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Introduction

S1 This document aims to explain Green Party views relating to issues surrounding the ongoing British/US military action against Iraq and its potential escalation.
S2 British and US governments have been engaged in offensive military action against Iraq continually for more than a decade. 

S4 The Green Party opposed the oil war known as the Gulf War in 1991, has opposed the unilateral US/British air strikes which have occurred ever since, condemns the scandalous siege warfare euphemised 'economic sanctions' which has led to the deaths of many thousands of civilians in Iraq over the last decade, and opposes any further escalation of violence against the Iraqi people.

S5 Green or otherwise ethical arguments of any kind have been incredibly
under-represented in the media, which generally toes a dubious political
line even despite it sporadically appearing to be objective and critical.
Therefore the Green Party has a positive contribution to make to media
objectivity by actively pushing its own views on the Iraq situation.

S4 It is hoped that this document will provide useful information to
substantiate those critiques as and when necessary, and to help ensure
continuity and consistency between Green Party members who argue them.

S5 We have included only reliable sources in this report and hearsay or
'general' comment has been avoided.

Summary 


Nine Key Issues - explaining why the Green Party unequivocally opposes a military attack on Iraq.

1) The proposed attack by the 'allies' (i.e. Britain and US) transgresses
several important international laws, as have previous actions in the
region.


2) Peaceful options to improve the Iraq situation have not yet been
exhausted.


3) There is no real evidence of nuclear or other threats in Iraq and
numerous myths are being promoted regarding weapons inspector visits.


4) The 11th September attack is deliberately and unreasonably being
associated with Iraq. The publics of Britain and elsewhere are being
subjected to more spin.


5) Britain, the US and other 'allied' nations have dirty hands both in Iraq
and elsewhere.


6) Many innocent people stand to suffer from an Iraq attack, as does the
environment.


7) Western plans to 'regenerate' the region are exploitative. This is a war 
for oil.


8) The immense financial cost back home would be huge. War is an
unreasonable way to invest the public's money.


9) There is widespread opposition from publics internationally. Widespread 
public opposition in the Middle East could lead to a destabilisation of the 
region.



Specific Arguments

1.  illegal

1.1 The proposed attack by the 'allies' (i.e. Britain and US) transgresses
several important international laws, as have previous actions in the
region.

1.2 One of the most shocking aspects of the Iraq affair is the ease with
which the US and Britain have flaunted UN laws and the Geneva Convention
with so little resistance beyond verbal objection and ineffective
consultation.

Key elements to this issue:

1.3 The United Nations has an important role to perform in diplomatically 
resolving the current situation.


1.4 Greens note that the US and Britain are already at war with Iraq.
Bombing, sanctions and no-fly zones have been ongoing. Hundreds of
thousands of Iraqi civilians have died during the past decade, including
half a million children, according to UN figures. These attacks are "illegal and immoral" according to former UN co-ordinator Denis Halliday, and are "destroying an entire society".


1.5 Britain (and the US) is guilty of systematic illegal acts of war
throughout the globe. Examples of these are covered below in point 5.

The broken laws and regulations:

1.6 A US/British invasion of Iraq would violate international law and the UN
Charter, as well as the US's own constitutional limit on the use of armed
forces for defence and Britain's own foreign policy recommended limits.


1.7 According to the US constitution only Congress has the authority to 
declare war. On 11th September Congress finally agreed to the use of military force against Iraq, however it did not authorise the extensive military build-up
prior to that date. By supporting the US during that build-up, Britain was supporting the non-democratic projection of power abroad.


1.8 The UN has fundamental tenets (see Preamble and Article 1, 1 quoted above
in this section) that are being transgressed in the Western response to Iraq. The UN Charter's articles 41 and 42 rule that no member state has the right to enforce any resolution militarily, unless the Security Council determines that there has been a material breach of its resolution, decides that all non-military means of enforcement have been exhausted and specifically authorises the use of force (it is notable that the UN exercised this regulation in November 1990 with Resolution 678, forcing Iraq to withdraw from Kuwait in March 1991).

1.9 The UN Security Council has not authorised any military attacks on Iraq
for its failure to co-operate with UN weapons inspectors. 


1.10 No UN Security Council resolutions concerning Iraq, including SC 
Resolution 688 of 1991, have ever authorised the "no-fly zones" over Iraq, declared unilaterally by the US and Britain. Yet these zones have been bombed
regularly for over a decade (with a total of over 30,000 sorties and over
2000 bombs dropped) and it seems to have intensified in recent weeks. UN
Security Council 687 provides further clarification that a full strike is a
contravention of international law.

1.11 The self-defence issue is also untenable. UN Security Council Article 51
states that it is permissible for "individual or collective self-defence"
against "armed attack . . . until the Security Council has taken measures
necessary to maintain international peace and security". The Green Party, 
along with many other independent observers and nations, believes that there 
is insufficient evidence to conclude that an attack from Iraq is imminent.


1.12 The bombing has also violated Article 54 of the 1997 Protocol Additional
of the Geneva Convention because it has hit civilian sanitation and other
infrastructural targets in what must be considered an economic siege. This
is the first sustained attack of its kind to clearly transgress Article 54 -
even the attacks against Yugoslavia and other regions did not become
sustained sieges of this kind.


1.13 Logically, if the US and Britain can run roughshod over UN Charter and UN
Security Council resolutions then other countries can do the same, opening a
proverbial can of worms. 

1.14 Although the United Nations is the key global institution by which to realise genuine global peace and security, the Green Party is highly critical of the existing structure of the Security Council, whereby the right of veto is held by the five permanent members (US, Britain, France, Russia and China), giving the leaders of those nations inappropriate levels of global power. The Green Party advocates a fundamental democratic reform of the Security Council, which abolishes the permanent seats and moves towards a model of decision 
making relative to population levels.

1.15 In responding to global emergencies, such as the Iraq question, the Green Party advocates the most democratic and globally just immediate solutions and responses, given the existing structures. It also makes clear its long-term aim of reforming these institutions to afford greater global justice, equality, democracy and peace.

1.16 Even if a UN Security Council resolution were to endorse a military attack 
on Iraq, the Green Party believes there are numerous reasons to continue to 
oppose such an attack. The rest of this document details these reasons.

2.  Aggressive

2.1 Peaceful options to improve the Iraq situation have not yet been exhausted. The Green Party seeks a peaceful resolution to any conflict and requires radical revisions to current political practice. Here are key pointers:


2.2 The Iraq situation provides a textbook example of how political
institutions are failing to provide peace in our world, and may even collude
in oppression and turn a blind eye. (For example, the UN Security Council
enforced Iraq's exit from Kuwait but is not using the same resolution -
Resolution 678 - to prevent the US and Britain's incursion into Iraq).


2.3 As noted above, many international laws and conventions have been
transgressed that would have helped to maintain peace. The Green Party
supports these laws, but feels that further modification to them is
necessary and also notes that the relevant institutions (UN, Congress) have
singularly failed to action those laws in relation to Iraq (and also in
other scenarios).


2.4 The Green Party implores the British and US Governments to cease military 
action and to work diplomatically through the UN for the improvement of 
peace and security. Also, the UN must 
apply more political leverage on Britain and the US to stop the
conflict.


2.5 The Green Party calls for sanctions on Iraq to be lifted in order to
allow Iraq to regenerate its civilian life, and also to comply with the
international laws laid-out above. Iraq is far from becoming a major
military power and there is no evidence that it has any intention of using
that power, therefore there are no sufficient circumstances requiring
sanctions. Moreover, millions are dying as noted elsewhere in this
document.


2.6 The Green Party believes that civil groups everywhere must mobilise 
against the war.


2.7 The Green Party notes that British foreign policy in effect resembles the product of a one-party state because the other three main major parties are so similar. Its foreign policy is virtually impossible to influence in a major way 
through formal political processes. The Green Party is also alarmed at the extent to which Prime Minister Blair has marginalised and ignored the views of the British public, who predominantly oppose an attack on Iraq.

2.8 The Green Party's Peace and Defence policy notes that "It is deeply 
regrettable that the EU has taken the first steps towards militarisation, by the
formation of the so-called Rapid Reaction Force. Our primary aim is to
reverse this process. In doing so, we anticipate the reduction of tensions
between the EU, its neighbours and other countries and the ability to
strive, once again, for transparency and democracy within the EU."


2.9 The Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) is a
regional organisation within the UN. As noted in its Peace and Defence 
policy, PD504-510, the Green Party values the accountability achieved by OSCE, as well as its measured decision-making processes and support for openness and peaceful resolution to conflict. The Green Party recognises that the OSCE should be developed so that the UN can become more accountable to its component parts and less swayed purely by the interests of powerful nations. The Green Party sees OSCE as the most suitable existing forum for developing peace across Europe.


2.10 The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) is inherently
non-sustainable The UK Green Party states its wish to see the UK take
itself out of NATO unilaterally, as well as the so-called "special
relationship" between Britain and the US.

3.  Unnecessary

3.1 There is no real evidence of a nuclear or other threats in Iraq and
numerous myths are being promoted regarding weapons inspector visits.
The case for the attack on Iraq is stated by Britain and the US largely on
the grounds of there being nuclear weapons development in Iraq. 

3.2 The Green Party deplores the development of weapons of mass destruction 
(WMD) by any nation - including Britain and the US, who both have such
weapons.


3.3 The Green Party notes that Iraq's human rights and transparency of
information record is poor, therefore sees justification in visits from
weapons inspectors as a way forward.


3.4 The British and US Governments, and also reports from the International
Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) etc, have all singularly failed to demonstrate any due risk from WMD in Iraq. The Green Party notes that, while we have waited for much-promised clarity and new evidence from these reports - evidence that has not materialised. Britain and the US have continued to gather forces in the Iraq region. Most concerning is the unity of the British political party leaders as they line up with the United States position to designate Iraq as
"the greatest threat in the region" and one that "must be stopped" - despite 
no evidence of an impending threat.

Key information:

3.5 Former UN weapons inspector Scott Ritter, who spent seven years
investigating Iraq's weapons programme before resigning in protest over
US-led economic sanctions, has repeatedly stated that Iraq neither possesses
WMD nor maintains ties to international terrorism (see point 4 below). NATO
asked Ritter (who is a Republican) to testify shortly after Secretary of
Defence Donald Rumsfeld asserted that Iraq posed a security threat. After
Ritter's presentation, 16 of the 19 NATO nations wrote letters of complaint
to the US Government about Rumsfeld's comments and about the unjustified
war. Ritter repeatedly supports his case in public, noting official sources
as evidence of a lack of proof or even strong indications that Iraq can
build and utilise WMD.


3.6 The International Atomic Energy Agency declared in 1998 that Iraq's
nuclear program had been completely dismantled. The UN Special Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) estimated then that at least 95 percent of Iraq's chemical
weapons program had been similarly accounted for and destroyed. Iraq's
potential to develop biological weapons is a much bigger question mark,
since such a program is much easier to hide. However, UNSCOM noted in 1998
that virtually all of Iraq's offensive missiles and other delivery systems
had been accounted for and rendered inoperable. Rebuilding an offensive
military capability utilising weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) virtually
from scratch would be extraordinarily difficult under the current
international embargo.


3.7 A major reason for Iraq's lack of co-operation with weapons inspectors was
that the United States was abusing the inspections for espionage purposes,
such as monitoring coded radio communications by Iraq's security forces,
using equipment secretly installed by American inspectors. The United
States, eager to launch military strikes against Iraq, instructed Richard
Butler in 1998 to provoke Iraq into breaking its agreement to fully
co-operate with UNSCOM. Without consulting the UN Security Council as
required, Butler announced to the Iraqis that he was nullifying agreements
dealing with sensitive sites and chose the Baath Party headquarters in
Baghdad - a very unlikely place to store weapons of mass destruction - as
the site at which to demand unfettered access. The Iraqis refused. Clinton
then asked Butler to withdraw UNSCOM forces, and the United States launched
a four-day bombing campaign, which gave the Iraqis an excuse to block UNSCOM inspectors from returning. There have been no international inspectors in Iraq since then; therefore there is no definitive answer as to whether Iraq
is actually developing weapons of mass destruction. This all indicates that
the current argument against Iraq due to Iraq's "lack of co-operation" is a
situation somewhat manufactured by a Western preoccupation with nurturing
unequal and opportunistic relationships as a matter of policy.


3.8 Iraq's military and economic strength is exceptionally weak (barely
one-third of its pre-Gulf War strength) despite the wealth of oil in the
region and - in any case - any legislation against a use of force and
power-projection should instead be levelled against the USA, Britain and our
allies. During the last Gulf war 88,500 tons of bombs were dropped - the
equivalent of seven Hiroshima sized bombs - and the infrastructure has
decayed more since then. Authoritative critics note that while Iraq's armed
forces were a paper tiger in the early 1990s, they are a "tissue paper
tiger" now.

4. Dishonest

4.1 The 11th September attack is deliberately and unreasonably being
associated with Iraq. The publics of the UK and elsewhere are being
subjected to more spin.

4.2 The above section 3 explains that there is no credible evidence proving a
threat from Iraq. The Green Party greatly objects, therefore, to the
British and US governments' continual discussion of these unproven threats
in order to establish a witch-hunt effect. It is of additional concern that
Iraq's development and position is being continually related to the events
of 11th September 2002 and the War Against Terror.

Key pointers regarding the Green Party policy on open, truthful information:

4.4 Accordingly, the Green Party would establish clauses in our Freedom of
Information legislation ensuring freedom of defence information and
clarification of what truly constitutes a threat to Britain.


4.5 Annual defence estimates would be published by the Green Party in a more
informative manner, empowering the public to criticise help prevent
unethical practice.

Key pointers on Iraq's lack of any proven relationship with Al-Qaeda:
4.6 The British and US governments have failed to produce credible evidence
that the Iraqi regime has any links whatsoever with Al Qaeda. Even the
much-hyped September 2002 release of the International Institute of
Strategic Studies (IISS) report on Iraq with almost universally criticised as
providing "no smoking gun" and "no killer evidence".


4.7 None of the September 11 hijackers were Iraqi, no major figure in Al Qaeda
is Iraqi, nor has any part of Al Qaeda's money trail been traced to Iraq.
Investigations by the FBI, the CIA and Czech intelligence have found no
substance to rumours of a meeting in spring 2001 between one of the September.


4.8 11 hijackers and an Iraqi intelligence operative in Prague. The Green Party
notes that, even if such evidence were to be presented, which remains 
highly unlikely, an attack on Iraq would still be ineffective - in terms of 
improving peace and security - and immoral.


4.9 The US State Department's own annual study, Patterns of Global Terrorism,
could not list any serious act of international terrorism connected to the
government of Iraq. A recent CIA report indicates that the Iraqis have been
consciously avoiding any actions against the United States or its facilities
abroad, presumably to deny Washington any excuse to engage in further
military strikes against their country.


4.10 The last clear example that British or American officials can cite of
Iraqi-backed terrorism was an alleged plot by Iraqi agents to assassinate
former President George Bush when he visited Kuwait in 1993. It is notable
that President Bill Clinton ordered the bombing of Baghdad in response to
that incident, hitting an Iraqi intelligence headquarters as well as a nearby civilian neighbourhood.


4.11 The Green Party notes that an attack on Iraq would draw attention and 
resources away from peaceful and diplomatic endeavours to improve global 
peace and security and is also likely to result in an anti-Western backlash in the Middle East.


4.12 The Green Party is very concerned by the Labour Party's apparent
commitment to spin doctoring on this issue in order to garner public
support. The MoD now says that "we need to be aware of the ways in which
public attitudes might shape and constrain military activity" and that the
public wants Britain to "act as a force for good" and to see "operations
prompted by humanitarian motives". Since "public support will be vital to
the conduct of military interventions", in future "more effort will be required to ensure that such public debate is properly informed". The Green Party notes Labour's commitment only to broadcasting those facts and notions that support their existing intentions and therefore views Labour's dialogue with the public to be anti-democratic and a sham.


4.13 The Green Party notes that the number of people killed in the tragic 11th
September 2001 attack is only a fraction of the number of people who - UN
figures conform - are dying weekly from Western military action or sanctions
abroad. The Green Party asks Western governments to act now to judge their
own actions using the same criteria that they judge others, and therefore to
make ethical judgement a more central element of daily political process.


4.14 The "war against terrorism" is quite obviously a pretext for a new phase
in Western global intervention. As noted before, the European Rapid Reaction
Force and US rapid deployment forces mark the beginning of an historical
period in which the West projects military power abroad to meet its own
ends. These developments are especially conspicuous and suspicious in light
of the military's own statements that their real enemies - as on 11th
September 2002 - cannot be stopped with conventional military might. It is
clear that the key remaining role for these growing military forces is one
of power projection in order to subvert other nations.


5.  Hypocritical

5.1 The UK, US and other 'allied' nations have "dirty hands" both in Iraq and
elsewhere.

5.2 The Green Party is extremely concerned about the foreign policy of Britain
and other Western nations and calls on the British Government to employ 
new policies that pay genuine consideration to the negative impact of its
actions abroad. The Government is contemptuous of the ethical standards that
it professes. The Green Party proposes an alternative, more democratic 
system of Government involving greater transparency and a transition to an economics and policy programme which puts people and the natural world before profit, and places central emphasis on global justice.

Examples of Western "dirty hands":

5.3 Britain and the US facilitated Iraq's acquisition and use of WMD in the
1980s - including the US provision of high quality germ seed for anthrax and
other deadly diseases - when Iraq was fighting a war against Iran and served
US (and, by contra, UK) interests.


5.4 The background to Washington's then-support of Iraq was the January 1979
popular uprising that overthrew the pro-US Shah of Iran. The Iranian
revolution threatened the West's control of oil. US-supplied armoured cars
took to the streets of Iran, Iraq's neighbour, in 1953, deposing the nationalist Mussadiq and replacing him with the Shah. According to then CIA agent Richard Cottam, "...that mob that came into north Teheran and was
decisive in the overthrow was a mercenary mob. It had no ideology. That mob
was paid for by American dollars and the amount of money that was used has
to have been very large". Under the Shah, Iran had the "highest rate of
death penalties in the world, no valid system of civilian courts and a
history of torture" which was "beyond belief", in a system in which "the
entire population was subjected to a constant, all-pervasive terror",
according to Amnesty International. (Martin Ennals, Secretary General of
Amnesty International, cited in an Amnesty Publication, Matchbox, Autumn
1976).


5.5 British complicity in the Rwanda genocide of 1994 is still largely buried,
only occasionally surfacing in the media. The British role in the slaughter
of a million people in Indonesia in 1965 remains largely out of sight of the
public. Britain's depopulation of the Chagos islands in the Indian Ocean,
which includes Diego Garcia, received a spattering of media interest two
years ago when the islanders won a court case to return home. It has since
been largely consigned to oblivion.


5.6 The British elite's contempt for international law was displayed in the
illegal bombing of Yugoslavia in 1999, undertaken without UN authorisation
and complete with the targeting of civilian infrastructure and the use of
cluster bombs. "We will carry on pounding day after day after day, until
our objectives are secured"; Tony Blair said two weeks into the bombing in
April 1999. This comment -- that nicely fits the government's definition of
terrorism -- revealed the brutal reality of NATO's supposedly "humanitarian
war" over Kosovo.


5.7 When the US bombed a pharmaceutical factory in Khartoum in 1998,
destroying much of Sudan's medical supplies, Blair offered reflexive British
support while the attorney general, Britain's top legal officer, said that
its legality "was a matter for the United States" -- perhaps like Iraq's
compliance with current UN resolutions is a matter for Iraq.


5.8 Britain rejects calls for UN inquiries into Russian atrocities in Chechnya
and Indonesian terror in East Timor.


5.9 The Labour Government continued to provide arms supplies, military
training, economic links and diplomatic support to Turkey when it came to
power. This occurred just as Turkey was completing the destruction of 3,500
Kurdish villages, forcing 2-3 million people to flee from their homes and
killing untold thousands. The war in south east Turkey was ostensibly
against PKK guerrillas but more generally against the Kurdish population.
Currently, more than 250,000 Kurds forced from their homes in the 1990s are
unable to return home, while Britain continues to train the Turkish police
responsible for the worst repression and continues to support Turkey's
application to join the EU.


5.10 Britain is complicit in Saudi human rights abuses by currently training
the Saudi Arabian National Guard, the force that protects the Saudi royal
family from any threats.


5.11 British-supplied Hawk aircraft have been used by the Indonesian military
to quell opposition in Aceh, West Papua and East Timor and by Zimbabwe in
the murderous conflict in the Congo. Guns supplied to Morocco have been
deployed in the illegally occupied Western Sahara to suppress self-determination by the Saharawis. Arms have gone to the Sri Lankan military in the knowledge that they would be used in the horrific civil war with the Tamil Tigers.


5.12 Regarding Chechnya, a myth was maintained (helped by the media) that
Britain could do nothing to press Russia short of going to nuclear war.
This ignored a large number of trade, diplomatic, aid and military levers
available to the government that it refused to use. As the "dirty war" in
Chechnya continues, British leaders continue the apologias for Russian
policy while Blair describes Russia under Putin as "a partner and a friend".

Specific revisions sought by the Green Party:

5.13 As covered in point 2 above, the Green Party recognises the value of OSCE
and urges that its influence and role be expanded. This would result in a more accountable and ethical framework on which to build future peace and security in Europe.


5.14 WMD have no place in a sustainable future and should be phased-out. There are no appreciable threats that require nuclear or other weapons as a
reasonable bargaining tool. This should occur by treaty and by developing 
increased mutual understanding, trust and respect between nations.


5.15 Common security measures must be sought to tie countries into a framework of mutual inaction for most military outings.


5.16 Defence forces should be just that - defence. The worrying trend towards
pre-emptive attacks and forces designed to be projected offensively must be
reversed. Britain is not threatened from abroad therefore it needs only a
basic defence force.


5.17 A Green government's military decisions would be made after proper public
debate and the inclusion of the widest range of feedback possible - something the Blair government has systematically failed to do - Britain is among the biggest arms traders in the world. The Green Party would reinvest that talent into peaceful, sustainable industries.
5.18 The Green Party notes that international law can itself perform the role
of projected military power. For example, the threat of using nuclear
strikes is itself a criminal act and can thus be dealt with in an
accountable way through trial and jury.


5.19 The Green Party supports the inclusion of crimes of terrorism in the
mandate of the International Criminal Court and, in the meantime, the use of
ad hoc courts under UN auspices, on neutral territory but under the law of
the country in which the crime was committed.

6.  Unjust

6.1 Many innocent people stand to suffer from an Iraq attack, as does the
environment.

6.2 Despite the 100% 'vote' in favour of Saddam Hussein as Iraqi leader in 
October 2002, the civilian population of Iraq remains split over their feelings for him. Some view Saddam as "better the devil we know" while some would like to see him removed from power. However, it is very likely that the Iraqi people will 
increasingly rally round Saddam in the face of external threat and attack. 
Arguments such as the view that Saddam gassed his own Kurdish civilian population merit further investigation.

6.3 The Green Party notes that, whatever the damage wrought by Saddam against his own people, it is nothing compared to the damage that is caused by both the sanctions and the bombing of Iraq. This Western hypocrisy represents a
compelling argument for ending sanctions and military intent regarding Iraq.

6.4 Additionally, the Iraq situation illustrates clearly the ecological unsustainability of war. The humanitarian tragedy is matched by the extraordinary damage to the environment and sustainability of the region.

Here are key pointers regarding humanitarian issues:

6.5 UN figures state that hundreds of thousands of civilians (including half a
million children) have died as a result of sustained bombing and sanctions
over the past decade. The current figure is 6,000 Iraqi children each month
dying from the economic sanctions, according to the UN Children's Fund.
Two years ago the Pentagon estimated that about 10,000 Iraqi civilians could
be killed in a war on Iraq.


6.6 The total figure the UN gives us is 1.4 million (and rising) dead because
of bombing and sanctions - about 3,000 times the number of Kurds said to
have been killed by Saddam.


6.7 Destruction of Iraq's water supplies, medical care, electricity, and other
infrastructure could lead to hundreds of thousands of additional deaths,
especially among children and the elderly. An indication of how little has
changed is provided by the fact that of all the many hundreds of thousands
of words devoted to the prospective war against Iraq, almost none of them
have focused on the suffering of the Iraqi people under more than a decade
of sanctions, or of their likely suffering in the event of a new war.


6.8 UNICEF has warned that by disrupting aid supplies to Iraq, a US/UK assault
could lead to "famine on a large scale." (Quoted, www.viwuk.freeserve.co.uk http://www.viwuk.freeserve.co.uk  <http://www.viwuk.freeserve.co.uk>>) The Save the Children Fund has warned that a new round of major strikes on Iraq would "lead to a humanitarian disaster for which the international community would bear a heavy responsibility."


6.9 The Green Party notes that, despite claims that the accuracy of new 
precision guided weapons can reduce civilian casualties and damage to non-military targets, military intelligence and operational stress significantly reduce the 'effectiveness' of such weapons in this respect. High loss of human life 
(frequently referred to under 'collateral damage') and extensive damage to 
non-military targets will continue to be a feature of military strikes on 
Iraq - and is unacceptable.


6.10 The Green Party notes a general consensus among military analysts that a
major strike against Iraq on this occasion could well be taken to the
streets of Baghdad and the surrounding regions. This would significantly
increase the numbers of civilian casualties and also of casualties to
Western forces including British troops.

Here are key pointers regarding the issues of natural resources and 
ecological impact of conflict and sanctions in Iraq:


6.11 The Green Party notes that the west has a particular interest in Iraq
above comparable developing nations with evolving weapons of mass
destruction and questionable human rights records (China, India/Pakistan).
This is clearly the result of economic interests in the region involving
such issues as oil pricing and trade with Israel (see point 7 below for more
detail on this). The Green Party notes that diminishing natural resources
and inherent problems with the unsustainable global economy are key causes
of conflict and expects that they will increasingly be so. Ariel Sharon of
Israel noted that recent attempts by neighbours to divert river water away
from Israel could certainly constitute a cause-of-war.


6.12 There is a considerable pollution legacy in Kuwait. Gulf War Syndrome
remains unexplained but was undoubtedly the result of chemicals deployed in
Iraq. Depleted uranium bullets also have many health risks associated with
them due to the dispersal of radioactive material that occurs when they hit
certain targets.


6.13 In February 1991 Saddam Hussein's troops opened the spigots on Kuwait's
vast oil reserves and detonated its wells, releasing what was far and away
the largest oil spill in history. About 60 million barrels - more than 200 times as much as the Exxon Valdez spilled - oozed onto the ground, forming 246 black, lifeless lakes. It took nine months to put out the 613 oil-well fires spewing dark clouds that covered the region, lowering local atmospheric temperatures an average 10 degrees Celsius. Even before allied bombing began, Iraqi troops had begun releasing 10 million barrels of oil into the shallow Gulf waters, hoping to forestall a seaborne invasion – by far the largest marine spill in history. The slick coated nearly 1,000 miles of coastline. There are now about 20 million cubit metres of contaminated soil, which has played havoc with the fragile desert vegetation in those areas as well as the marine environment. Over 300 unlit "oil lakes" remain.


6.14 Kuwait did well to put out its burning oil wells six months after their
liberation, however the total cost of doing so and cleaning-up was US$12bn -
money that could otherwise have been invested in more positive regional
regeneration.


6.15 As recently as September 2002 Iraq has accused the US Navy of deliberately dumping fuel into its territorial waters in order to disrupt local fishery
and the local environment.

7. Exploitative

7.1 Western plans to 'regenerate' the region are exploitative. This is a war 
for oil.

7.2 The Green Party recognises that economic and social competition is a root
cause behind most modern conflict. Additionally, when these interests come
into play they allow conflicts to expand in scope and become increasingly
detrimental to the region and to innocent civilians.

7.3 Britain, along with the US, is a key proponent of such methods. To 
demonstrate a genuine commitment to world peace, both countries would need 
to transform their policies: including cutting arms exports and ending 
aggressive economic policies and a pursuit of conflict as a means of 
controlling other countries.

7.4 In particular, a key motive of the US in proposing war on Iraq is to secure 
its Middle Eastern oil supplies. Despite its status as the planet's only superpower, US policy trends show an economic dependency on foreign oil sources that is increasing. 

7.5 The US currently relies on foreign sources for half its petroleum supplies. There is no political will in the US to combat this trend by developing more sustainable, renewable energy sources, or by reducing energy consumption or challenging its endemic 'car culture'. The 2001 Cheney report concluded that by 2020 the US would be reliant on foreign sources for two-thirds of its oil supplies. As the world's main oil producer, the Middle East, its balance of power and US relations with the region are crucial issues for the US to ensure its future supply of fossil fuels. A key US objective is therefore the removal of the anti-US regime in Iraq - 'regime change'.

7.6 As well as oil, there are a number of key pointers, which connect the 
proposed bombing of Iraq with US/Western economic and political interests, 
rather than for any putative benefit of Iraqis. See pointers in section 5 above for how Western support has at times been strong in Iraq because of regional economic motives.


7.7 The overthrow of Saddam Hussein's regime through an invasion
is unlikely to lead to a democratic government there. Iraqis, already
suffering for a decade from the effects of UN sanctions, would be likely to
suffer more in the ensuing chaos. The Green Party notes that regeneration
in Iraq would be best facilitated by a reduction/removal of the sanctions
that are preventing what may otherwise be a normal democratisation process
in Iraq. If the West wishes to espouse the virtues of civilised society it
should not do so by imposing arms and war onto other countries.


7.8 Britain continues to arm Israel and maintains the fiction that "both
sides" are equally responsible for the Middle East crisis. The British
Government has identified Israel as one of 14 global "target markets" for
trade, which reached a record £2.5 billion last year. The British embassy
in Tel Aviv refers to a "flourishing relationship" between the two countries
and "our two Prime ministers are in regular contact and have a good working
and personal relationship". The government has unfortunately rejected using
these trade levers or those available to the EU, to press Israel.


7.9 The US has similar economic reason for involvement in the region. There are
strong circumstantial reasons for being sceptical of the assessments of officials like Cheney, Rumsfeld and Bush. A World Policy Institute (WPI) review of major Bush appointees published in May found that 32 major policymakers had significant financial ties to the arms industry prior to joining the administration, as compared with 21 appointees with ties to the energy industry. As an example, they discussed links with Lockheed Martin, the largest US defence contractor, with Pentagon contracts worth a total of nearly $30 billion in 2000 and 2001 alone. 

The WPI writes: 

7.10 Some of the leading candidates that US (and British) officials are
apparently considering installing to govern Iraq following a successful US
invasion are former Iraqi military officers who took part in offensives that
involved war crimes.


7.11 In addition to possible ongoing guerrilla action by Saddam Hussein's
supporters, occupation forces would likely be faced with competing armed factions among the Sunni Arab population, not to mention Kurdish and Shiite rebel groups seeking greater autonomy. A bloody counterinsurgency war could begin. An invasion could leave attacking forces attempting to enforce a peace amid the chaos of a post-Saddam Iraq.


7.12 An invasion of Iraq would likely lead to an outbreak of widespread
anti-Western protests throughout the Middle East. Some pro-Western regimes
could become more vulnerable to internal radical forces.


7.13 A dominating fact in this debate has been Britain's support for big
business globally. Clare Short and the Department for International
Development (DFID) are viewed in the media as near-saintly champions of
development in government and globally. The reality is they are the main
instruments for pushing a fundamental reshaping of the global economy, where
take-over by transnational corporations (TNCs) is increasing. Protesters in
Iraq and Korea have been castigated by Short.


7.14 At the World Trade Organisation (WTO) ministerial meeting in Qatar last
year Britain led the EU in trying to add new issues to the WTO's negotiating
agenda. This was in the face of opposition from almost all developing
countries. The intention is to secure new global agreements in areas such
as investment and government spending that "liberalise" national economies
and give foreign businesses "equal treatment" to domestic firms, with
government barely able to regulate corporations.


7.15 The Green Party notes that such international policies categorically do
not improve the well being of developing nations. The gap between rich and
poor is widening globally as developing nations are leveraged or tricked
into exploited positions by the West. The lives of poor people in numerous
countries are being undermined by cheap imports putting them out of
business. This is one aspect of the WTO rules described by the UN's
sub-commission on the promotion and protection of human rights as a
"veritable nightmare for developing countries".


7.16 It is significant that virtually the only positive British government
foreign policies are those where there is major public pressure, for example
on debt relief. Other more positive government policies tend to be both
minor and undermined by broader strategy. For example, there will be little
benefit from the Labour government's major overseas aid increases if its
parallel "global liberalisation" project succeeds.

8. Wasteful

8.1 The immense financial cost back home would be huge. War is an
unreasonable way to invest the public's money. The Green Party view war as ethically untenable in the vast majority of situations, Iraq included.

8.2 The Green Party supports a policy of slow reduction in the quantity of UK
armed forces. Money will be reinvested in other areas of the UK economy and 
in ways so that the UK can contribute more to the welfare of those in need in other countries.

8.3 There is currently no significant threat to the UK at home that could be met
by conventional armed forces, therefore the armed forces can be reduced
without risk to the UK population.

The cost to the UK of an attack on Iraq would include:


8.4 Considerable immediate costs of bombing etc and re-stocking.


8.5 Social costs in terms of money that is diverted to war that should have
been invested in socially responsible and positive ways.


8.6 Follow-up action to an attack. These costs are extremely difficult to 
estimate.

8.7 The Green Party will oppose, lobby and protest against the war in general 
and present arguments regarding how money might be better spent in other
areas.

9. Counter-productive

9.1 There is widespread opposition from publics internationally. Widespread 
public opposition in the Middle East could lead to a destabilisation of the 
region.

9.2 As stated previously, a key Green Party concern with the Iraq situation is
the way that a very few countries have not listened to international
criticism and have gone ahead with a conflict that is ethically untenable.

Key points:

9.3 The Green Party is extremely disappointed with the UN's failure to quell
the Western incursion in the region, and also notes that there is generally
a lack of any mechanism to ensure that all nations who might be affected by
such an incursion can influence affairs. It is notable that China, Russian 
and France all object strongly to talk of war and are attempting to discourage any attack. 


9.4  "The elections in Germany, handing victory to the coalition formed by
Social Democrat Gerhard Schroeder with the Greens, showed widespread German support for the Green position against the invasion," says Jay Robinson,
Green Party (US) candidate for Governor of Iowa. "Chancellor Schroeder was
re-elected, and the Greens increased their number of seats in the German parliament from 47 to 55. Opposition to invasion is not confined to Germany; numerous heads of state and national majorities around the world agree with us - with the notable exception of British Prime Minister Tony Blair, who increasingly shows himself to be Bush's lapdog."


9.5 Within Europe there is strong resistance to any conflict. Gerhard
Schroeder's election victory in September 2002 is widely credited to his
appeal to the German public's desire to see no further strikes on Iraq.


9.6 The majority of European nations are strongly against strikes on Iraq.
This feeling is reflected in opinion polls, massive public demonstrations 
and by politicians.


9.7 In Asia China has objected strongly to strikes, preferring the weapons
inspector options. Russia takes a similar stance, and Japan too says that
although it helped finance the first Gulf war it would be very reticent
about helping a second conflict.


9.8 In Australia the Australian Liberal Party's pretence at being critical of
the British and US war drive is spurred by the obvious increase in
popularity won by the Greens as a result of their unequivocal opposition to
a war against Iraq. In sharp contrast to the weeks that it took them to
clarify their opposition to war on Afghanistan, the Greens have vocally
opposed any military action against Iraq from the time the question was
first posed. Such opposition was expressed in Greens Senator Kerry Nettle's
first speech to parliament in July 2002. As a result, support for the
Greens has jumped in the polls. In a Newspoll released on 17 September
2002, the Greens were polling at 8% - there highest ever. The increased
support for the Greens corresponded with a fall in support for Labour.


9.9 Most US allies in the region supported the Gulf War, since it was 
interpreted by leaders in the region as an act of collective security in 
response to aggression by Iraq against its small neighbour. This would not be the case, however, in the event of a new war against Iraq. Saudi Crown Prince Abdullah has warned that the Bush Administration "should not strike Iraq, because such an attack would only raise animosity in the region against the United States." At the Beirut summit of the Arab League at the end of March, the Arab nations unanimously endorsed a strongly worded resolution opposing an attack against Iraq. Even Kuwait has reconciled with Iraq since Baghdad formally recognised Kuwait's sovereignty and international borders. Twenty Arab foreign
ministers meeting in Cairo in early September unanimously expressed their
"total rejection of the threat of aggression on Arab nations, in particular
Iraq."

9.10 American officials claim that, public statements to the contrary, there may be some regional allies willing to support a US war effort. Given
President Bush's ultimatum that "either you are with us or you are with the
terrorists," it's quite possible that some governments will be successfully
pressured to go along. However, almost any Middle Eastern regime willing to provide such support and co-operation would be doing so in spite of the 
opposition of the vast majority of its citizens. Given the real political risks for
any ruler supporting the US war effort, such acquiescence is likely to take 
place only reluctantly, and as a result of US pressure or inducements. In 
the context of opposition by the vast majority of the citizens of the 
region, an attack on Iraq supported by regional regimes runs the very real 
risk of increased regional volatility and the destabilisation of domestic 
political situations in those countries, and hence the whole Middle East.



*** ENDS ***








