political instability in Saudi Arabia could threaten
these oil supplies. Control over Iraqi oil would free
the U.S. to pursueitsglobal political agendawithout
having to shore up or compromise with the current
Saudi government. Control over Iraqgi oil also gives
the U.S. government more political leverage over
countrieslike Japan and Germany that need to import
oil.
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Is it just about getting control overlraq’ s oil?

No. Long before September 11, 2001, during thefirst
Bush's presidency, Paul Wolfowitz and other advi-

sors wrote a Defense Department report advocating
that the U.S. expand its military presence to achieve
permanent domination of every region of the globe.
The plan didn't get much support at the time, so it



was quickly shelved.

But under the banner of the "war on terrorism,
these same people, who now serve Bush Jr., are seiz-
ing the opportunity to put their planinto effect. They
view installing apro-U.S. government in Baghdad as
a critical step.

The Bush administration also needs to distract
us, the U.S. people, from the growing problems that
could make usangry at our own government and cor-
porations, and itsown failures. Remember how Bush
was going to hunt down OsamaBin Laden, overthrow
the Taliban, and set up anew democratic government
in Afghanistan? Well, a year later, Bush still hasn't
found bin Laden or Mullah Omg@deader of th&al-
iban, and much of Afghanistan is still run by war-
lords.

Here at home, there are more unemployed peo
ple. More heads of corporations have been exposed
as greedy crooks who care about nobody but them
selves.The stock market is sagging. More working
people and low-income peopl e lack health insurance
and other bend§, and people of color are often still
theworst off. Electionsarein early November. There's
nothing like some national unity against a foreign
enemy to take our minds off al that and get usto sup-
port the president and the Republican Party!

A:

Why aren’t more Democr ats opposing Bush’swar
plan?

Many Democrats have big business pals, just like
Bush and Cheney, and don't want to go up against
them. Many are scared of the Republicans calling
them unpatriotic or "soft on terrorism."

Howeveras people and governments around the
world have voiced their opposition to Bush's war
plans, some Demacrats havefelt pressured to at least
say awar without aliesis abad idea. A handful of
more courageous Democrats, like Barbara L ee, spon-
sored a counter-resol ution calling for the use of inspec-
tions and non-violent means of resolving the crisis.
As anti-war pressure grew, the number of House
Democratswilling to vote No on Bush's pro-war res-
olution jumped from 19 to 126 (plus six Republicans
and one Independent) within just a few weeks.

Thetruth iswe can't expect Democratic or Repub-
lican politicians to do the right thing without pres-
sure from ordinary people like uBhe only way to
stop this war is for us to get organized, voice our
opposition to Bush's war-mongering, and make these
politicians listen to us. We've got to use everything
from letters and |obbying to marches and sit-ins to
make our voices heard--before thousands of innocent
people die.

Hany Khalil coordinates Racial Justice 9/11: Peo -
ple of Color Against the War and works with the
peace and justice paper War Times in New York
City. Juliet Ucelli is a social worker and is active
in the New York Coalition for Peace and Justice.
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