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“Every nation in every region now has a decision to make. Either you are with us, 
or you are with the terrorists” 
President George W. Bush to Congress, 20 September 2001 

“And what rough beast, its hour come round at last Slouches toward Bethlehem 
to be born?” 
W.B. Yeats 
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INTRODUCTION  

On May 31st 2002 the United Nations "new" sanctions regime for Iraq came into 
effect. UN sanctions against Iraq have been in operation since the end of the Gulf 
War and have exacted - and continue to exact - a terrible toll on the lives of the 
Iraqi people. However, the appalling humanitarian impact of the most draconian 
sanctions regime ever imposed by the UN on a country in its history is currently 
overshadowed by the gathering storm clouds of war. The prospect of a pre-
emptive strike/military invasion of Iraq by the United States looms ever closer. 
The appalling terrorist attacks of September 11th 2001 on targets in the United 
States was a rare defining moment in contemporary political history. Since that 
date, political debate has been dominated by the global fight against terrorism 
and foreign policy is viewed through this distorting lens. Arguments are being 
advanced that pre-emptive military action is necessary in the interests of the 
global fight against terrorism. The question is no longer "if" military action is to be 
taken but "when". And whilst expert analysts differ as to the precise timing, the 
warning signs are that military action will be launched sooner rather than later.  

As the military juggernaut moves inexorably on, public opinion throughout the 
world is bogged down in a quagmire of questions which senior politicians on both 
sides of the Atlantic seem particularly reluctant to answer clearly and 
unequivocally, arguing that the decision is not yet made. As the British parliament 
has begun its summer recess, the absence of a thorough debate before a 
decision is taken is particularly alarming. The questions which are being posed 
and which seem to be dividing political and military figures can be summarised as 
follows:  

The first is obviously why military action? What are the precise objectives 
of a military strike and/or incursion? And are these objectives legitimate or 
justifiable?  
Is military action justifiable, either in terms of real politik or ethically?  
What will be the cost - not simply economically but, more importantly in 
terms of human lives - and is this cost a price worth paying?  
Why are senior politicians in the United States and in Britain, which has 

  



now pledged its support for US military action against Iraq, so evasive? 
Where is the open political debate which should precede any such drastic 
action?  
What is the role of the United Nations in the current discussions about a 
US or US-led attack?  

Whilst the primary purpose of this document is to look at the "new" UN 
sanctions regime against Iraq in the context of the fight against terrorism, it is 
impossible to ignore the military actions which now seem imminent. The 
document is intended to be a contribution to a much needed and urgent debate 
- from the perspective of a non-governmental organisation dedicated to the 
promotion of development and humanitarian assistance. This perspective is 
informed by CAFOD's long-standing involvement in Iraq as a provider of 
humanitarian assistance through its counterpart organisation in Iraq, the 
Catholic Confrérie de la Charité, together with its sister organisations throughout 
Europe (through Caritas Europa) and internationally (through Caritas 
Internationalis). CAFOD has been actively involved in the sanctions debate 
since it participated in a mission to Iraq, under the aegis of Caritas Europa, in 
January 2001. This mission was undertaken in solidarity with its Iraqi 
counterpart and, more broadly, the Iraqi people and to witness first-hand the 
humanitarian impact of sanctions against Iraq [1]. The conclusion of the 
delegation was that "comprehensive sanctions imposed on Iraq, now in their 
eleventh year, have resulted in untold suffering for millions of people - physical, 
mental and cultural. No one knows how many have died as a result of sanctions 
but it is believed to include thousands of children a month. The effects of 
sanctions - even were they to be lifted today - will certainly be felt for many 
years to come. It is indelibly imprinted on the Iraqi psyche. A once prosperous 
nation - home to the world's second largest oil reserves - is being systematically 
de-developed, de-skilled and reduced to penury." As a result the delegation was 
of the view that sanctions should be suspended immediately and a new 
relationship initiated and developed between the international community and 
Iraq.  

This remains CAFOD's position. CAFOD, together with its sister organisations in 
Caritas Europe, calls for a regional approach to the crisis in the Middle East. "In 
this light [Caritas Europe] unequivocally condemns any pre-emptive first strike 
against Iraq. We believe this will only add to the sufferings of the Iraqi people, 
exacerbate the dangers of terrorism in the region, endanger the global coalition 
against terrorism and bring the United Nations into disrepute." [2] Moreover, the 
questions raised at the beginning of this introduction regarding the aim and the 
legitimacy of military action closely mirror the long-standing criteria for a just 
war, eloquently evoked in his article on Iraq in The Observer of August 4th by 
Richard Harries, Bishop of Oxford. To summarise these, for a war to be just 
there must be a) lawful authority b) just cause c) the exhaustion of all peaceful 
means d) that it does not result in a greater evil than that already being endured 
and e) that there must be a reasonable chance of success. CAFOD agrees with 
the Bishop of Oxford on the need for the Churches to put forward and press 
these criteria. The Bishop concludes his article by affirming that "on the basis of 
what we have and know at the moment those criteria are not being met."  

What would be the aims of a military attack? President Bush and Prime Minister 
Blair both insist that Iraq is trying to reacquire its Weapons of Mass Destruction 
capability. However, President Bush and other senior politicians in the United 
States, both Republicans and Democrats, openly acknowledge that the intention 
is to oust Saddam Hussein and install a new regime in Baghdad. Congressional 
leaders have supported President Bush's order earlier this year instructing the 
CIA to launch covert operations to topple the Iraqi leader. With regard to 
weapons of mass destruction, as the Guardian leader pointed out on July 30th, 
former UN arms inspector, Scott Ritter insists that Iraq's ability to manufacture 
such weapons was destroyed in the period of UNSCOM's presence in Iraq i.e. 
until 1998. In an article in the Guardian on July 22nd Hans von Sponeck, who 
was UN humanitarian aid co-ordinator for Iraq from 1998-2000 until he resigned 
over the sanctions issue, urged Saddam Hussein to call President Bush's bluff 



by allowing weapons inspectors back in Iraq. Hans von Sponeck had just 
returned from a two-week visit to Iraq and his article includes the following:  

"The US Department of Defence and the CIA know perfectly well that today's 
Iraq poses no threat to anyone in the region, let alone in the United States. To 
argue otherwise is dishonest. They know, for example, that al-Dora, formerly a 
production centre for vaccine against foot and mouth disease on the outskirts of 
Baghdad, and al-Fallujah, a pesticide and herbicide manufacturing unit in the 
western desert, are today defunct and beyond repair. The UN concluded the 
former had been involved in biological agent research and development and the 
latter in the production of materials for chemical warfare. UN disarmament 
personnel permanently disable al-Dora in 1996. During a visit with a German TV 
crew to al-Dora in mid July - a site chosen by me and not the Iraqi authorities - I 
found it in the same destroyed condition in which I had last seen it in 1999. Al-
Fallujah was partially destroyed in 1991 during the Gulf war and again in 
December 1998, during operation Desert Fox. In between a UN disarmament 
team disabled all facilities in any way related to weapons of mass destruction 
there, including the castor oil production unit. My visit this month disclosed 
beyond any doubt that the castor oil unit was inoperable. Remnants of other 
production facilities are used to manufacture herbicides and pesticides for plant 
protection and household use.  

"One does not need to be a specialist in weapons of mass destruction to 
conclude that these sites had been rendered harmless and have remained in 
this condition. The truly worrying fact is that the US Department of Defence has 
all of this information. Why then, one must ask, does the Bush administration 
want to include Iraq in its fight against terrorism? Is it really too far-fetched to 
suggest that the US government does not want UN arms inspectors back in 
Iraq? Do they fear that this would lead to a political drama of the first order since 
the inspectors would confirm what individuals such as Scott Ritter have argued 
for some time, that Iraq no longer possesses any capacity to produce weapons 
of mass destruction? This indeed would be the final blow to the "war against 
Iraq" policy of the Bush administration, a policy that no one else wants."  

Certainly there is the clear perception, particularly in the region, that nothing Iraq 
could do would assuage the hawks in Washington. And this perception, based 
not least on President Bush's inflammatory speeches, has certainly undermined 
the negotiations between the UN Secretary General Kofi Annan and the Iraqi 
government. Three rounds of talks have been held to date - 7 March, 1-3 May 
and 4-5 July. Not surprisingly the talks seemed to have made little headway and 
had been postponed indefinitely. In today's current perverse political logic, this 
engineered ' failure' increases the likelihood of an attack. However, on August 
1st 2002, Iraqi Foreign Minister Naji Sabri wrote to UN Secretary General Kofi 
Annan inviting the UN Chief Weapons Inspector, Hans Blix of UNMOVIC, to 
Baghdad for technical talks. The letter [3] invites the head of UNMOVIC to 
discuss with Iraqi experts the next steps so as to "reach a comprehensive 
solution to the outstanding problems between Iraq and the United Nations, so as 
to insure the implementation of all the requirements of Security Council 
resolutions." The letter goes on to say:  

"Excellency, the meeting of the experts from the Iraqi side and the Chairman 
and experts of UNMOVIC that we are suggesting does not carry a premature 
judgement on the opinion of Iraq or that of UNMOVIC regarding assessing what 
was achieved on disarmament issues, but rather aims at reaching a common 
ground on the scientific and practical criteria that will be adopted to treat and 
resolve what UNMOVIC might see as pending issues in the disarmament stage.  

"The suggested meeting will be in harmony with, and follows up on the 
suggestions you made in August 1998 to conduct a comprehensive review to 
the disarmament file and assess the degree of Iraq's implementation of its 
obligations.  



"We believe that this review will be an important step towards the appropriate 
legal and technical assessment and treatment of the issues of disarmament, 
and to establish a solid base for the next stage of monitoring and inspection 
activities, and to move forward towards that stage including agreeing on the 
practical arrangements to resume cooperation between Iraq and UNMOVIC in a 
way to strengthen the common ground to progress towards a comprehensive 
solution and a concurrent implementation of all the requirements of relevant 
Security Council Resolutions."  

The resumption of weapons inspections (under Security Council Resolution 
1284) is key to any relaxation of UN sanctions. Kofi Annan has given this 
invitation a cautious welcome but no decision will be made until a Security 
Council meeting in the week of August 4. Britain is sceptical. The invitation has 
been welcomed by Russia and France. The Russian Foreign Ministry said in a 
statement: "Moscow considers the Iraqi proposal as an important step in the 
right direction towards resolving the crisis through political and diplomatic 
means in the framework of UN Security Council resolutions." France said "it 
supported efforts that might lead to Iraq respecting its obligations towards the 
United Nations Security Council." For his part, Hans Blix has stated that he does 
not plan to accept Iraq's invitation to visit Baghdad but added that he was ready 
to talk to Iraqi officials if Baghdad accepted that inspections should resume, in 
line with UN resolutions. In the United States, Secretary of State Colin Powell 
has dismissed Iraq's offer as an attempt "to move the goalposts". US President 
George Bush, said on August 3, that nothing has changed in his policy towards 
Iraq, despite Baghdad's offer to hold talks on the possible resumption of 
weapons inspection [4]. US Under Secretary of State, John Bolton, told the BBC 
[5] that Baghdad's invitation to the chief UN weapons inspector for 'technical 
talks' made no difference to America's demand for a regime change. "We 
continue to favour the reintroduction of the inspectors and we are supporting 
them as much as we can" said Mr. Bolton, "But...our policy at the same time 
insists on regime change in Baghdad. That policy will not be altered whether the 
inspectors go in or not."  

Given that the country's infrastructure is in a parlous state because of the most 
stringent opposition in the UN 661 Sanctions Committee to the purchase of 
anything which could conceivably be construed as dual usage, producing 
weapons of mass destruction in Iraq would be a formidable feat of ingenuity 
bordering on the miraculous. But, as columnist Hugo Young has argued [6], how 
valid are the scenarios that predicate their use? Would not the only conceivable 
scenario be in the event of a military attack? He goes on to ask "Is it not time 
such perversity broke through the wall of acquiescent silence, and was coolly 
evaluated by informed public people in the public realm?"  

If - as now seems abundantly clear - the US objective of military action is to 
remove Saddam Hussein and institute a regime change, there is a clear 
difference of opinion - in public statements - between President Bush and Prime 
Minister Blair. On July 24th 2002, the BBC reported that, in an interview for 
Prospect magazine, Tony Blair insisted that if there were a military attack on 
Iraq, "evidence" of Saddam Hussein's weapons programme would be made 
public: "If the time comes for action, people will have the evidence presented to 
them". Certainly the objective of ousting Saddam Hussein is of dubious 
international legality and is currently the subject of intense debate. Proponents 
invoke Article 42 of Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter which states that, 
as a last resort, the UN Security Council may take military action "to maintain or 
restore international peace and security". Opponents point to the principles of 
the United Nations, set out in Chapter I Article 2 of the UN Charter which states 
that the UN is "based on the principle of the sovereign equality of all its 
members." And clearly the burden of proof that Iraq constitutes a singular threat 
to international peace and security lies with the proponents of military action. 
How this will be done - and without incurring, in a region in such crisis, 
accusations of gross selectivity - remains to be seen.  

Nor is it clear whether a UN mandate needs to be sought before action is taken. 



There are those who argue that it is not necessary - and this is a very thin line to 
walk. It is equally unclear to what extent the democratic processes will be 
involved in any decision-making. In the United States there is growing concern in 
Congress that the administration is moving toward a major commitment of 
American troops under a veil of secrecy and with too little consultation with 
Congress. Some Democrats insist that the President must seek Congressional 
approval before launching an attack, under the War Powers Resolution of 1973 - 
and this is hotly debated within the Party. Such approval was sought for the Gulf 
War in 1991 but President George Bush insisted that he was not obliged to do 
so but did so out of courtesy. [7] (And it is worthwhile recalling here that, despite 
the obvious pretext given by Iraq's invasion of Kuwait, the Senate agreed 
military action by only 57 votes to 47).  

Both the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the House International 
Relations Committee plan to hold hearings on Iraq, the former before leaving for 
the summer recess in early August, the second in late August/early September. 
Indeed the Senate Foreign Relations Committee hearings began on July 31st. 
On this first day, Richard Butler, as former Head of UNSCOM (the predecessor 
to UNMOVIC) a chief United Nations weapons inspector in Baghdad until 1998, 
warned the hearing that Saddam Hussein is actively developing weapons of 
mass destruction. However, he added, there was no evidence that the 
technology had been passed to non-Iraqi terrorist groups. He also stated that it 
was still possible that Saddam Hussein might respond to pressure and let arms 
teams back into Iraq. "If you can get Russia and France to work seriously with 
us in Baghdad to make very clear to the Iraqis that this is it, you do some serious 
arms control or you are toast, then we might have a chance," he said [8].  

Prime Minister Blair is equally ambiguous. He has given assurances in 
Parliament that Parliament would be "properly consulted" but there is little clarity 
on what exactly this means and when it might happen. Certainly no commitment 
has been made to a parliamentary vote on this issue.  

It is worth noting here that, in the second of Prime Minister Blair's recently 
introduced US presidential style press conferences at Downing Street, the first 
two questions concerned Iraq. This second press conference was held on July 
25th and the following is an extract from it which amply illustrates the 
evasiveness of the current approach: [9]  

QUESTION:  

Prime Minister, could I turn to another grave matter which is Iraq. You have been 
asked on several occasions recently by the Liaison Committee and indeed in the 
Chamber of the Commons to pledge a vote of the House of Commons before 
any military activity involving British troops takes place. On each occasion up to 
now you have refused to do that, or have declined to do so, and my question is 
very simple, why?  

PRIME MINISTER:  

Because I think it is important that if we do get to that situation that we follow the 
precedents that there have always been, and I don't think there is any point in 
getting into speculation at this point in time about the right way to consult the 
House of Commons. I actually think, if I can say so to you, I think we are all 
getting a bit ahead of ourselves on the issue of Iraq. As I have said before, 
action is not imminent, we are not at the point of decision yet, and there are 
many issues to be considered before we are at the point of decision. And I would 
simply say to you that if you look at what we did in relation for example to 
Afghanistan, we consulted the House of Commons very carefully, but I am not 
going to pin myself to any specific form of consultation.  

QUESTION:  



Prime Minister, if I could follow up on the question of Iraq. Some interest that 
you appeared yesterday to say when, not if, about a possible attack involving 
British troops. But also you have spoken in general terms about the threat you 
believe Saddam Hussein poses, there was talk of a dossier of evidence, that 
has not appeared, do you believe that Saddam Hussein is actually within 
months of acquiring a nuclear capability, how imminent do you believe this 
threat is?  

PRIME MINISTER:  

First of all of course we have knowledge necessarily limited by the fact that 
Saddam is in breach of all the United Nations resolutions to allow the weapons 
inspectors in so that we can discover the true extent of weapons of mass 
destruction capability, it is one of the reasons why it is so important he lets 
weapons inspectors back in. But as I say, we are not at the point of decision and 
I think it is important just for the moment at any rate that we don't get entirely 
ahead of ourselves. But I repeat again what I said in the House of Commons 
and have said on many, many occasions, the fact is that weapons of mass 
destruction are an issue, I think in the speech I gave in the House of Commons, 
the statement I made on 14 September, straight after 11 September, I said the 
next issue will be weapons of mass destruction, they are an issue, Iraq's position 
in relation to weapons of mass destruction are an issue but we have taken no 
decisions as to how to deal with it. And it is one of these issues upon which, 
because it is obviously very, very sensitive and I understand entirely why people 
want to put all sorts of hypotheses to me and say well what will you do in this 
circumstance or that circumstance, but it is an issue of tremendous sensitivity 
and I think it is unwise for me, if I can put it like that, to go down a speculative 
route too far.  

In the article cited earlier, Hugo Young points out that "Britain has a position and 
a special voice, and now is the time to make use of them, before these severe 
anxieties are buried under the juggernaut of a son's revenge for what happened 
to his father. To say that they are only worth discussing "when the decisions are 
actually about to be taken" is to say that everything must be left to the leaders. If 
these then suffer the fate of Lyndon B. Johnson, booted out of politics for a war 
the people decided they didn't want, they will deserve it."  

Of particular concern is the growing rift between the politicians and the military 
on both sides of the Atlantic, with the military expressing deep unease about any 
and all of the possible scenarios for military invasion, regarding all the options as 
'high risk'. There are currently three military options remaining on the table. Two 
others have fallen by the wayside - one was to foment a coup attempt, which 
even the CIA Director gives only a 15% chance of success; the other is the 
Afghan model with opposition groups doing most of the fighting with US heavy 
air support and special forces units. (One of the reasons for discounting the 
second option is the decidedly cool response from Iraq's Kurds to any military 
engagement - they have, as they say, been there before.) The three remaining 
options appear to be the following [10]:  

An insertion of Iraqi defectors, backed by 5,000 US troops and "precision" 
air strikes. This plan has been dismissed by General Anthony Zinni, 
America's Middle East envoy, as a recipe for a "Bay of Goats" disaster 
akin to the 1961 Bay of Pigs disaster in Cuba.  
A more standard plan involving a three-month build-up involving 250,000 
troops and heavy armour. Britain, it is suggested would provide 30,000 
troops.  
A sudden strike (also known as the inside-out attack), involving no more 
than 50,000 troops who would go straight to Baghdad to 'neutralise' 
Saddam Hussein. This scenario, which seems to be favourite at present, 
would aim to bypass the Iraqi army. However, it also raises the prospect 
of heavy street fighting with Iraq's elite Republican Guard.  



General Sir Michael Rose, a former Head of the SAS and of UN forces in 
Bosnia, wrote in London's Evening Standard of July 29th of the "madness of 
going to war with Iraq". He stated that "There are huge political and military risks 
associated with launching large-scale ground forces into Iraq." A former chief of 
defence staff, Field Marshal Lord Bramall warned, in a letter to the Times that an 
invasion of Iraq would pour "petrol rather than water" on the flames and provide 
Al-Queda with more recruits. He quoted a predecessor who said during the 1956 
Suez crisis: "Of course we can get to Cairo but what I want to know is what the 
bloody hell do we do when we get there?"  

This is a good question and one to which there is currently no answer. The 
United States has long been supporting the Iraqi National Congress, politically 
and financially. However, the INC is a rather loose, fractious and fairly inept 
coalition. Hedging their bets, the US is said to be considering a list of 15 
Generals [11]. Apparently, the prime candidate was General Nizar al-Khazrji, the 
army chief of staff at the time Iraq invaded Kuwait and currently living in exile in 
Denmark. However, he has been accused - by a Kurdish survivor who saw him 
on the street in Copenhagen - of being a key figure in the 'Anfal' campaign 
against the Kurds in 1988 and these charges are currently under examination by 
the Danish Justice Ministry. Equally bizarre is the emergence of Jordan's Prince 
Hassan, former crown prince of Jordan for many years, as a possible contender. 
He is reported to have held talks in Washington and on July 12th he arrived 
unexpectedly at a conference of exiled Iraqi officers in London. Another 
alternative is the fragmentation of Iraq into Shia, Sunni and Kurdish states. On 
July 27th, the BBC reported that the Bush administration has invited six Iraqi 
opposition groups (including the Iraqi National Congress, Kurdish leaders, the 
Iran-based Shia Muslim opposition and the Iraqi National Accord) to Washington 
in August for talks on how to remove Saddam Hussein.  

Also of concern is the stubborn reluctance to view Iraq in the wider regional 
context and particularly the current crisis between Israel and Palestine. Any 
military attack on Iraq will undoubtedly have regional repercussions which do not 
appear to figure in the Bush administration's single-minded approach. Regional 
leaders are properly deeply concerned about the devastating impact that a 
military attack will have on the region. Both the Organisation of Islamic 
Conferences and the League of Arab States have rejected any military assault 
on Iraq. At a bilateral level, on 26th July President Mubarak of Egypt, following a 
meeting with the Spanish Prime Minister in Madrid, issued a blunt warning to the 
United States against launching an attack on Iraq. On July 30th King Abdullah of 
Jordan met with Prime Minister Tony Blair at Downing Street and warned that 
US-led military action to remove Saddam Hussein "would have devastating 
effects on the Middle East". The King stressed the linkage between progress on 
a solution to the Palestinian crisis and Anglo-American concerns about weapons 
of mass destruction allegedly being amassed in Iraq [12]. On August 3 2002, the 
BBC reported that Saudi Arabia too has now warned, on television during a visit 
to Iran, against an attack on Iraq. Saudi Foreign Minister Saud al-Faisal said; 
"The problem of Iraq cannot be solved militarily and interference in Iraqi affairs is 
harmful to the people of Iraq and countries in the region." The weightiest 
warning, however, came on July 23rd from Iran's President Mohammad Khatami 
during a visit to Malaysia. "We wish to caution the great powers against further 
interference in the region and against the exacerbation of the flames of war. We 
live in a very frightening situation today. We have never witnessed war being so 
much promoted in the US." He warned that an attack on Iraq could destabilise 
the entire region, with unpredictable results. It could, he said, trigger a regional 
conflagration, drawing in Iran and possibly even Israel. These sentiments have 
been echoed by Iran's supreme spiritual leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei. Unlike 
Europe and Russia, the United States has steadfastly refused to give an inch in 
forging new relations with President Khatami and his fellow moderate reformers. 
Iran, together with Iraq and North Korea, are cited by President Bush as the 
"axis of evil" and Iran recognises that, after Iraq, it is next on the US agenda. In 
addition to the 'my enemy's enemy is my friend' principle which is pushing Iraq 
and Iran closer together, Iraq has been assiduously courting the states in the 
region and with some not inconsiderable effect. Simon Tisdall, writing in The 



Guardian on July 25th in an article entitled Making enemies make friends, 
concludes: "If Iran, fearing US intentions as much as Iraq and goaded beyond 
endurance by myriad US provocations, enters into some sort of alliance of 
expediency with Baghdad, Bush and his risibly inept, self-defeating strategists 
will only have themselves to blame. Yet this is where their policy is leading. 
What a way to fight a war. What a way to lose one."  

The dangers are real. The stakes are high. A proper debate is urgently overdue. 

BACKGROUND 

On September 11th 2001, four civilian aircraft on internal flights were hijacked 
by members of the Al-Qaeda network in the United States (two American 
airlines and two United Airlines passenger jets). Two of the flights (AA 11 and 
UA 175) were forced to crash into the North and South towers of the World 
Trade Center in New York; one – AA77 – plunged into the Pentagon; the fourth 
– UA 93 – crashed 80 miles south east of Pittsburgh. This latter flight was 
believed to be headed for the White House. This appalling terrorist attack thus 
targeted the most potent symbols of US economic, military and political power. 
18 hijackers, along with some 300 passengers, were killed in the aeroplanes. In 
addition, the final devastating death toll of the attacks was 2,823 people, 
principally from the collapse of the World Trade Center which housed some 
50,000 employees. The military was placed on full alert, the President 
evacuated to Nebraska, the White House and Capitol Hill cleared of personnel. 
All airports throughout the United States were closed.  

This terrorist earthquake sent seismic shock waves throughout the world. Within 
a matter of hours, NATO ambassadors meeting in Brussels approved an 
invocation of NATO's self-defence Charter if the attacks in the United States 
proved to have been directed from abroad. Article V, the heart of the NATO 
Charter, states that an armed attack against one of NATO's members is 
considered an attack against all of them. “For the first time in its 52-year history, 
NATO has recognised an attack on one is an attack on all" said British Foreign 
Secretary, Jack Straw.  

Nations throughout the world were quick to condemn the attacks. On 
September 12 2001, the United Nations Security Council, in its resolution 1368: 
a) unequivocally condemned in the strongest possible terms the attacks; b) 
regarded such acts as a threat to international peace and security; c) called on 
all States to work together urgently to bring to justice the perpetrators, 
organisers and sponsors of the attacks; d) stressed that those aiding and 
abetting supporters or harbouring perpetrators, organisers or sponsors would be 
held accountable; e) called on the international community to redouble its efforts 
to prevent and suppress terrorist acts; e) expressed the UN's readiness to 
combat all forms of terrorism in accordance with the UN Charter. Thus, the 
global coalition on terrorism was born.  

Since that fateful day, external relations – particularly of the rich countries of the 
world – are viewed through the prism of September 11th atrocities and the 
global response to them. And external relations include not only foreign policy 
but all aspects of relations with third countries, including humanitarian aid, 
development policy and priorities.  

The purpose of this briefing paper is, firstly, to look at the modified sanctions 
against Iraq in the light of this paradigm shift in the global foreign policy 
framework and, more generally, to offer some directions for further reflection 
with regard to humanitarian assistance and development policy in general.  

In order to do this, the paper looks at the current state of thinking in different 
official fora: the United States itself, the United Nations and the European 
Union. It looks at the UN sanctions against Iraq, agreed by the Security Council 



on May 14th 2002 and which came into effect on May 312002. It then brings 
together some of the strands in current thinking as they are likely to affect 
development policy.  

CURRENT THINKING 

1. THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

In his address to Congress on 20th September 2001, President Bush stated: 
“Every nation in every region now has a decision to make. Either you are with 
us, or you are with the terrorists”. In other words, the world is now divided into 
`white hats' and `black hats'. Whilst this simplistic dichotomy is perhaps 
understandable in the immediate traumatic aftermath of September 11th it is 
extremely dangerous as a policy framework for dealing with an issue as complex 
as international terrorism. However, it is this concept – couched in language 
reminiscent of the McCarthy era of the 1950s – which is informing US policy 
formulation.  

In his State of the Union address of January 29 2002 [13], President Bush stated 
“As we gather tonight, our nation is at war, our economy is in recession, and the 
civilised world faces unprecedented dangers.” He reminded Congress that “In 
four short months, our nation has comforted the victims, begun to rebuild New 
York and the Pentagon, rallied a great coalition, captured, arrested, and rid the 
world of thousands of terrorists, destroyed Afghanistan's terrorist training camps, 
saved a people from starvation, and freed a country from brutal oppression. The 
American flag flies again over our Embassy in Kabul. Terrorists who once 
occupied Afghanistan now occupy cells at Guantanamo Bay. And terrorist 
leaders who urged followers to sacrifice their lives are running for their own.” 
This is said without a trace of irony – forgetting, or ignoring, America's support 
for the Taliban in opposition when the Soviet Union occupied Afghanistan.  

“The men and women of our Armed Forces” he went on to say “have delivered a 
message now clear to every enemy of the United States. Even 7,000 miles 
away, across oceans and continents, on mountains and in caves – you will not 
escape the justice of this nation.” He warned that Afghanistan had only been the 
beginning of the war against terror. This war has two major objectives: a) to shut 
down terrorist camps, disrupt terrorist plans and bring terrorists to justice; and b) 
to prevent terrorists and regimes who seek chemical, biological or nuclear 
weapons from threatening the United States and the world. Elaborating on such 
regimes, the President cited North Korea, Iran and Iraq, and went on to say: 
“States like these, and their terrorist allies, constitute an axis of evil, aiming to 
threaten the peace of the world. By seeking weapons of mass destruction, these 
regimes pose a grave and growing danger. They could provide these arms to 
terrorists, giving them the means to match their hatred. They could attack our 
allies or attempt to blackmail the United States. In any of these cases, the price 
of indifference would be catastrophic. We will work closely with our coalition to 
deny terrorists and their state sponsors the materials, technology, and the 
expertise to make and deliver weapons of mass destruction. We will develop 
and deploy effective missile defences to protect America and our allies from 
sudden attack. And all nations should know: America will do what is necessary 
to ensure our nation's security. We'll be deliberate, yet time is not on our side. I 
will not wait on events, while dangers gather. I will not stand by, as peril draws 
closer and closer. The United States of America will not permit the world's most 
dangerous regimes to threaten us with the world's most destructive weapons. 
Our war on terror is well begun, but it is only begun. This campaign may not be 
finished on our watch – yet it must be and it will be waged on our watch.”  

Office for Homeland Security  

To this end, President Bush's budget has three primary aims: “we'll win this war; 
we'll protect our homeland; and we will revive our economy.” The remainder of 
his speech focuses primarily on the first two goals. On the first of these 



objectives, the President highlights the high cost of fighting the war. The US has 
been spending more than $1 billion a month – over $30 million a day – on the 
military operation in Afghanistan. The President's budget proposes “the largest 
increase in defense spending in two decades – because while the price of 
freedom and security is high, it is never too high. Whatever it costs to defend our 
country, we will pay.” The second major goal is the strengthening of domestic 
security. Immediately after September 11th, an Office for Homeland Security 
[14] was established through the collaboration of departments and agencies at 
federal level and funded for a total of $10.6 billion from the 2002 Fiscal Year 
Emergency Budget Supplemental. On June 7th 2002, in a televised broadcast to 
the nation, President Bush officially announced his plans to make this office a 
new permanent security organisation in what is seen as the biggest shake-up 
since the 1940's. Second only in size to the Department of Defence, this new 
permanent structure plans to employ 170,000 people, with an annual budget of 
$37 billion. [15] On June 18th 2002, President Bush proposed that the Office for 
Homeland Security should be at cabinet level.  

The Office to date has focused on:  

1. Law enforcement activities including changes to legislation; deployment 
of thousands of FBI special agents; establishment of Terrorism Task 
Forces; freezing of financial assets.  

2. Border and port security, including stricter and shorter visas; increased 
searches of people and cargo; deployment of 1,600 National Guardsmen 
for border control; updating security equipment.  

3. Transportation security, including strengthened screening at airports; 
significant expansion of the Federal Air Marshal programme; 
development of new boarding procedures; the deployment of over 9,000 
National Guardsmen to secure airports.  

4. Health and food security, including dispensing antibiotics for people 
potentially exposed to anthrax; acquired more than a billion doses of 
antibiotics and signed agreements for the acquisition of the small pox 
vaccine; improved inspection and testing; distributed $1.1 billion to help 
states prepare for bioterrorism attacks; provided millions of dollars to 
families of victims and displaced workers of the September 11th attacks.  

5. Environmental and energy security, including security training and 
guidance at water facilities; vulnerability studies of energy infrastructure; 
provided round-the-clock security at 348 dams and 58 hydroelectric 
power plants; constructed biological, radiological and nuclear mobile 
detection capability; placed nuclear power plans on high security; 
developed a pocket radiation detector; thorough security review of 
nuclear power plants, including plant vulnerability to aircraft.  

6. Citizen engagement, including a Citizen Corps, medical reserve corps, 
community emergency response teams, neighbourhood watch schemes.  

With regard to this latter point, President Bush's State of the Union address 
appealed to the nation to assist the newly formed USA Freedom Corps:  

“My call tonight is for every American to commit at least two years – 4,000 hours 
over the rest of your lifetime – to the service of your neighbours and your nation. 
Many are already serving, and I thank you. If you aren't sure how to help, I've 
got a good place to start. To sustain and extend the best that has emerged in 
America, I invite you to join the new USA Freedom Corps. The Freedom Corps 
will focus on three areas of need: responding in cases of crisis at home; 
rebuilding our communities; and extending American compassion throughout the 
world.  

“One purpose of the USA Freedom Corps will be homeland security. America 
needs retired doctors and nurses who can be mobilised in major emergencies; 
volunteers to help police and fire departments; transportation and utility workers 
well-trained in spotting danger.  



“Our country also needs citizens working to rebuild our communities. We need 
mentors to love children, especially children whose parents are in prison. And 
we need more talented teachers in troubled schools. USA Freedom Corps will 
expand and improve the good efforts of Americorps and Senior Corps to recruit 
more than 200,000 new volunteers.  

“And America needs citizens to extend the compassion of our country to every 
part of the world. So we will renew the promise of the Peace Corps, double its 
volunteers over the next five years – and ask it to join a new effort to encourage 
development and education and opportunity in the Islamic world.”  

This latter concept in particular – that of extending America's compassion to 
every part of the world, especially the Islamic world – does not sit easily with the 
proposed new National Entry-Exit Registration System announced by the 
Justice Department on June 5 2002. [16] This will require some 100,000 visitors 
each year to provide fingerprints, photographs and details of their plans in the 
United States. Obviously, those entering the United States from countries on the 
US state sponsors of terrorism list will be particularly targeted but visitors from 
other countries, especially Muslim and Middle Eastern countries could well be 
included. Some commentators envisage that this could affect people from 35 
countries. However, as Attorney-General John Ashcroft, declining to disclose 
the criteria for selecting visitors, stated: “No country is totally exempt.”  

Critics of the new rules, expected to be enacted in the autumn of 2002, describe 
the new rules as nothing less than racial and ethnic profiling, insulting to US 
allies in the war against terror and, moreover, will be ineffective in pinpointing 
real threats. Judy Golub of the American Immigration Lawyers Association 
believes the proposal could be a first step towards compulsory identification 
cards, possibly for all citizens. She said, “We don't need false solutions to real 
problems and this is what this is.” Representative John Conyers, senior 
Democrat on the House Judiciary Committee, called it an Orwellian proposal 
and added: “We have long fought repressive and totalitarian regimes that 
sought to register their people, ban them from public places and eventually 
incarcerate them based solely on their race or religion.” Senator Edward 
Kennedy said the changes ”would give US government officials unfettered 
discretion to use secret criteria to decide who should be registered in a 
database we usually reserve for terrorists and criminals” and that the rules “will 
further stigmatise innocent Arab and Muslim visitors...who have committed no 
crimes and pose no danger to us.”  

Even before these new rules come into force, four US airlines (Continental, 
American, Northwest and United) were taken to court on June 4th 2002 by the 
American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU). ACLU was acting on behalf of 5 men 
who were removed from flights as a terrorist risk. According to the Guardian 
newspaper of June 4th, 2 of the 5 are US citizens of Arab descent, 1 is a 
Guyanese American, 1 a Bangladeshi American and the 5th a Filipino with 
permanent residence in the United States. All claim to be victims of racial 
profiling/discrimination. The American-Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee said 
that it had received reports of a hundred such incidents since September 11th 
2001.  

Also in his State of the Union address, the President proposed “a doubling of 
funding for a sustained strategy of homeland security, focused on four key 
areas: bioterrorism, emergency response, airport and border security, and 
improved intelligence.” On June 5th 2002, the US House of Representatives 
approved $29.4 billion for the war on terror.  

All the above has been brought together in the US first National Strategy for 
Homeland Security which was presented by President Bush at a press 
conference in the White House rose garden on 16 July 2002 [17].  



Coincidentally, on June 4 2002, in preparation for the five-year review of the 
World Food Summit, which was held in Rome on June 10th 2002, the United 
Nations Food and Agricultural Organisation (FAO) proposed a new global anti-
hunger drive which the agency said would require $24 billion in public 
investments in order to cut the number of malnourished in half by 2015. [18] 
Without this outlay of funds, the FAO warned, the world would have 600 million 
hungry people in 2015. Responding to their plight was not only a moral 
imperative but also sound economics, the agency argued, noting that halving 
hunger is expected to yield additional benefits worth at least $120 billion a year 
resulting from longer and healthier lives for all those who benefit. The total 
amount sought by the FAO is less than the US one-year budget for the war 
against terror. In the event the conference was unable to agree any concrete 
pledges and merely called on member governments to “consider voluntary 
contributions to the FAO Trust Fund for Food Security and Food Safety ...” [19]  

It is worth noting that, in the relatively short part of the State of the Union 
address devoted to employment creation, President Bush stresses: “Good jobs 
also depend on reliable and affordable energy. This Congress must act to 
encourage conservation, promote technology, build infrastructure, and it must 
act to increase energy production at home so America is less dependent on 
foreign oil.”  

It is worthwhile recalling here, particularly since Iraq has the world's second 
largest oil reserves, the words of former US Attorney-General Ramsay Clark [20] 
and his reflection on US Foreign Policy:  

“The one constant in US policy through all the years was the determination to 
dominate the vast oil resources of the region, not only for their wealth, but for 
the economic and military advantages this gave over both rich and poor oil-
importing countries. Among scores of statements reflecting this policy is a 
warning in 1977 from Senator Henry Jackson's Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee of the US Senate: `A US commitment to the defense of oil resources 
of the Gulf and to political stability in the region constitutes one of the most vital 
and enduring interests of the United States'.”  

Patterns of Global Terrorism  

On May 21 2002, the US Department of State released its annual report, as 
required by Congress, Patterns of Global Terrorism. [21] The report identifies 
seven governments deemed to be involved in state-sponsored terrorism: Cuba, 
Iran, Iraq, Libya, North Korea, Sudan and Syria.  

It is useful to note that the list, which carries with it strict sanctions, has 
remained unchanged since Sudan was added in 1993. It is also worth pointing 
out that the majority of the countries listed are scars on the American psyche 
and/or seen as `unfinished business'. Of the seven countries, the report 
indicates that Iran remained the most active state sponsor of terrorism in 2000. 
The report acknowledges that some of these countries, notably Sudan and 
Libya, are moving in the right direction, none, the report argues have yet taken 
all necessary actions to divest itself fully of ties to terrorism.  

A country on the Terrorism List incurs four main sets of US government 
sanctions:  

A ban on arms-related exports and sales:  
Controls over exports of dual use items, requiring 30 day Congressional 
notification for goods or services that could significantly enhance the 
terrorist list country's military capability or ability to support terrorism;  
Prohibitions on economic assistance;  
Imposition of miscellaneous financial and other restrictions including: 



Requiring the United States to oppose loans by the World Bank 
and other international financial institutions;  
Lifting the diplomatic immunity to allow families of terrorist victims 
to file civil lawsuits in US courts;  
Denying companies and individuals tax credits for income earned 
in terrorist list countries;  
Denial of duty-free treatment for goods exported to the United 
States;  
Authority to prohibit any US person from engaging in a financial 
transaction with terrorism list government without a Treasury 
Department license;  
Prohibition of Defense Department contracts above $100,000 with 
companies controlled by terrorist list states.  

The report regards Iran as the most active state sponsor of terrorism in 2001, 
and deems that Sudan and Libya are closest to “understanding what they must 
do to get out of the terrorism business, and each has taken measures pointing it 
in the right direction.” Whether the arguments presented in this report are 
sufficient to warrant the penalties incurred is a moot point.  

Looking at each of the countries in turn:  

Cuba: US sanctions against Cuba were imposed on 8 July 1963, in the wake of 
the Cuban missile crisis of October 1962, under the Trading with the Enemy Act. 
They were tightened by the Helms-Burton Act of 1996. [22] Whilst the Report 
acknowledges Cuban support for the international campaign against terrorism, 
Cuba's signing of all 12 UN counter-terrorism conventions and of the Ibero-
American declaration on terrorism at the 2001 summit; and, particularly ironic, 
its decision not to protest the detention of suspected terrorists at the US Naval 
Base at Guantanamo Bay in Cuba, it remains on the list because:  

It is deemed to have vacillated over the war against terrorism and called 
the US-led war “worse than the original attacks, militaristic and fascist.”  
It harbours some 20 Basque ETA members; members of the Colombian 
FARC and ELN; the Sinn Fein official representative who was arrested in 
Colombia accused of providing training to the FARC; the strong 
possibility that, in the mid 1990s, Cuba harboured Chilean FPMR 
members and numerous fugitives.  

It should be noted that a number of articles have appeared in the international 
media about the appalling conditions at Camp X-Ray at Guantanamo Bay where 
almost 600 suspected Al-Qaeda and Taliban prisoners are being detained 
without trial. As the BBC's Richard Lister pointed out in February 2002, Camp X-
Ray “is an island, on an island, on an island”. (And an island which is itself 
designated a sponsor of terrorism). It is impossible to gain access except 
through the US military. On June 1 2002, the UK Guardian newspaper reported 
that US civil rights lawyer, Stephen Yagman, has put together a coalition of civil 
rights lawyers and academics, including Professor Erwin Chemerinsky of the 
University of California Law School; the former US Attorney-General, Ramsay 
Clark; and Rabbis Steven Jacob and Haim Dov Beliak. They are taking the US 
to court – in a test case appeal to be heard in Los Angeles in July 2002 – for 
violating the prisoners' human rights. Mr. Yagman is quoted as saying: “We are 
asking three things: for those detained in the camp to be identified, for the 
reasons for their detention to be made known and for each of them to be given 
an opportunity to come into an American court.” Initial attempts to bring a case 
were foiled by the US authorities on the grounds that the detainees, isolated 
from the rest of the world, had not requested the lawyers to act and that the 
court did not have jurisdiction to hear the case because Guantanamo Bay was 
not in the US. In response to this Catch 22 situation, Mr. Yagman argued that 
either Guantanamo Bay was part of the US, in which case the men could be 



represented, or it is part of Cuba, in which case the habeas corpus laws under 
the Cuban constitution should apply and this would entitle the men to be 
represented or released.  

On August 1st 2002 [23], in an extraordinary judgement, District Court Judge 
Colleen Kollar-Kotelly determined that the US legal system had no jurisdiction 
over the detainees at Guantanamo Bay. The US judge ruled that foreign 
nationals captured fighting with the Taliban in Afghanistan couldn't be tried 
before a US court. The case brought to court involved two Britons, an Australian 
and 11 Kuwaitis. Prosecutors are said to fear that a successful lawsuit would 
open the way for other detainees at the Guantanamo air base. British lawyer, 
Stephen Jakobi, Director of Fair Trials Abroad, predicted an appeal to the 
Supreme Court. He said: "We have consistently tried to get these people out of 
legal limbo and into some sort of fair trial situation". The families' lawyers argued 
that the decision violated the US Constitution's guarantee of due process. They 
said the men might be held indefinitely or could end up appearing before a 
military tribunal, which had the power to impose the death penalty.  

The June report in the Guardian also pointed out that, in that same week, 
Amnesty International released its annual report in which it accuses the United 
States of being “selective” in its application of the Geneva Convention 
concerning the detainees. (Although the US argues that the detainees are not 
Prisoners of War). Amnesty International says: “In suggesting that national 
security may require compromise on human rights....the government risks 
signalling its allies that `anything goes' in their own human rights practices.” Just 
as in the Vietnam War, villages were destroyed in order to `save' them, basic 
rights – such as the right to a speedy trial – are being ignored in the name of 
freedom and democracy. On June 6th 2002, in the Fifth Commonwealth Lecture, 
UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, Mary Robinson, emphasised: ”To 
abandon human rights standards or the rule of law in responding to terrorism is 
to give a victory to those we seek to defeat...Surely the answer to a challenge to 
the existence of open societies cannot be for us ourselves to close them.”  

However, in a speech at the White House marking Cuban Independence Day, 
on May 30th 2002 [24], President Bush dismissed recent overtures to improve 
Cuban-American relations (including the recent visit to Cuba of former US 
President Jimmy Carter). He said that Fidel Castro's vision of a communist 
revolutionary Cuba had debased the country and had turned it “into a prison”. 
President Bush laid down strict conditions for the lifting of the 40-year-old trade 
embargo, including independently monitored elections and the release of 
political prisoners. According to Amnesty International, there are currently six 
political prisoners in Cuba.  

Iran: deemed the most active state sponsor of terrorism, the report states that 
there is no knowledge of any links between Iran and the September 11th 
attacks, which were condemned by President Khatami, who also offered 
condolences to the American people. The report highlights Iran's continued 
support to violent Palestinian groups since the ”outbreak of the intifadah”. During 
`Operation Enduring Freedom', Iran pledged to assist in the event that US 
warplanes were downed in Iran and to close its borders with Pakistan and 
Afghanistan to prevent the infiltration of Taliban and Al-Qaeda escapees. 
However, it is classified as the most active state sponsor:  

Because of its continuing support for the Lebanese Hizballah and the 
Palestinian rejectionist groups, notably HAMAS, the Palestine Islamic 
Jihad and the PFLP-GC – through funding, safe havens, training and 
weapons and encouraging these groups in planning and escalating their 
activities against Israel.  
In addition, it has provided, according to the report, limited support to 
terrorist groups in the Gulf, Africa, Turkey and Central Asia, although this 
support has been decreasing in recent years.  



The `fatwa' against Salman Rushdie has not been revoked, although no 
direct action was taken in 2001 and a bounty of $2.8 million for his death 
remains in place.  
Despite its pledges, there are reports that Arab Afghans, including Al-
Qaeda members, used Iran as a transit route to and from Afghanistan.  

Not surprisingly, therefore, Iran was a bone of contention between Russia and 
the US during President Bush's European tour at the end of May 2002. 
President Bush raised strong objections with his new friend, President Vladimir 
Putin, about the nuclear power plant being built in Iran with Russian technology. 
Despite Russia's proposal of an international inspection team, President Bush 
was not mollified, arguing that the technology could be used to develop nuclear 
weapons.  

Iraq: the report stresses that Iraq was the only Arab Muslim country not to 
condemn the September 11th attacks. The report states that Iraq's main focus is 
on dissident activity overseas but that it also provides bases to several terrorist 
groups, including the Mujahedin-e-Khalq (MEK), the Kurdistan Workers' Party 
(PKK), the Palestine Liberation Front (PLF) and the Abu Nidal organisation 
(ANO). In addition:  

The Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) in 2002 “raised 
its political profile in the West Bank and Gaza Strip by carrying out 
successful terrorist attacks against Israeli targets.” Iraq is cited as having 
met with PFLP leader, George Habbash, in Baghdad in January 2001 
and, in mid-September, with a senior PFLP delegation. It has also 
continued to host other Palestinian rejectionist groups such as the Arab 
Liberation Front and the 15 May Organisation.  
Iraq has not complied with an extradition request from Saudi Arabia for 
two Saudis who hijacked a Saudi Arabian Airlines flight to Baghdad in 
2000, granting political asylum to them and giving them access to state 
media.  

Whilst clearly, more will be said about Iraq later in this document, it is important 
to emphasise that the above is the sum total of the case presented in the report 
against Iraq. No mention is made of any connection to the attacks of September 
11th. Nor indeed is there discussion of weapons of mass destruction or the 
notion that Iraq presents a clear and present danger to world peace.  

Libya: Libya strongly (and repeatedly) condemned the September 11th attacks 
and urged Libyans to donate blood for the US victims. Colonel Qadhafi also said 
that the US had justification to retaliate for the attacks. Libya has also offered to 
mediate in a number of conflicts, including the “military stand-off between India 
and Pakistan that began in December 2001”. The report also states that Libya 
seems to have curtailed its support for international terrorism, “although it may 
maintain residual contacts with a few groups”. However, the report states that 
“Libya's past record of terrorist activity continued to hinder Qadhafi's efforts to 
shed Libya's pariah status.” Two events are cited:  

The bombing in 1986 of a disco in West Berlin. Two US servicemen and 
one Turkish civilian were killed and more than 20 injured. In November 
2001, a German court convicted four defendants and the judge stated 
that Libyan government officials had orchestrated the attack. The 
German government has called on Libya to accept responsibility and 
provide compensation.  
The bombing of Pan Am Flight 103 in December 1988 in which 259 
passengers and crew on board, as well as 11 persons on the ground in 
Lockerbie, Scotland were killed. A Scottish court “found Libyan 
intelligence agent Abdel Basset Ali al-Megrahi guilty of murder”.  



On March 14th 2002, a Scottish appellate court upheld this conviction.  

It is important to note that, on May 29 2002, the BBC reported an offer from 
Libyan leader, Colonel Qadhafi, of compensation for the Lockerbie bombing, 
provided that Libya is declassified as a terrorist country and sanctions lifted. On 
June 3 2002, the BBC quoted an offer from Libya of $10 million for each of the 
bereaved families. On 5th June 2002, Associated Press announced that a 
compensation deal, brokered by a Libyan businessman, has been closed for an 
amount of $2.7 billion.  

North Korea: the report believes that North Korea's response to the 
international efforts to combat terrorism has been disappointing. Despite a 
statement reiterating its policy of condemning terrorism and its signing of the UN 
Convention for the Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism and the UN 
Convention Against the Taking of Hostages (and its stated willingness to sign 
five other UN Conventions), the report argues that North Korea did not take 
substantial steps to co-operate in the fight against terrorism, including requests 
for information on how it is implementing UN Security Council Resolutions 
following September 11th, did not respond to US proposals for discussions on 
terrorism and did not report any efforts to search for and block terrorist groups' 
financial assets as required by the UN. (In addition, North Korea continues to 
provide a safe haven to 4 Japanese Communist League-Red Army Faction 
members who participated in the hijacking of a Japanese Airlines flight to North 
Korea in 1970).  

Whilst the various measures taken by the UN are dealt with in the following 
section, it is worth noting here that it would appear to be North Korea's reply to 
the UN questionnaire sent to all countries on what concrete measures have 
been taken by individual nations around the globe to implement the relevant UN 
Resolutions which has angered the US. [25]  

In his letter to the UN of 20 December 2001, North Korea's Permanent 
Representative to the UN, Pak Gil Yon, named 7 UN Conventions to which 
North Korea had acceded and reiterated his government's “consistent and 
principled position to oppose whatever support to any forms of terrorism”. He 
added “The Government of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea has no 
information in connection with terrorist groups or individual terrorists.” But, 
doubtless, what has most irked the United States is the following paragraph 
contained in the letter:  

“The Government of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea is of the strong 
view that imposing the label of `terrorism' on countries advocating for sovereign 
equality, violating their sovereignty and inflicting immeasurable pain on the 
people by resorting to arbitrary armed intervention, sanctions etc. should in no 
way be tolerated. There is no justification in any case for the use of force or 
resorting to war and taking innocent lives, undermining the situation and 
destroying stability in the fights against terrorism.”  

Sudan: The report acknowledges that the US counter-terrorism dialogue with 
Sudan, initiated in mid-2000, continued and intensified in 2001. Sudan 
condemned the September 11th attacks, pledged its commitment to combating 
terrorism and fully co-operating with the US in the campaign against terror. The 
Sudanese government has stepped up its co-operation with various US 
agencies and has investigated and arrested people suspected of terrorist 
activities. In late September 2001, the United Nations recognised Sudan's 
positive steps against terrorism and lifted UN sanctions. However, Sudan 
remains a US designated state sponsor of terrorism and unilateral sanctions are 
still in force. The reason given is that Sudan continues to provide a safe haven, 
mainly for logistics and other support activities, for a number of terrorist groups, 
including Al-Qaeda, the Egyptian Islamic Jihad, Egyptian al-Garna'a al-Islamyia, 
the Palestinian Islamic Jihad and HAMAS.  



Syria: Syria's President, Bashar al-Asad and other senior Syrian officials 
condemned the September 11th attacks, co-operated with the US and other 
foreign governments in investigating Al-Qaeda and other groups and 
individuals. It has honoured its pledge not to support the Kurdistan Workers 
Party (PKK) and also, to its longstanding policy of preventing any attacks 
against Israel or western targets from Syrian territory or attacks against western 
interests in Syria. Syria, the report acknowledges, has not been directly 
implicated in an act of terrorism since 1986.  

However, the report stresses that it provides safe haven and logistics support to 
Ahmad Jibril's Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine – General 
Command, the Palestine Islamic Jihad, Abu Musa's Fatah-the-Intifadah, the 
PFLP and HAMAS, which have offices in Damascus. Syria has also provided 
bases for a number of the above groups and Hizballah in Lebanon's Beka'a 
valley which is under Syrian control.  

It should be noted that Syria is currently the only Arab Islamic country on the UN 
Security Council and, in June 2002, had the unenviable task of being that 
body's President. This will be addressed in more detail under the relevant 
section of this paper.  

Concluding Comments  

To complete this round-up of current US thinking, in addition to the above, the 
following should also be noted:  

Since September 11th 2001, the United States government considers 
itself on a war footing – both at home and abroad. This may be an 
undeclared war – but then so too were the Vietnam and Gulf wars. In 
such a situation, there is a need for careful balance between security 
considerations and civil liberties. Historians and analysts point out that, in 
times of war or perceived war, the US administration tends to err on the 
side of security. Examples in recent history include the forcible 
internment during World War II of 120,000 Japanese Americans and the 
communist witch-hunts of the McCarthy era in the 1950's [26]. So too in 
the current climate. A slew of legislation/new rules have been adopted in 
the wake of September 11th, most notably the draconian Patriot Act of 
October 2001, which has significantly increased federal policing powers. 
Some aspects are results of executive orders or rule changes which are 
quietly announced. Some entail a more aggressive approach to existing 
powers. Actions include, inter alia, a) the Justice Department's dragnet 
when, in the immediate aftermath of September 11th, over 1,000 men of 
Middle Eastern origin were arrested by the FBI, whilst others were urged 
to `volunteer' for interviews/screening; b) easier access to student 
records, under the Patriot Act, which academics fear could be misused 
against foreign students, particularly those studying certain sciences 
(such as microbiology or nuclear medicine); c) a Justice Department rule 
allowing investigators to listen in on lawyer-detainee conversations; d) 
another Justice Department rule whereby non-US citizens `considered a 
danger' can be kept in jail – a de facto suspension of habeas corpus.  
Tighter control on container cargoes destined for the United States. 
Agreement, whereby US customs officials are allowed to inspect 
container cargoes at the port of departure have been agreed with 
Canada for the ports of Vancouver, Montreal and Halifax. On June 2 
2002, it was announced that an agreement had been reached with 
Singapore, the world's second largest container port after Hong Kong. 
Negotiations are almost completed on a similar deal with Dutch officials 
regarding Rotterdam, Europe's largest port, and talks are underway 
regarding Antwerp (Belgium) and Bremerhaven (Germany). In all, it is 
hoped that the world's top 20 ports, which account for two-thirds of all the 
16 million containers shipped to the United States will be covered. It is 
anticipated that this will force smaller ports into similar security 



arrangements in order to avoid delays at US points of entry. [27] The 
basic aim of this Sisyphean task is to prevent terrorist weapons – or 
worse, a nuclear device – from arriving on American shores.  
Since September 11th, the US Department of Treasury [28] has blocked 
$34.3 million in assets believed to be for terrorist purposes. However, 
subsequent reports suggest that account holders are using the globalized 
electronic banking system and offshore banks (themselves largely the 
creation of the US) to good effect, making the task of tracking funds 
extremely difficult. In addition, on May 22nd 2002, the Chairman of the 
UN Afghan Sanctions Committee, Ambassador Alfonso Valdivieso of 
Colombia, informed the UN Security Council that Al-Qaeda and its 
associates appear to have diversified the movement and security of their 
finances – by acquiring commodities such as gold and diamonds, and by 
using alternative remittance systems in addition to the formal banking 
system.  
In an ironic twist of fate, it was announced on June 5 2002 [29] by a senior 
US counter-terrorism official that investigators have identified a Kuwaiti 
lieutenant of Osama bin Laden as the likely mastermind of the 
September 11th terrorist attacks. (It will be recalled that the most 
comprehensive sanctions in UN history have been imposed on Iraq, 
following its invasion of Kuwait twelve years ago). Khalid Shaikh 
Mohammed has been designated as one of the FBI's most wanted 
terrorists. He is believed to be in Afghanistan or nearby. The US has 
offered $25 million for information leading to his capture.  
On June 4th, the first in a series of closed sessions of the Joint Senate 
and House Intelligence Committees was held. The purpose of the 
hearings is to examine the failure of the intelligence services in the run 
up to September 11th and to examine ways in which the CIA and FBI can 
better work together in the future. To achieve this, the joint committee 
may go back as far as 1986. It is clear that the personnel of both services 
had various pieces of advance intelligence of a major operation – even 
that it involved hijacking planes and the Al-Qaeda network. President 
Bush has acknowledged that there was a breakdown in communications. 
Hence the hearings will thoroughly examine all the intelligence 
information to determine who knew what, about whom, and precisely 
when. Not surprisingly, this has led to an acrimonious war of words 
between the CIA and the FBI. [30]  

All the above is taking place at a time when the world is facing a number of 
challenges and crises. First is Afghanistan and the challenge of rebuilding a 
country completely devastated by war, occupation, another war. Second is the 
continuing festering sore in the Middle East between Israel and Palestine which 
is currently at a new critical level. Third is the current crisis between India and 
Pakistan over Kashmir. Western leaders, including President Bush, have 
criticised – not before time – the recent spate of Israeli military activity: the 
virtual siege of the Palestinian territory, the massacre at Jenin and the ultimate 
refusal to allow a UN fact-finding mission, the tank bombardments of Yasser 
Arafat's headquarters in Ramallah (with the latest taking place during the night 
of June 5th in swift retaliation for the suicide car bomb attack near Jenin which 
killed 17 people) and, more recently, the missile attack on Gaza on the night of 
July 22 which left 11 dead and more than 100 wounded. Nevertheless, the 
United States remains the political and financial mainstay of Israel and their 
actions tend to be cast more in the light of the war against terror than as state-
sponsored terrorism. And Israel remains the largest recipient of US aid.  

With regard to Kashmir, in June there was a flurry of shuttle diplomacy as 
tensions continued to mount between the two nuclear-armed countries. The 
current crisis in this long-standing dispute is attributed to continued incursions of 
militants across the Pakistan border into Kashmir. There have been reports of a 
million troops massed on the border/Line of Control between the two countries, 
talk of imminent war and even rumours of nuclear strikes which would leave an 
estimated 9 – 12 million people dead. Tensions escalated as Pakistan began a 



series of ballistic missiles testing at the end of May 2002. Attempts at mediation 
have been made by UK Foreign Minister Jack Straw, US Secretary of Defence 
Donald Rumsfeld, Russian President Vladimir Putin and UN Secretary General 
Kofi Annan. President Bush also joined the fray.  

In an interview with CNN's Tom Mintier on June 1st 2002 [31], Pakistan's 
President General Pervez Musharraf admitted that the situation is dangerous, 
that there is a need to de-escalate and reduce the current tension, that Pakistan 
did not want to go to war (but would certainly defend itself) and strongly insisting 
that the question of nuclear war should not even be discussed “because any 
sane individual cannot even think of going into this unconventional mode, 
whatever the pressures.” Asked by the interviewer whether there was a `third 
hand' at work in the current conflict and whether Al-Qaeda and the Taliban may 
have regrouped in Kashmir to foment conflict between Pakistan and India, 
President Musharraf stated:  

“To an extent, yes, to an extent, yes it is. But one has to understand the 
dynamics of all that is happening. There is militancy in the west, there is 
militancy in the east, now, and it has fallout here – inside Pakistan, internally.  

“So therefore, certainly Al-Qaeda has had its effect and the freedom struggle in 
Kashmir has its own fallout, has its own effects. So therefore certainly with over 
a decade of this militancy going on – in fact, two decades, if you include when 
we started at the- during the cold war period of fighting in Afghanistan – two 
decades of military action has its fall-out.”  

He went on to stress that “there is fallout of whatever is happening and we must 
be bold enough to face this fallout and understand that it is not government 
sponsored. It doesn't have the backing of the Pakistan government. That must 
be understood.”  

Equally, as important as what is happening is what is not happening. There is a 
conspicuous absence at US administration level of discussions on the 
underlying causes of international terrorism. It is axiomatic that one person's 
terrorist is all too often another person's freedom fighter and, in the shifting 
sands of politics where yesterday's enemy is today's friend, yesterday's terrorist 
can become today's political leader. And, of course, within the parameters of 
that debate, is a whole discussion on just cause, proportionality, the rules of 
engagement and the morality of terror tactics as a weapon in the liberation 
arsenal. What is particularly relevant here is the absence of any attempt in the 
United States government to understand what motivates people – all too often 
young people – into becoming suicide bombers. What are the causes of the 
desperation which must surely underlie such a course of action. Again, it is 
axiomatic that, in warfare, the `enemy' is deliberately demonised and 
dehumanised. It is all to easy to fall into the trap of simply regarding one's 
adversaries as fundamentally `other' or alien, incomprehensible to the civilised 
mind and therefore to be dismissed as mad, bad and dangerous to know.  

This approach is both fundamentally flawed and extremely dangerous. In the 
final analysis, there is no such thing as total security and it is difficult to imagine 
a system which could be put in place – especially a system which is consistent 
with civil liberties and democratic freedoms – which would be a secure defence 
against a suicide bomber. This signal failure to address the root causes of 
extremism is one which needs to be urgently addressed. Politicians must be 
made to confront the systems of injustice, poverty and hopelessness which are 
the petri dishes in which despair and extremism are cultivated and flourish and 
which ultimately lead to atrocities such as the September 11th attacks. 
Humanitarian organisations and development advocates have a key role to play 
in this endeavour.  

To underscore this point, in his first major speech since his European tour in 
May 2002, President Bush addressed the graduation ceremony at the West 



Point military academy at the beginning of June 2002. [32] Whilst European 
leaders may feel that, during his tour, they had managed to temper President 
Bush's bellicosity, particularly with regard to military action against Iraq, this is 
belied by this ominous speech. Whilst Iraq is not mentioned by name, the 
speech is a thinly disguised warning to Iraq as the President makes his case for 
US first strike. The following are excerpts from this speech:  

“Even weak states and small groups could attain a catastrophic power to strike 
at great nations. Our enemies have declared this every intention and have been 
caught seeking these terrible weapons. They want the capability to blackmail us 
or to harm us or to harm our friends. And we will oppose them with all our 
power.  

“For much of the last century, America's defence relied on the cold war 
doctrines of deterrence and containment. In some cases, those strategies still 
apply, but new threats also require new thinking. Deterrence, the promise of 
massive retaliation against nations, means nothing against shadowy terrorist 
networks with no nation or citizens to defend.  

“Containment is not possible when unbalanced dictators with weapons of mass 
destruction can deliver those weapons or missiles or secretly provide them to 
terrorist allies.  

“We cannot defend America and our friends by hoping for the best. We cannot 
put our faith in the word of tyrants who solemnly sign non-proliferation treaties 
and then systematically break them. If we wait for threats to fully materialise, we 
will have waited too long.  

“All nations that decide for aggression and terror will pay a price. We will not 
leave the safety of America and the peace of the planet at the mercy of a few 
mad terrorists and tyrants.  

“In this world we have entered, the only path to safety is the path of action. And 
this nation will act.”  

This sabre-rattling has found an unexpected ally in the US Democratic Party. 
Richard Gephardt, Democratic Leader of the House of Representatives and 
reputed undeclared presidential candidate in 2004, has said, on June 5th 2002, 
that he would support the administration if it decided to use force to oust 
Saddam Hussein. The Missouri Democrat – who voted against the use of 
military force leading up to the 1991 Gulf War – said: “We should use diplomatic 
tools where we can, but military means where we must to eliminate the threat he 
poses to the region and our own security.” [33]  

It should be stressed that ousting Saddam Hussein, whilst always on the US 
agenda since the Gulf War, has not found ready purchase with America's allies 
or, more generally, internationally. Certainly is has never been on the United 
Nations or EU agendas.  

Shortly after President Bush's West Point speech, on June 10th, the US 
announced that the authorities had foiled an attempt by a US citizen (Jose 
Padillo, a reportedly street gang member, who had converted to Islam, changed 
his name to Abdullah al-Muhajir and had reportedly undergone Al-Qaeda 
training in Pakistan) to make a `dirty bomb' (a conventional bomb which 
contains highly radioactive material) allegedly destined for Washington. The 
timing, in particular, of this rather bizarre story is somewhat strange. The alleged 
bomber has been detained by the military since May 8th. Whether the timing is 
designed to bolster President Bush's justification for a first strike or to divert 
attention from the failures of the FBI and CIA in the run-up to September 11th or 
whether this announcement is laying the groundwork for imminent further action 



is unclear. Certainly, the International Atomic Energy Authority, which is itself 
part of UNMOVIC, the UN weapons inspection organisation set up to monitor 
Iraq's weapons of mass destruction said, on June 25 in the New York Times, 
that virtually any country in the world had the radioactive materials necessary to 
build a 'dirty bomb' and more than 100 of these countries had inadequate 
controls to prevent theft.  

President Bush's single-minded approach could usefully be contrasted with UN 
Secretary General Kofi Annan's message of 4th June 2002 to the Conference on 
Interaction and Confidence-building in Asia (CICA) in Almaty, Kazakhstan. His 
message included the following:  

“However, the promise of development, prosperity and the advancement of 
universal human values could be threatened by war and conflict – and today, I 
refer specifically to the deeply worrying tensions between India and Pakistan. 
The entire continent would be deeply affected by any new conflict or instability. 
Therefore, patience and political prudence must prevail, and a broad range of 
prevention tools should be applied.  

“The aim of conflict prevention must be not merely to postpone violence for a 
few weeks or months, but to build the foundations of sustainable peace. This 
requires a comprehensive prevention strategy which encompasses a range of 
instruments, from the political to the diplomatic, humanitarian and 
developmental.  

“A similarly comprehensive strategy needs to be developed to combat the 
menace of terrorism. In this context, it is important to ensure not only a vigorous 
response to terrorism, but also to give greater urgency to our developmental 
and humanitarian tasks, to address issues such as poverty, economic inequality 
and political exclusion, which can lead to extremism. Here I am thinking in 
particular of the need to ensure sustained and long-term political and economic 
assistance to Afghanistan as it emerges from years of anarchy and instability.  

“This timely summit is evidence that a wide variety of nations can work together 
in practical ways to promote common security and stability. Let me once again 
congratulate you on this summit and wish you all success in your deliberations.”  

In a similar vein, Mary Robinson, UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, in 
the 5th Commonwealth speech of June 6th 2002 cited earlier, called for a 
comprehensive approach to fighting the scourge of terrorism and said: “We 
need to build on the wider recognition that emerged out of the 11 September 
outrage of the many causes of human insecurity. Human security encompasses 
not alone physical threats arising from terrorism and violent conflicts but the 
insecurities that stem from underdevelopment and poverty, from rampant 
disease, from discrimination and unequal trade.” She warned that the reaction to 
September 11th, including in developed democracies “seemed at times to 
subordinate the principles of human rights to other more `robust' action in the 
`war against terrorism'. There has been a tendency to ride roughshod over – or 
at least to set on one side – established principles of international human rights 
and humanitarian law.” She went on to call for a genuine effort to advance 
development, democracy and the universal protection of human rights. In 
particular she urged funding for efforts to help developing countries in the 
administration of justice, promotion of the rule of law and adherence to human 
rights standards.  

These considered approaches of Kofi Annan and Mary Robinson cannot be 
overstated in the current political climate. In the final analysis, development is 
the only answer to genuine peace and durable security. (Or, as former UK 
Secretary of State for Northern Ireland, Mo Mowlam, put it in a BBC televised 
interview – the Hardtalk programme – of June 7th 2002. “You don't deal with 
terrorism by going over there and beating the shit out of them.”) The current 



approach of the United States is a simplistic, populist, quick fix `solution' to 
deep-seated, systemic, multi-faceted problems. Democratic Senator Barbara 
Lee has stated that "military action is a one dimensional reaction to a multi-
dimensional problem." Whilst espousing a commitment to a global approach, it 
is quite clear that the Unite States is prepared to act unilaterally. This prospect 
poses a danger to us all.  

2. THE UNITED NATIONS  

Article 39 of Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter states:  

“The Security Council shall determine the existence of any threat to the peace, 
breach of the peace, or act of aggression and shall make recommendations, or 
decide what measures shall be taken in accordance with Articles 41 and 42, to 
maintain or restore international peace and security.”  

Thus, the events of September 11th fall very much within the UN mandate. 
 

The UN has long been active in the fight against international terrorism and has 
developed a wide range of international legal agreements that enable the 
international community to take action to suppress terrorism and bring those 
responsible to justice.  

Dating back to 1963, these agreements provide the basic legal tools to combat 
international terrorism in its many forms -- from the seizure of aircraft to hostage 
taking to the financing of terrorism. Such agreements have been developed by 
the General Assembly, the International Civil Aviation Organisation (), the 
International Maritime Organisation () and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency ().  

The instruments are:  

Convention on Offences and Certain October Acts Committee on Board 
Aircraft adopted in Tokyo in 1963; 172 States are parties as of 17 
September 2001; authorises the aeroplane commander to impose 
reasonable measures on any person who has committed or is about to 
commit such acts, and requires states parties to take custody of 
offenders;  
Convention on the Suppression of Unlawful Seizures of Aircraft, adopted 
in the Hague, 1970; 174 States are parties to the Convention;  
Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against the Safety of 
Civil Aviation adopted in Montreal, 1971; 175 States are parties to the 
Convention;  
Protocol for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts of Violence at Airports 
Serving International Civil Aviation, adopted in Montreal, 1988; 107 
States are parties to the protocol which extends the provisions of the 
above Convention to include actions at airports.  
Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Crimes Against 
International Protected Persons, including Diplomatic Agents, New York, 
1973; adopted by the General Assembly; 107 States are parties to the 
Convention;  
Convention Against the Taking of Hostages, New York, 1979; adopted by 
the General Assembly; 96 States are parties to the Convention;  
Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material Vienna, 1980; 
69 States are parties to the Convention;  
Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against the Safety of 
Maritime Navigation, Rome, 1988; 56 States are parties to the 
Convention;  



Protocol for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against the Safety of Fixed 
Platforms Located in the Continental Shelf Rome, 1988; 51 States are 
parties to the Protocol which extends the requirements of the above 
Convention to fixed platforms, such as oil rigs;  
Convention on the Marking of Plastic Explosives for the Purpose of 
Detection, Montreal, 1991; 68 States are parties to the Convention;  
International Convention for the Suppression of Terrorist Bombings, 
adopted in New York, 1997; adopted by the General Assembly; 29 states 
parties; seeks to deny "safe havens" to persons wanted for terrorist 
bombings by obligating each state party to prosecute such persons if it 
does not extradite them to another state that has issued an extradition 
request. This Convention came into force on 23 May 2001.  
International Convention for the Suppression of the Financing of 
Terrorism, New York, 1999; adopted by the General Assembly. This 
Convention, which needed 22 states to ratify it in order to come into 
force, finally came into force on 10 April 2002. As of 2 April 2002, 132 
countries had signed the Convention, and 26 countries had completed 
the ratification process. The speed with which this Convention has been 
ratified by Member States illustrates the heightened commitment of the 
international community to combating terrorism in all its forms, especially 
in the aftermath of the events of 11 September 2001. Twenty-two of the 
26 ratifications/accessions received to date took place after the terrorist 
attacks on the United States.  

In response to the September 11th attacks, the Security Council, acting under 
Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter, adopted Resolution 1373 on 28 
September 2001. In that resolution, the Council called upon States to “become 
parties as soon as possible to the relevant international conventions and 
protocols relating to terrorism, including the International Convention for the 
Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism of 9 December 1999.” This request 
had a catalytic effect and contributed to the speed of the ratifications. This is the 
first time the Security Council, acting under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, has 
directed such a request to all States.  

According the a UN Press Release of April 8 2002:  

“The Convention adds substantial strength and enforcement opportunities to the 
network of interlocking conventions on various acts of terrorism created by the 
international community over the last 30 years. Increasingly, international 
terrorist activity has become interlinked with other modern scourges, such as 
drug trafficking and the proliferation of small arms. The new Convention 
recognises that financing is at the heart of terrorist activity, and it paves the way 
for concerted action and close co-operation among law enforcement agencies, 
financial authorities and States. It calls for efforts to identify, detect, and freeze 
or seize any funds used or allocated for the purpose of committing a terrorist 
act. It also asks that States consider establishing mechanisms to use such funds 
to compensate victims and/or their families. It calls upon financial institutions to 
pay special attention to unusual or suspicious transactions and to report to the 
government any such transactions that they suspect may be connected to 
criminal activity.  

“It is intended that, by impeding the flow of cash to terrorists and by prosecuting 
and punishing the perpetrators, the Convention will help to suppress future acts 
of terrorism. States parties to the Convention are obligated to bring their laws 
into agreement with the Convention, and to develop and implement mechanisms 
to meet the standards it sets out. For example, they must take measures that 
would allow “legal entities” to be held liable for actions taken by a person 
responsible for the management or control of that entity. They must also ensure 
that criminal acts covered by the Convention will, under no circumstances, be 
considered justifiable -- for example, due to any political, philosophical, 
ideological, racial, ethnic or religious considerations.  



“The Convention obliges States Parties to prosecute offenders or to extradite 
them to the parties that suffered from their illegal acts. States Parties are 
required to co-operate with and assist other States in investigations and 
preventive efforts. For example, a State Party may not refuse a request for 
mutual legal assistance on the grounds of banking secrecy.  

Definition of 'terrorism'  

The Legal Committee of the General Assembly is elaborating, on the basis of 
the work of the General Assembly's ad hoc Committee on Terrorism, a 
Convention for the suppression of acts of nuclear terrorism and a 
comprehensive convention on the elimination of terrorism. One of the problems 
currently facing the legal committee is the question of a definition of terrorism. 
On this issue, on October 1 2001, UN Secretary General Kofi Annan, addressing 
the UN General Assembly, had this to say:  

“It will also be important to obtain agreement on a comprehensive convention on 
international terrorism. In the post-11 September era, no one can dispute the  
nature of the terrorist threat, nor the need to meet it with a global response. I 
understand that there are outstanding issues, which until now have prevented 
agreement on this convention. Some of the most difficult issues relate to the 
definition of terrorism. I understand and accept the need for legal precision. But 
let me say frankly that there is also a need for moral clarity. There can be no 
acceptance of those who would seek to justify the deliberate taking of innocent 
civilian life, regardless of cause or grievance. If there is one universal principle 
that all peoples can agree on, surely it is this.  

“Even in situations of armed conflict, the targeting of innocent civilians is illegal, 
as well as morally unacceptable. And yet, as I have stated in my two reports on 
the protection of civilians in armed conflict, civilian populations are more and 
more often deliberately targeted. Indeed, civilians have become the principal 
victims of conflict, accounting for an estimated 75 percent of all casualties. 

“This demands from all of us an increased attention to the civilian costs of 
conflict. It requires Member States to live up to their responsibilities under 
international law. They must deal firmly with the reality of armed groups and 
other non-state actors who refuse to respect common principles of human 
dignity.”  

The Declaration of Measures to Eliminate International Terrorism was adopted 
by the Assembly in 1994, and the Declaration the Supplement the 1994 
Declaration adopted in 1996, condemn all acts and practices of terrorism as 
criminal and unjustifiable, wherever and by whomever committed, and urge all 
States to take measures at the national and international level to eliminate 
international terrorism. The General Assembly the day after the attack strongly 
condemned the heinous acts of terrorism, and called for urgent action to 
enhance international co-operation to prevent and eradicate acts of terrorism. 
From October 1 to 4, the General Assembly held a Special Session on 
Terrorism.  

In this regard – and particularly in relation to the question of definition of 
terrorism and moral clarity on the issue, the contribution to the debate of Iraq 
should be noted. As with its response to the Counter Terrorism Committee, Iraq 
stresses the concept of `State terrorism' both with regard to actions against Iraq 
and with regard to Israeli actions against the Palestinians. The following is an 
extract from the Iraq contribution to this October 2001 General Assembly 
debate:  

“My Country has suffered and is still suffering from acts of terrorism, including 
state terrorism under different names. Consequently we understand and are 
deeply aware of the consequences of such acts that cause suffering and 
sacrifices among innocent people. This was our feeling towards the civilian 



victims of the explosions in the US....Iraq has, up to this date, lost more than a 
million and six hundred thousand of its innocent children, women and the elderly 
as a result of the continued unjust sanctions imposed by the U.S. through the 
Security Council on Iraq. The United States has strived to maintain sanctions by 
all means.  

“Iraq has also lost thousands of innocent civilians as a result of the military 
terrorist acts that were carried out by the U.S. and Britain against the people of 
Iraq since 17/1/1991 and until now. In addition to that, devastating destruction 
was caused to every sector of life and infrastructure including schools, hospitals, 
factories, residential neighbourhoods, streets, bridges, mosques, churches, 
water sanitation plants, sewage and electricity generating plants and oil 
refineries. American missiles spared not even the graveyards. During the 
aggression on Iraq in 1991, the U.S. and Britain deliberately contaminated the 
environment by using depleted uranium that led to an increase in the number of 
cancer cases ten fold.  

“The U.S. went far beyond these acts of terrorism against Iraq, by issuing what it 
called (the Iraq Liberation act) that includes clear provisions for organising, 
financing and supporting the acts of terrorism to achieve an illegitimate goal that 
violates international law, the Charter of the United Nations and all the 
conventions and regulations related to international relations, which is changing 
the political system in Iraq. The U.S. according to this law trains groups of 
mercenaries who were bearers of the Iraqi nationality in its military bases in the 
United States to send them to Iraq to carry out terrorist operations inside cities 
such as explosions and assassinations aimed at destabilising the political 
stability in Iraq. In addition, other countries also carry out armed acts of terrorism 
against Iraq by organising, supporting and financing terrorists who sneak 
through the borders to conduct sabotage, assassinations and explosions inside 
Iraq.  

“Mr. President  

“The acts carried out by the Israeli authorities in Palestine and the occupied 
Arab territories with the support, financing and complete international protection 
of the U.S. which include planned assassinations and the mass murder of the 
people, displacing them, imposing siege, preventing food, destroying houses, 
shovelling farms, bombing cities and villages with developed American weapons 
and the usage of depleted uranium munitions and poisoned gases. These acts 
are considered, according to all standards, organised terrorism against a whole 
population whose land was looted and whose rights were ignored, which require 
a broad and serious international effort to halt this act of organised terrorism and 
to bring justice to the Palestinian people. What is happening in Palestine is still 
happening in many other parts of the world and especially in third world 
countries of Africa, Latin America and Asia.”  

The UN Security Council  

The UN Security Council - as the principal international organ dealing with 
international peace and security - has also long been involved in the fight 
against terrorism. Immediately after the September 11th attacks, Resolution 
1368 (September 12th 2001) condemned in the strongest terms the terrorist 
attack against the United States and called on all States to work together 
urgently to bring the perpetrators to justice. Resolution 1333 (2001) demanded 
that Afghanistan's Taliban authorities act swiftly to close all camps where 
terrorists are trained. Resolution 1269 (1999) unequivocally condemned all acts 
of terrorism as criminal and unjustifiable, and called on Member States to adopt 
specific measures. Resolution 1267 (1999) demanded that the Taliban turn over 
Osama bin Laden to appropriate authorities so that he can be brought to justice.  

On 28th September 2001, the Security Council adopted Resolution 1373 which, 



inter alia, calls on States to suppress financing and outlaw fundraising by 
terrorist organisations; freeze assets belonging to such individuals and groups; 
prohibits any direct or indirect, active or passive, support of any kind to terrorist 
groups, including refugee status and/or safe havens; and calls on all nations to 
intensify and accelerate their co-operation and information relating to terrorist 
activities. Article 6 of this Resolution states:  

“Decides to establish, in accordance with rule 28 of its provisional rules of 
procedure, a Committee of the Security Council, consisting of all members of the 
Council, to monitor implementation of this resolution, with the assistance of 
appropriate expertise, and calls upon all States to report to the Committee, no 
later than 90 days from the date of adoption of this Resolution and thereafter 
according to a timetable to be proposed by the Committee, on the steps they 
have taken to implement this resolution.”  

From this resolution the Counter-Terrorism Committee was formed. The CTC 
is structured as follows:  

Chairman 
His Excellency Sir Jeremy Greenstock (United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland)  

Vice-Chairmen 
Ambassador Alfonso Valdivieso (Colombia) 
Ambassador Jagdish Koonjul (Mauritius) 
Ambassador Sergey Lavrov (Russian Federation)  

Other Members of the Committee 
Bulgaria, Cameroon, China, France, Guinea, Ireland, Mexico, Norway, 
Singapore, Syrian Arab Republic, United States  

Experts currently appointed [34] to advise the Committee 
 

Mr. Jeremy Wainwright (Australia)  

Dr. Walter Gehr (Austria)  

Mr. M.R. Sivaraman (India)  

Ms. Heidi Broekhuis (the Netherlands)  

Following the establishment of the CTC a questionnaire was sent out to all UN 
Member States requesting specific information on progress towards 
implementing resolution 1373. On 15th April 2002, the Chairman, Sir Jeremy 
Greenstock, reported to the Security Council [35], on a very positive note:  

“We have received 143 reports from Member States and others. We have 
reviewed and responded to 62 States. And we are working hard to finish, by 
end- May, the review of the remainder of reports received. We are following up 
with the 50 States who have not yet submitted reports.  

“This is a significant achievement. I should like to thank the Vice-Chairmen for 
leading the work in the Sub-Committees so intensively and thoroughly. I should 
also like to thank the Secretariat for the excellent support they have given to the 
CTC and its Sub-Committees. And I pay tribute to our team of experts who have 
so ably risen to the challenge set by the CTC. All of them, all of us, are 
developing a deeper expertise as we move forward.”  

In addition to pursuing the States which have not yet responded – and which is 



regarded more as a capacity problem than any feeling of ill-will – the CTC will be 
looking at cross cutting issues, identifying gaps in its information and following 
these up with the nations concerned, completing the picture of terrorism globally 
and continuing the dialogue with UN Member States. Sir Jeremy points out:  

“We will continue the excellent dialogue which we have begun with all members 
of the United Nations until the CTC is confident that each State has taken action 
on all the issues covered by Resolution 1373.  

“Reaching that point of confidence does not equate to the CTC declaring any 
Member State 100% compliant. We do not believe that the Committee can sign 
off completely with any State. Against a constantly evolving background, there 
may always be further work to do to meet the objectives of 1373. So, the CTC 
will preserve the potential for dialogue with all States, although this will vary in 
intensity according to the capacity developed by the State concerned.”  

Regional Organisations  

He stressed, in particular, the critical role which regional organisations have to 
play in the efforts to combat terrorism:  

“The CTC further intends to deepen its contacts with regional organisations. It is 
in the interests of all States that their neighbours have proper safeguards in 
place to deal with terrorism, and regional organisations have a key role to play in 
ensuring that action is taken across the region. It will add impetus to our work if 
countries of similar geographical and cultural identity co-operate proactively to 
keep terrorism out of their region.”  

A number of speakers in the ensuing Security Council Debate specifically 
referred to meetings on counter-terrorism held by various regional groupings. 
The representative from Costa Rica presented the activities of the Rio Group 
[36] and offered the following perspective:  

“As the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights has aptly said, 
combating terrorism requires that we tackle the sources of insecurity at their 
root. The Rio Group is aware that extremism is fuelled by political oppression, 
extreme poverty, hunger, destitution, disease and the violation of fundamental 
human rights. We know that respect for human rights and democracy in all fields 
is the best protection against terrorism. The fight against terrorism must be a 
reason to reaffirm basic rights. True and sustainable peace is born of mutual 
respect, dialogue and the rejection of violence.”  

This was also underscored by the representative of Peru who also added the 
dimension of global trade and elaborated on the human rights aspects of the 
fight against terrorism, thus:  

“The fight against terrorism could become an obstacle to trade and the free 
circulation of goods and services, not only by increasing costs but also by 
eroding the narrow profit margins of many poor economies. Certainly, this is an 
area that must be analysed in detail, and we must find the best ways to diminish 
such effects. We must avoid creating barriers to the normal transit of persons, 
goods and services, because that would run counter to the globalisation 
process, which should unite people, not separate them.  

“Finally, for Peru, victory over terrorism can be achieved only when democratic 
values, the rule of law and respect for human dignity prevail. For that reason, it 
is very important to develop a programme that will strengthen awareness of 
human rights and their legal foundation and will ensure that the fight against 
terrorism is carried out with respect for the civil rights and political freedoms of 
all persons, including immigrants, as recognised in the various international 



instruments approved by all the members of the United Nations community.”  

The Cambodian representative gave a detailed account of the various measures 
and meetings at the ASEAN level in the fight against terrorism and its close links 
with international organised crime. [37] He stressed that ASEAN countries were 
doing their best to fulfil SCR 1373, despite myriad constraints and challenges 
resulting from the recent and devastating regional and global economic 
downturn. One of the initiatives related to trafficking in people and international 
crime – again a different dimension of the matrix of activities necessary to 
combat terrorism:  

“ASEAN member countries also participated in the regional ministerial 
conference on people smuggling, trafficking in persons and related transnational 
crime held in Bali from 26 to 28 February 2002. There the ministers expressed 
deep concern about the possible smuggling and trafficking operations and stated 
that these activities are now rivalling narcotics in profitability,”  

The Representative of Malawi spoke about SADC [38] efforts, both in the context 
of the United Nations and that of the Organisation of African Unity and its 
Convention on the Prevention and Combating of Terrorism (1999). He referred 
in particular to the developmental implications of terrorist attacks:  

“SADC maintains the conviction that terrorism represents the antithesis of socio-
economic development and an unacceptable disturbance to people's 
fundamental rights and freedoms, which deserve protection at any cost. We all 
agree that the prerequisite for development is a climate of political, social and 
economic stability and security. The triumph of terrorism must therefore be 
curtailed in defence of people's right to life and individual liberties, as defined in 
international legal instruments.”  

Of particular importance was the speech made by the Malaysian Representative 
who also presented the viewpoint of the Organisation of Islamic Conferences 
(OIC). This inter-governmental body, formed in 1969, comprises 57 states where 
Islam is the main religion. Whilst it represents only 21% of the world's 
population, its member states have 70% of the world's crude oil reserves and 
50% of its natural gas. Its members are present on 4 continents and range from 
Albania in the North to Mozambique in the South and from Guyana in the West 
to Indonesia in the East. [39] The Malaysian representative drew attention to the 
special session on counter-terrorism of the OIC held in Kuala Lumpur from 1-3 
April 2002. This OIC special session produced two important – and interlinked – 
statements: one on counter-terrorism and the second on the situation in the 
occupied Palestinian territories. In view of the importance of this body and the 
two declarations, they are attached to this report as annexes. The Malaysian 
representative at the Security Council meeting presented the substance of these 
statements, emphasising in particular the following:  

The OIC rejects any attempt to link Islam and Muslims to terrorism, as 
terrorism has no association with any religion, civilisation or nationality;  
Any action to combat terrorism must not result in ethnic or religious 
profiling or in the targeting of a particular community;  
They condemned acts of international terrorism in all its forms and 
manifestations, including State terrorism – irrespective of its motives, 
perpetrators or victims.  
The OIC reiterated the principled position, under international law and the 
UN Charter, on the legitimacy of resistance to foreign aggression and of 
the struggle of peoples under colonial or alien domination and foreign 
occupation for national liberation and self-determination. And in this 
context, underlined the urgent need for an internationally agreed definition 
of terrorism that differentiates such legitimate struggles from acts of 
terrorism.  



The Ministers emphasised the importance of addressing the root causes 
of international terrorism, convinced that the war against terrorism will not 
succeed if the environment that breeds terrorism, including foreign 
occupation, injustice and exclusion, is allowed to thrive.  
The OIC reaffirmed its commitment to international action in combating 
terrorism undertaken in conformity with the principles of the UN Charter, 
including the principles of non-intervention in internal affairs and respect 
for sovereignty and territorial integrity as well as with international law and 
the relevant international conventions and instruments.  
In this context, they rejected any unilateral action taken against any 
Islamic country on the pretext of combating international terrorism, as that 
would undermine global co-operation against terrorism.  

This is clearly an important statement, particularly taken together with the 
statement on Palestine. The last point highlighted above is a very clear message 
to the United States as it lurches ever closer to a pre-emptive strike against Iraq. 
The two declarations also leave no doubt that the OIC considers Israel a 
perpetrator of State terrorism.  

It is useful here to cite the contribution of the representative of Israel who 
reminded the Council that, since its establishment in 1948, Israel has been and 
continues to be a frequent target of terrorism. He reminded delegates that in the 
month of March, more than 130 Israeli civilians were murdered by terrorists and 
that, in the first two weeks of April 2002 two public buses had been attacked by 
suicide bombers, killing 14 Israelis. Regarding Israel as wholly a victim of 
terrorism, the Israeli representative, in an address redolent with chilling irony, 
stated:  

“Terrorists and their supporters must understand not only that there is nothing to 
be gained by attacking civilians, but that there is much to be lost as well. 
Terrorists cannot be allowed to operate with impunity, and they cannot be 
recipients of political concessions. While we must combat despair and poverty, 
we must make absolutely clear, in both our words and our deed, that there is no 
grievance that justifies terror.  

“Israel understands the challenges facing certain States that have little 
experience in battling terrorism. In that respect, Israel stands ready to assist 
those States in developing a counter-terror capacity. Our experience with 
terrorism is long; we have developed many strategies and techniques and have 
many experts with a wealth of experience in this field. Israel is eager to share its 
know-how with others and to do its part to assist the international community in 
carrying out this important work.”  

Purely on the basis of its eloquence and its cogent summary of the issues 
central to the counter-terrorism debate, the following excerpt comes from the 
representative of Pakistan:  

“Terrorism is the curse of our time. It haunts all societies and all regions. It stalks 
us all. As we seek to grapple with this challenge, our approach should not be 
cosmetic or guided by emotion or anger. Surely the perpetrators of terrorism 
must be brought to justice. But our battle must not be confined to retaliation and 
retribution. We must unearth the source of the problem and diagnose the 
disease beneath the skin. Mere bandages will not heal wounds caused by the 
injustices of systems and societies. We must try to understand and grapple with 
the causes that force human beings to kill human beings. Why is humanity 
under assault, after all? Why is humanity becoming devoid of humanity?  

“No matter what actions we might take against terrorism, this faceless enemy, 
which lurks in the shadows of fear and frustration, breeds on hatred and 
disillusionment and is fed by ignorance, poverty and injustice, will not disappear 
unless we seriously address what lies behind it. Terrorism will continue to haunt 



us until we treat its roots, which lie in the inequality of societies, the exploitation 
of the downtrodden, the denial of fundamental rights and the sense of injustice. 
It would be simplistic merely to focus on the symptoms or their ugly 
manifestations.  

“Terrorism, the anathema of this new century, has to be eliminated, root and 
branch, in all its forms and manifestations. And indeed, terrorism has many 
forms and manifestations, which should also be included within the ambit of 
Security Council resolutions and within the purview of the Counter Terrorism 
Committee. Those who employ the State apparatus to trample upon the 
fundamental and inalienable rights of people are also perpetrators of terrorism. 
If, as according to some, terrorism is defined by the act and not by the 
description of the perpetrators, then alien occupiers and usurpers – especially 
those who employ ruthless measures against people under occupation – also fit 
that definition.”  

Mention should also be made here of the position of the 22 member League of 
Arab States [40]. At its Heads of State Summit in Beirut at the end of March 
2002, the Beirut Declaration was issued. This declaration includes, inter alia, a 
call for the lifting of sanctions against Iraq and an end to the tribulation of the 
fraternal Arab people. It also "rejects threats of aggression against some Arab 
states, particularly Iraq, and reiterates categorical rejection of attacking Iraq.  

Finally, mention should be made of the UN symposium held in Vienna on 3-4 
June on combating international terrorism. Antonio Maria Costa, who heads 
both the UN Office in Geneva and the UN Office of Drug Control and Crime 
Prevention (ODCCP) expressed an unprecedented sense of accomplishment 
following the symposium, saw an increased role for the ODCCP in the fight 
against terrorism and one which is complementary to the Counter Terrorism 
Committee. Shashi Tharoor, UN Under-Secretary-General for Communications 
and Publications emphasised that this fight was dynamic rather than static in 
nature:  

“When we talk about the UN's efforts to combat terrorism, we are really taking a 
picture of a moving train, and as the train is moving, the tracks in front of it are 
still being laid. So you may have to wait a little longer to the final picture of the 
destination, but we know that our objectives are one and the same – and that is, 
of course, to defeat the scourge of terrorism.”  

Whilst this may be essentially true – everyone is against terrorism – there 
appear to be widening gaps as to, firstly, what precisely constitutes terrorism. In 
this regard, the working definition – or rather, the assumption that we all know 
what we are talking about – needs to be revisited, and sooner rather than later. 
The second major emerging gap is how to deal with terrorism. Certainly the 
need for nations to ensure the safety and security of their citizens is not in 
doubt. However, this also represents the lowest common denominator and a 
growing divide is emerging between those who focus almost entirely on the 
security aspects of the terrorist problem – notably the United States – and those 
countries, predominantly in the South – who regard tackling the root causes of 
insecurity, despair, extremism as the sine qua non of any durable solution to the 
current terrorist threat.  

3. THE EUROPEAN UNION  

The European Union as a Union seems to be steering a middle course between 
the above two positions – recognising the importance of the security aspects 
and the need for a global coalition within the UN framework to enhance this, 
whilst at the same time recognising the need to address some of the long-
standing issues.  

The EU's actions in response to the September 11th attacks have been set out 



in a memorandum of June 3 2002. The EU sees itself as one of the leading 
partners in the global coalition against terrorism and as supplementing the 
actions of Member States in areas where there is a perceived added value. The 
European Councils in Brussels, Ghent, Laeken and Seville have all reaffirmed 
the EU's commitment to build a global coalition within the UN and to fight the 
root causes of terrorism.  

Given its support to the military operations which began on 7 October 
2001 in Afghanistan in line with UN SC Resolution 1368.  
Imposed restrictions directed against Osama bin Laden, Al Queda and 
the Taliban. These were last updated on May 31st 2002. In this regard it 
continues to update and amend its list of targeted persons and entities.  
In view of the need expressed by many countries for technical assistance 
to implement SCR 1373, the EU is looking at additional amounts of 
external assistance for such capacity building.  
Freezing of assets: since September 11th, over 100 million Euros of 
assets belonging to persons and entities sponsoring terrorist acts have 
been frozen throughout the EU.  
Concrete international commitments to fight against terrorism have been 
agreed upon with the United States at the EU-US Ministerial in 
Washington DC on the 20 September, with Russia at the EU-Russia 
Summit on 3 October 2001, with European neighbours (the thirteen 
accession candidates, Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein, Switzerland, 
Russia, Ukraine, Moldova and the western Balkan countries) at a 
European Conference on 20 October, with the 12 partner countries of the 
Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (Barcelona Process) at the Ministerial 
meeting on the 5 November, with Israel at the Association Council on 20 
November and with the Council of Europe on 8 November, all in 
Brussels. On 4 December 2001, the Commission participated at the 
Ninth Ministerial Council of the Organisation for Security and Co-
operation in Europe (OSCE) which concluded its meeting by agreeing on 
a Declaration and adopting a broad-ranging Action Plan on counter-
terrorism measures (4 December). On 18 December 2001, the EU-
Canada Summit in Ottawa reiterated its commitment to work together to 
consolidate the international coalition against terrorism. President Prodi 
and Belgian PM Verhofstadt (then holding the EU Presidency) held an 
EU-India Summit with Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee (23 November) in 
New Delhi. At this occasion, the EU and India issued a Declaration 
against international terrorism. The EU-Algeria and the EU-Chile 
Association Agreements, signed in April 2002, include commitments to 
fight terrorism.  

Potentially one of the most important activities undertaken by the EU relates to 
political and cultural dialogue with those countries and regions of the world 
where terrorism comes into being. This dialogue is based on the clearly stated 
position that “The European Union adamantly rejects any equation of terrorism 
with the Arab and Muslim world.” To date, these actions have included:  

The organisation by President Romano Prodi, together with the 
Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew, on 19 December 2001 an inter-faith 
meeting of religious leaders from Judaism, Islam and Christianity.  
A meeting on 12-13 February 2002 between the Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs of the Organisation of the Islamic Conference and the EU Member 
States and Candidate Countries in Istanbul.  
On 20-21 March, the Commission hosted a Conference on Inter-Cultural 
Dialogue which brought together academics, political and religious 
leaders. The symposium agreed that inter-cultural dialogue was as 
intrinsic to the peace process in the Middle East as economic and 
political negotiations. The Commission proposed the formation of a 
permanent Euro-Mediterranean Foundation for dialogue between 
cultures.  



On 22-23 April in Valencia, the 5th Euro-Mediterranean Ministerial 
Conference, the EU and its 27 Euro-Mediterranean partners agreed to 
the creation of the Euro-Mediterranean Foundation and endorsed an 
action plan focused on youth, education and the media.  

Within days of the attacks on America, a series of policy proposals were tabled, 
which led to a Plan of Action adopted by a special European Council held in 
Brussels on the 21 September. This action plan comprises measures in a range 
of areas where the EU is making an effective contribution:  

Police and judicial co-operation  
Bilateral relations with third countries and regions, notably the Middle 
East  
Euro-Mediterranean Partnership  
Reconstruction of Afghanistan  
Humanitarian Aid  
Air transport security  
Economic and financial measures  
Emergency preparedness  

The memorandum states that:  

“The EU intends to continue to build on these measures, guided by the values of 
solidarity with the American people and the civilian population of Afghanistan, 
security of our citizens when travelling and going about their daily lives and 
determination in the fight against terrorism, including its root causes, both inside 
Europe and across the globe.”  

The following is a summary of the main highlights under each of these policy 
headings:  

Police and judicial co-operation [41]  

The Brussels European Council on 21 September 2001 adopted an 
Action Plan in the fight against terrorism which identified a series of 
measures such as: joint investigation teams of police and magistrates 
from throughout the EU; routine exchange of information about terrorism 
between the Member States and Europol; a specialist anti-terrorist team 
within Europol; a co-operation agreement between Europol and the 
relevant US authorities; and Eurojust, a co-ordination body composed of 
magistrates, prosecutors and police officers, to be launched on 1 January 
2002.  
At the European Council in Laeken on 14-15 December 2001 political 
agreement was reached on the European arrest warrant and a common 
definition of terrorism. Both instruments will be formally adopted by the 
Council once a number of parliamentary scrutiny reserves have been 
lifted.  
At the Justice and Home Affairs Council of 28 February 2002 political 
agreement was reached on the execution in the European Union of 
orders freezing property or evidence, and the Decision establishing 
Eurojust was adopted.  
On April 26 2002 European Union justice ministers met in Luxembourg to 
discuss EU-US relations in the fight against cross-border organised crime 
and terrorism. Acting on a pledge made after September 11, ministers 
agreed to begin negotiations with the United States for closer co-
operation on extradition and mutual legal assistance. At the EU-US 
Summit on 2 May 2002 in Washington, both sides agreed to pursue 
negotiations in this area.  
Establish co-operation between the newly founded body Eurojust and 



relevant US authorities.  

Bilateral Relations between third countries and regions, including the Middle 
East 

Together with the Presidency and the High Representative, the Commission 
(Commissioner Patten) made troika visits to Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Iran, Egypt 
and Syria from the 24-28 September 2001. The Commission attended a series 
of meetings in the margins of the United Nations General Assembly in New York 
City (9-15 November 2001) as well as a troika visit to the Middle East (with 
President Prodi) (16-19 November 2001) and a visit to India and Pakistan (22-
24 November 2001). In May 2002, Commissioner Patten re-visited Pakistan and 
India to reinforce the European Union's relations with the country.  

The European Union has followed the deterioration of Indo-Pakistani relations 
with concern. At the EU-Russia Summit on 29th May 2002, the EU and Russia 
deplored the acts of terrorism and warned that the recent tests of medium and 
small-range missiles carried out by Pakistan can only aggravate the situation. In 
a joint statement, leaders from the EU and Russia urged both India and 
Pakistan to act promptly to reduce tension as the first step to the resumption of 
a productive dialogue in order to peacefully to resolve their current differences.  

EU Commissioner for External Relations, Chris Patten, visited Pakistan and 
India on 22nd-24th May 2002. During the visit, the Commissioner held high-
level bilateral meetings and signed the Financing Agreement of the _50m 
Financial Services Sector Reform Programme. The Commissioner underlined 
the importance to EU-Pakistan relations of the Pakistani roadmap for 
democratic elections in October and its denunciation of terrorism. During his 
discussion with both Pakistan and India, he stressed the need to find ways to 
diffuse the current crisis in Kashmir.  

In recognition of Pakistan's changed position on the Taliban regime and its 
determination to return to democratic rule in 2002, the Commission has stepped 
up the EU's assistance to Pakistan (up to _ 100 million in 2001/2002). A new 
Co-operation Agreement was signed at the occasion of the visit of President 
Prodi and PM Verhofstadt to Pakistan on the 24 November 2001, where they 
also met up with President Musharraf. On 16 October, The Commission 
presented a package of trade measures designed to improve access for 
Pakistani exports to the EU. The proposed package has been specifically 
tailored to target clothing and textiles which account for 75% of Pakistan's 
exports to the EU. It removes all tariffs on clothing and increases quotas for 
Pakistani textiles and clothing by 15%. In return, Pakistan will improve access to 
its markets for EU clothing and textile exporters. The package, according to the 
Commission, gives Pakistan the best possible access to the EU short of a Free 
Trade Agreement by making it eligible for the new Special Generalised System 
of Preferences Scheme for countries combating drugs. This package was 
approved by the General Affairs Council on the 10 December 2001.  

The Commission approved (19 November 2001) a proposal for negotiating 
directives for a Trade and Co-operation Agreement with Iran. The EU does 
currently not have a contractual basis for its relations with Iran. Once agreed, 
the Commission maintains, such an Agreement will contribute to improvements 
in trade and the country's efforts in economic liberalisation and deregulation. 
The General Affairs Council (Foreign Ministers), at its meeting on June 17 2002, 
reached a political agreement on negotiating directives for a Trade and Co-
operation Agreement with Iran "which is linked to separate instruments on 
political dialogue and counter-terrorism. It asks the Commission to take the 
appropriate steps to launch the negotiations as soon as the directives have 
been formally adopted. The Council reiterates its expectations that the 
negotiation and conclusion of the agreement will help develop economic 
exchanges and co-operation with Iran, and contribute to the continuation of the 
process of political and economic reform. The Council expects that the 
deepening of economic and commercial relations between the EU and Iran 



should be matched by similar progress in all other aspects of the EU's relations 
with this country." [42]  

The European Union continues to express its grave concern about the present 
situation in the Middle East, including the mounting humanitarian crisis and the 
growing risk to regional security. The EU condemns violence and terrorism, and 
extends its sympathy to the injured and bereaved from both the Israeli and 
Palestinian Israeli communities. The EU maintains that there is no military 
solution to the conflict, and will continue to work with both parties to achieve a 
political resolution to the conflict based upon UNSCR 242 and 238, and the 
principles of the Madrid Conference, Oslo and subsequent agreements. The 
European Union upholds its objective of achieving comprehensive peace 
through the creation of a democratic, viable and independent State of Palestine 
and the right of Israel to live within safe and secure boundaries. The peace 
initiative of Saudi Crown Prince Abdullah has been welcomed as a significant 
contribution towards a comprehensive peace. Together with its partners the 
United States, Russia and the UN, the EU will continue to demand that UNSCR 
1402 and 1404 be implemented immediately. The Quartet urges both Israel and 
Palestine to reach an agreement on the cease-fire proposals put forward by 
General Zinni and to implement the Tenet and Mitchell Plans.  

On 29th May 2002, President of the Russian Federation, Vladimir Putin, 
President of the European Council José Aznar, President of the European 
Commission Romano Prodi and EU High Representative Javier Solana, issued 
a joint statement at the Russia-European Union Summit in Moscow. The 
European Union and the Russian Federation re-iterated its deep concern for the 
evolving situation in the Middle East. The group stated that the preparation of an 
international Conference on the crisis was the most urgent task, and re-affirmed 
its commitment to work towards peace within the framework of the 'Quartet'.  

On 2nd May, 2002, EU High Representative Javier Solana, UN Secretary 
General Kofi Annan, Russian Federation Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov, US 
Secretary of State Colin Powell, and Spanish Foreign Minister Joseph Pique, 
met in Washington in the margins of the US Summit to re-assess the situation in 
the Middle East. It was agreed to work towards a set of principles that will form 
the basis of a meeting in the early summer to resume the peace process 
between Israel and the Palestinians.  

The Speaker of the Knesset, Avraham Burg, met with European Parliament 
President Pat Cox on 23rd April, and European Commission President Romano 
Prodi on 24th April in Brussels. Mr Burg stated that 'Europe should be a key 
player in any process to arrange peace in the Middle East'. At a joint press 
conference with his EU counterpart he put forward some elements for a 
possible solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, namely an international policy 
for the Middle East, involving the EU, the US, and others in a Madrid II 
Conference, aiming to translate the Saudi initiative into a work plan with a wide 
participation, including notably Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Jordan and Morocco.  

EU Ministers discussed the current situation at the Euro-Mediterranean 
Conference in Valencia on 22nd-23rd April 2002. Additionally, on 23rd April, an 
'enlarged Troika' (in effect all 15 EU Member States) had three successive 
meetings with Palestinian Minister Nabil Sha'ath, the group of Arab Foreign 
Ministers and Israeli Foreign Minister Shimon Peres. In his speech to the 
European Parliament on 24th April, European Commissioner for External 
Relations Chris Patten repeated the EU demand for the full withdrawal of Israeli 
troops, expressed strong support for the UN fact-finding mission to Jenin and 
called for full access for humanitarian operations to the affected areas. The 
European Union states that it will continue to consolidate the Palestinian 
Authority and to assist in reconstruction while linking this with the need for an 
accompanying political process.  

The European Union attaches importance to reviving economic activity and 



investment in Palestinian territory and provides substantial financial assistance 
to the Palestinian Authority. In Barcelona, the Council reaffirmed its pledge of 
substantial economic contributions towards peace-building in the region, 
improving the living conditions of the Palestinian people, consolidating and 
supporting the PA, strengthening the economic basis of the future State of 
Palestine and promoting development and regional economic integration. Funds 
have been allocated towards infrastructure, capacity building, human rights, 
peace projects, food programmes, health and education programmes, shelter, 
water and social assistance.  

Since the Oslo peace process (between 1994 and 2001) the European Union 
assistance to the Palestinians has amounted to 1.444 billion Euros.  

Euro-Mediterranean partnership [43]
 

In addition to the establishment of a Euro-Mediterranean Foundation to promote 
a dialogue of cultures and civilisations, outlined earlier, the following should be 
highlighted:  

On 22nd April 2002 the EU and Algeria signed the EU-Algeria Association 
Agreement in Valencia. Aside from laying the foundation for economic 
liberalisation in Algeria, the Agreement sets up institutional structures for greater 
political dialogue and for co-operation across a range of issues, including 
money-laundering, drugs and terrorism. The European Commission and 
Lebanon concluded negotiations on an Association Agreement on 10 January 
2002. Closer ties are aimed at enhancing prospects for economic prosperity and 
political stability, whilst consolidating the Euro-Mediterranean partnership. In an 
annex to the Agreement signed through an exchange of letters, both parties 
have committed to respect United Nations Security Council Resolutions, to 
exchange information on terrorist groups and networks that support them, and 
to integrate all efforts in the fight against terrorism.  

Reconstruction of Afghanistan [44]  

The EU is committed to the Afghan process: it hosted the Bonn Conference 
which provided the blue print for Afghanistan's future; it has participated in 
military and security aspects; it has been a major donor of humanitarian aid (_ 
352 million since September 2001 alone); and it has declared its clear support 
for the long term reconstruction effort, pledging in January 2001 up to _600 
million at the Ministerial Afghanistan Reconstruction Steering Group in Tokyo.  

Via ECHO, its Humanitarian Aid Office, the European Commission is, apart from 
the United States, the biggest donor of humanitarian aid to Afghanistan - _180 
million since 1993. If food aid and assistance for Afghan refugees in 
neighbouring countries are added, the total figure since 1991 comes to over _ 
500 million.  

On the 30 January 2002, the Member States approved a « quick impact » 
package of _ 57,500 000 proposed by the Commission. The main objective of 
this package is to support the stabilisation of the country by contributing to 
governance and meeting basic needs. The components are: support to public 
administration which is essential to future political stability and to strengthening 
State legitimacy, rural recovery, de-mining activity (clearance, mine awareness 
and victim rehabilitation) and urban infrastructure and planning.  

On 3rd April, the Afghan Interim Authority announced new measures to 
eradicate the cultivation of opium poppies in Afghanistan. Under this scheme, 
farmers whose crops are destroyed in the presence of special inspectors will be 
compensated at a level which will exceed the revenue available from growing 
wheat. Those who persist in cultivation will have their land confiscated, while 
trafficking and possession will be subject to prison sentences. The EU 



welcomed this decision, and will provide assistance through the _28m for rural 
recovery and food security package. The Commission will also provide 
_500,000 towards technical assistance to help the AIA strengthen its counter-
narcotics policymaking and law enforcement capacity. The trade in illegal drugs 
has both contributed to and has become a symptom of Afghanistan's status as 
a failed state. Drug money, organised crime and terrorist networks are closely 
intertwined. The Commission believes that providing assistance in this area is in 
the interests of both Europe and Afghanistan.  

On 15th May, the Commission announced its decision to finance a _5.9m 
programme to raise public support for the Afghan Interim Authority (AIA), using 
the Rapid Reaction Mechanism, and which is designed to provide immediate 
support for the interim Afghan Authority by enhancing its institutional capacity, 
and to build confidence among the Afghan population and its different ethnic 
groups.  

Millions of Afghans are still depending on the delivery of emergency relief. On 
30th April 2002, the Commission approved two further humanitarian aid 
packages for Afghanistan, totalling almost _20m. The first decision, for more 
than _17m, will ensure continuing assistance for vulnerable groups affected by 
the civil war, drought and conflict. The second decision allocated more than 
_2m for victims of the earthquake that struck the Baghlan region on 25th March. 
Most of the aid will be directed to rural areas where 85 % of the population live.  

Air transport [45] 

The Brussels European Council on the 21 September 2001 called on EU 
transport ministers to take measures covering the classification of weapons, 
technical training for crew, checking and monitoring of hold luggage, protection 
of cockpit access and quality control of security measures applied by Member 
States. The conclusions of the ad hoc group on air transport security issues 
were presented to the Transport Council on 7 December 2001.  

On the 10 October 2001, the Commission put forward proposals to improve 
checks on passengers and luggage. It also proposed to the Member States that 
a series of inspections of airport security standards should take place with the 
aim of enhancing the level of checks carried out in Europe, on both international 
and domestic flights. The European Parliament has completed a first reading 
and the Council agreed on a common position on 7 December 2001.  

The Laeken European Council welcomed the adoption of a common position of 
the Council regarding the regulation on aviation security.  

Economic and financial policy  

One key European Union aim is to dry up the sources of terrorist funding. The 
19 October 2001 European Council in Ghent reiterated the importance of 
effective measures to combat the funding of terrorism by formal adoption of the 
Directive on money laundering and the speedy ratification by all Member States 
of the United Nations Convention for the Suppression of the Financing of 
Terrorism.  

The European Commission welcomed the definitive adoption by the EU Council 
of Ministers on the 19 November of the proposal to upgrade the EU's money 
laundering Directive. This newly approved legislation extends the obligations to 
notify suspicious transactions to certain non-financial professions and sectors 
and widens the definition of laundering to the proceeds of all serious crime 
(including terrorism). The new rules will cover professions not covered by US 
anti-money laundering legislation, such as accountants, auditors and lawyers. 
The Directive is regarded as a significant tool in the struggle against the 
financing of terrorism and organised crime. Member States will now implement 



the text within 18 months.  

Emergency preparedness  

Since September 11, the Commission has promoted discussions on 
preparedness for bioterrorist threats. Health ministers have met several times to 
discuss EU-wide co-ordination of efforts. Each Member State has appointed a 
senior representative to discuss these measures. The EU already has a 
communicable disease network, including an early warning system for any 
outbreak of infectious diseases. These representatives have already met, and 
their work will focus on the co-ordination of public health emergency planning 
and preparedness and the availability of the appropriate treatments. The EU 
believes that it has added value in this sphere by:  

drawing on all Member States' expertise (epidemiologists, 
microbiologists, logistics, IT, etc.) to assess what measures are needed  
reinforcing warning systems, rapid response capacities, analytic capacity 
and surveillance  
developing clear, authoritative communication with the general public,  
increasing training for the first line of alert: GPs, vets and pharmacists,  
planning for burden sharing of costly logistics like stockpiles and 
equipment,  
co-ordinating international co-operation with partner countries and 
organisations such as the WHO and the OECD.  

On 15 November, the Health Ministers of Member States met and agreed a set 
of priorities to establish a health expert consultation mechanism, strategies on 
availability and stocks of serums, vaccines and antibiotics and a European 
network of experts for evaluating managing and communicating risks. Plans for 
an EU-wide strategy to ensure the supply of medicines for preventing or treating 
the effects of a biological attack were debated at a special meeting in 
Strasbourg in November. To address potential risks in the EU as a whole, the 
Commission aims to develop an inventory of possible biological agents and their 
related treatments.  

Civil Protection  

In response to a request by EU Heads of State and Government, the European 
Commission approved a Communication on 28 November setting out the action 
it has taken to mobilise its resources, expertise and networks in the area of civil 
protection to respond to terrorist threats. At the European Council in Ghent, the 
Heads of State and Government called on the European Commission and the 
Council to organise an urgent and co-ordinated programme to respond to the 
threat of bio-terrorism. The Commission will appoint a European Co-ordinator 
for Civil Protection within the Commission. The programme will include:  

The pooling of expertise in the Nuclear, Biological and Chemical fields 
(NBC experts), available 24 hours a day to assist any country that 
requests help.  
Enhanced co-operation on information-sharing concerning antidotes, 
vaccines, antibiotics, and access to hospital treatment for any victims of 
such attacks;  
Creation of a system of immediate and systematic exchange of 
information relating to accidents or threats of terrorist attack;  
Creation of a Civil Protection monitoring and information centre in the 
Commission  
The Commission has also put in place a group of experts nominated by 
the Member States to identify means of combating biological and 



chemical threats. The group first met on 12 December 2001. Its mandate 
is to draw up an inventory of research activities currently in progress; 
examine how these activities can best be mobilised and co-ordinated; and 
identify what gaps there are and what additional research is needed in the 
short and long-term.  

Concluding Remarks  

All of the above activities could be roughly summarised as increased security 
within the EU, an increase in humanitarian aid – particularly to those areas 
which can be considered `hot spots' - and emphasis on dialogue, both at the 
level of individual countries resulting in concrete agreements and at the level of 
inter-cultural dialogue hopefully leading to enhanced mutual understanding. This 
picture would not, however, be complete without reference to other areas where 
the September 11th attacks have undoubtedly had an impact:  

The reform of the European Commission and, in this context, the reform 
of its external relations, including Development. Whilst the commitment to 
development, including its overarching goal of the eradication of poverty, 
is impeccable, the practice shows a widening chasm. And indeed the 
rhetoric has been shored up by recent events such as the Monterrey 
Conference on development financing at the end of March, the five year 
review of the Food Summit in Rome in June 2002, by the trade framework 
of the WTO meeting of Doha, the commitment of the EU and other 
members of the G8 to the New Partnership for African Development 
(NEPAD), the forthcoming review of the Social Summit in Johannesburg 
and so on. In Monterrey, in particular, both the EU and the US committed 
themselves to increasing aid. On the part of the EU, the Spanish 
Presidency press release of March 20 2002 stated: "The EU Heads of 
State and Government committed themselves on March 15-16 in 
Barcelona to an average 0.39% ODA target by 2006 towards the 0,7% 
target and Member Countries not having reached this level individually 
will strive to reach at least 0.33% ODA/GNI by 2006. This represents an 
additional US $7 billion by 2006, which in a low growth scenario will make 
available at least some US $20 billion extra over the period 2000-2006. It 
is worthwhile to note that the EU represents more than 50% of all ODA 
worldwide, including humanitarian aid, totalling US $25.4 billion in 2000". 
The United States, for its part, announced that the US would increase its 
development assistance by US $5 billion over the next 3 budget years 
and would expect this level of funding to continue after that period. This 
represents a 50% increase over recent ODA levels [46]. Yet, a report 
published by British Overseas NGOs for Development (BOND) on 28 May 
2002 demonstrates that the trend of giving more assistance to the `near 
abroad' (in Eastern Europe to aid accession and in the Mediterranean as 
a way of hating economic migration to the EU) continues and is at the 
expense of the poorer countries in Africa, Asia and Latin America. The 
proportion of EU aid targeting low-income countries fell from 70% in 1990 
to 39% in 2000. This trend, evident in recent years, has gone hand-in-
hand with the gradual but systematic subsuming of development into 
external relations. From the days when the Commissioner for 
Development was responsible for all development policy and its 
implementation towards the developing world, there is now a situation in 
which implementation (under External Relations) is completely divorced 
from and less relevant to policy. DG Development is radically truncated – 
a ghost of its former self - whilst External Relations expands 
concomitantly. As Mirjam Van Reisen, development analyst, author of the 
BOND report, stated in a seminar paper, European Integration and 
Enlargement: Is there a Future for European Development Policy? [47]  

“The portfolio of the Commissioner for Development exists on paper, but in 
reality the responsibility has been handed over to the Commissioner for External 
Relations. The latter is now in charge of: policies towards Asia, Latin America, 
and the Mediterranean, as well as implementation to all these regions and to the 



ACP Group [48]. The Commissioner for Development is left with policy to ACP 
countries, and executing the policy determined by the Commissioner for 
External Relations in his capacity as Chair of the Board of EuropeAid. He also 
oversees the humanitarian aid office. One could also put it differently. 
Commissioner Nielson may be responsible for EU development policy, but he is 
certainly not in charge of EU policy towards developing countries.  

“The Directorate General for Development hardly has any functions left, except 
for programming with the ACP countries. In this context it is difficult to come to 
any other conclusion than that a future Commission would deem a separate 
Directorate for Development as superfluous – if the unofficially announced future 
restructuring will not already have abolished the Directorate. It would then also 
be likely that a separate Commissioner for Development would be discontinued 
in a next Commission.”  

These fears are reinforced by the plans unveiled recently by Javier Solana, 
acting in his capacity as Secretary-General of the Council, who has made 
proposals to the Member States to streamline the EU by reducing the number of 
areas covered by the EU from 16 to 10 – by scrapping some and merging 
others. The most controversial is his proposal to abolish the Council of 
Development Ministers and to subsume development entirely into External 
Affairs. [49] This has indeed happened. At the European Council meeting in 
Seville, June 21 - 22 2002, the Heads of Government agreed to the creation of a 
new General Affairs and External Relations Council. This will replace the current 
General Affairs Council. It will have two principal areas of activity: a) preparation 
and follow up of the European Council, institutional and administrative 
questions, horizontal dossiers and b) the whole of the Union's external action, 
namely common foreign and security policy, European security and defence 
policy, foreign trade, development co-operation and humanitarian aid [50].  

If we assume that External Affairs or Foreign Policy is increasingly influenced by 
security considerations and the strategic allocation of aid to those areas which 
potentially pose a threat to the EU, this is indeed an ominous development, both 
for humanitarian aid and for development co-operation.  

Reinforcing this trend is, of course, the enlargement of the European 
Union. The candidate countries from Eastern Europe have little or no 
experience or expertise in the field of development and many of them are 
recipients rather than donors of aid. Of the 31 chapter headings of the 
screening exercise for pre-accession countries, development co-
operation does not feature. Even if a nominal Commissioner for 
Development were to be continued in the future political dispensation of 
the Commission, it is quite likely that this post would be allocated to one 
of the newly acceding countries.  
One cannot ignore the increasing trend towards the right in European 
politics – in France, Denmark, the Netherlands, Belgium and so on. And 
the candidate accession countries, given their experience of communism, 
also have a tendency to reject left-wing politics. And it is no secret that 
most of the right wing politics are centred on the issue of immigration and 
asylum seekers. In an attempt to pull the rug from under the feet of the 
extreme right wing, European leaders are being pushed further to the 
right. The European Council (Heads of Government) meeting in Seville 
on 21 and 22 June 2002 was dominated by the issue of immigration, in 
particular illegal immigration and efforts to reach a common policy on this 
issue. And, on June 13th 2002, UK Minister David Blunkett unveiled 
proposals on immigration and asylum to be discussed at the Council of 
Justice and Home Affairs on June 13 – 14. One of his proposals was that 
EU aid should be linked to compliance with EU policy on immigration and 
asylum seekers i.e. whether or not countries were prepared to re-accept 
deportees. Again, this preoccupation with immigration and asylum 
seekers is not new but the September 11th attacks have added new 
impetus to the debate. In the event, the Seville Council resulted in a 



balanced statement, pointing out that "an integrated, comprehensive and 
balanced approach to tackle the root causes of illegal immigration must 
remain the European Union's constant long-term objective. With this in 
mind, the European Council points out that closer economic co-
operation, trade expansion, development assistance and conflict 
prevention are all means of promoting economic prosperity in the 
countries concerned and thereby reducing the underlying causes of 
migration flows". Further, the Council focused on joint i.e. EU and third 
country, cooperation with regard to migration. Recognising that there 
may be cases of inadequate cooperation, the Council points out that this 
could hamper the establishment of closer relations with the Union. In an 
explicit rejection of linking aid to any actions taken, the Council 
concludes: "After full use has been made of existing Community 
mechanisms without success, the Council may unanimously find that a 
third country has shown an unjustified lack of cooperation in joint 
management of migration flows. In that event the Council may, in 
accordance with the rules laid down in the treaties, adopt measures or 
positions under the Common Foreign and Security Policy and other 
European Union policies, while honouring the Union's contractual 
commitments and not jeopardising development cooperation 
objectives." [51]  

NEW SANCTIONS AGAINST IRAQ  

On May 31st 2002, the current phase of the Oil-for-Food Programme, which 
operates on a renewable 180-day basis, expired. Thus a new Security Council 
Resolution was necessary if the Oil-for-Food programme, established by 
Security Council Resolution 985 of 1995 as a “temporary measure” designed to 
alleviate the humanitarian situation resulting from the most comprehensive 
sanctions regime ever imposed by the United Nations, were to continue.  

Background  

In May/June 2001, there were heated debates within the Security Council 
prompted by proposals put forward by the British government (but widely 
believed to have originated by the United States) which purported to ease the 
import into Iraq of humanitarian supplies whilst at the same time tightening the 
import of `dual usage goods' (i.e. goods which could be used both for civilian 
purposes and military purposes) by expanding the 1051 list (named after 
Security Council Resolution 1051). Whilst proponents of this scheme tried to 
pass the proposals off as `smart sanctions', it quickly became apparent that 
they were little more than old wine in new bottles – and indeed would be worse 
than the existing sanctions regime. The Russian Federation and France both 
came up with counter proposals. There was no agreement reached by June 1st 

2001, the date when the mandate for the oil-for-food programme expired. 
Consequently, the UN Security Council unanimously adopted Resolution 1532 
which was valid only until July 3 2001. It was hoped that the extra four weeks 
would be sufficient for the Security Council to reach consensus on a new 
package of sanctions, in particular a new Goods Review List. In so doing, the 
Security Council signalled its intention to adopt a new approach to sanctions 
against Iraq, imposed by the United Nations Security Council on 6th August 
1990 following Iraq's invasion of Kuwait and the subsequent Gulf War. The 
salient paragraph 2 of Resolution 1352 reads:  

" Expresses its intention to consider new arrangements for the sale or supply of 
commodities and products to Iraq and for the facilitation of civilian trade and 
economic co-operation with Iraq in civilian sectors, based on the following 
principles:  

(a) that such new arrangements will improve significantly the flow of 
commodities and products to Iraq, other than commodities and products 
referred to in paragraph 24 of resolution 687 (1991), and subject to review by 



the Committee established by resolution 661 (1990) of the proposed sale or 
supply to Iraq of commodities and products on a Goods Review List to be 
elaborated by the Council;  

(b) that such new arrangements will improve the controls to prevent the sale or 
supply of items prohibited or unauthorised by the Council, in the categories 
referred to in paragraph 2 (a) above, and to prevent the flow of revenues to Iraq 
outside the escrow account established pursuant to paragraph 7 of resolution 
986 (1995) from the export of petroleum and petroleum products from Iraq, and 
also expresses its intention to adopt and implement such new arrangements, 
and provisions on various related issues under discussion in the Council, for a 
period of 190 days beginning at 00.01 hours on 4 July 2001;"  

In essence, the Resolution signals the intention: a) to allow the sale/supply of all 
goods to Iraq not included on a Goods Review List; b) to tighten existing controls 
on military or dual-use products; and c) to ensure that all funds from Iraq's oil 
exports continue to flow through the UN escrow account held at the Banque 
Nationale de France-Paribas in New York.  

June 2001 saw a flurry of activity as agreement within the UN Security Council 
was sought. This activity culminated - in the public domain - with an open 
discussion by UN Member States on sanctions against Iraq. This public 
discussion was requested by the Russian Federation and followed a closed 
session of the Security Council on 26th June and was resumed on 28th June 
2001.  

At the same time, Iraq argued that Resolution 1352 was in clear breach of the 
Memorandum of Understanding of May 20 1996 (S/1996/356) [52] reached 
between the UN Secretariat and Iraq on the implementation of Security Council 
Resolution 986 of 1995 which established the "oil for food" programme. In 
protest, and according to the UN Office of the Iraq Programme in its weekly 
update (16-22 June 2001 [53]), it suspended oil exports fora third consecutive 
week.  

In a letter of June 18 2001, Tariq Aziz, Deputy Prime Minister and Acting 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, wrote a letter to UN Secretary General Kofi Anan [54] 
outlining this breach of the memorandum and added:  

"The circumstances indicate that two powerful members of the Council are 
endeavouring to terminate the memorandum of understanding and the 
humanitarian programme and to replace them with a so-called regime of smart 
sanctions that would impose international tutelage on Iraq for decades to come, 
would prevent it from using its resources and would ultimately lead to a further 
deterioration in the humanitarian situation in Iraq.”  

He appealed to the Secretary General to "oppose attempts to use the extension 
of the humanitarian programme as a façade for securing the adoption of the 
political schemes of the United States and the United Kingdom that seek to 
strengthen the embargo imposed on Iraq under the cover of the oil-for-food 
programme and thus exacerbate the predicament into which the United States 
and the United Kingdom have led the Security Council on the question of Iraq 
and from which you tried to extricate the Council during the first round of the 
comprehensive dialogue with Iraq."  

Deputy Prime Minister Aziz concluded by stating unequivocally:  

"I assure you that Iraq will have nothing to do with any resolution adopted by the 
Security Council that incorporates the provisions of the United States and British 
draft, regardless of which country sponsors it."  



However, by July 3rd 2001, there was still no agreement in the Security Council 
on this Resolution and consequently Resolution 1360 was then quietly passed 
continuing the oil-food-food programme for a further 180 days.  

It should be made clear at this point that one of the primary motivations for 
proponents of a new dispensation was the clear realisation that Iraq had won 
the propaganda war both at home and abroad. Public opinion has increasingly 
been focused on the dramatic adverse effect that the most punitive of any UN 
sanctions regime has had on Iraq. Draconian sanctions, now in their twelfth 
year, have resulted in immeasurable suffering for an entire people. It was hoped 
that the new sanctions package, under the guise of smart sanctions, would 
transfer blame for this unjustifiable misery away from the UN Security Council 
(or more accurately away from the United States and, to a lesser extent, its 
staunchest ally, the United Kingdom) to President Saddam Hussein. It was a 
thin disguise which did not stand up to any close or serious scrutiny.  

It should also be noted that in 2001 the 1051 (or the Goods Review List) was 
revised by the relevant competent authorities in conformity with UN Security 
Council Resolution 1330 of 5 December 2000. [55] This Resolution requested 
the Executive Chairman of the United Nations Monitoring, Verification and 
Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC) and the Director General of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to revise and update this list of 
items and technology. This task was completed by UNMOVIC on June 1 2001 
and by the IAEA on June 3 2001. Hans Blix, the Executive Chairman of 
UNMOVIC and previous Director General of the IAEA, informed the Security 
Council on June 7 2001:  

"As required by that resolution, the revisions to the chemical, biological and 
missile lists were undertaken in consultation with interested states and the 
revised lists were sent to the President of the Council in resolution 1330. In our 
view, the effort undertaken has resulted in more precise and implementable 
lists, which will be issued as a document of the Council and take effect 
thereafter."  

When the four elements of the lists and explanatory notes are combined, the 
resulting document is 150 pages (nuclear 106 pages; biological 9 pages, 
chemical 19 pages and missile 16 pages). UNMOVIC stated that the lists are 
not radically changed - probably less than 10% as follows:  

Some items on the lists have been grouped together to make the list 
more logical;  
Some items have been made more specific to replace "...and associated 
spare parts" giving an indication of which spare parts so that they are not 
notified of nuts and bolts;  
Some chemical items have been added as the Commission has become 
aware that they have been used in Iraq's chemical weapons programme;  
Some, previously unknown, toxins have been added.  
Some items have been removed - such as chlorine since this is used 
widely in Iraq and UNMOVIC is unable to monitor its use.  

It should also be stressed that CAFOD'S/Caritas Europa's stance on sanctions 
was informed by the Caritas Europa delegation to Iraq in January 2001. 
Following that visit, the Delegation's conclusions were unequivocal:  

"Comprehensive sanctions imposed on Iraq, now in their eleventh year and with 
no sign of any easing in return for Iraqi compliance with the demands of the 
Security Council, have resulted in untold suffering for millions of people - 
physical, mental and cultural. No one knows how many have died as a result of 
sanctions but it is believed to include at least half a million children. The effects 
of sanctions - even were they to be lifted today - will certainly be felt for many 



years to come. It is indelibly imprinted on the Iraqi psyche. A once prosperous 
nation is systematically being de-developed, de-skilled and reduced to penury. 
The very social fabric of Iraqi society is being rent asunder." [56]  

The Delegation's strong recommendation was that sanctions should be 
suspended immediately and a new relationship initiated and developed between 
the international community and Iraq. It flows from this position that tinkering 
around the margins of an essentially unjust sanctions regime is not the answer.  

The Current Sanctions Package 

The determination by some members of the Security Council to alter the 
sanctions regime did not, however, disappear. On the contrary, it received an 
added fillip by the events of September 11th 2001, even though no connection 
could be made between the terrorist attacks and Iraq. On 29th November 2001, 
the Security Council adopted Resolution 1382, extending the oil-for-food 
programme and containing the following point 2:  

“Notes the proposed Goods Review List (as contained in Annex 1 to this 
resolution) and the procedures for its application (as contained in Annex 2 to this 
resolution) and decides that it will adopt the List and the procedures, subject to 
any refinements to them agreed by the Council in the light of further 
consultations, for implementation beginning 30 May 2002.”  

Thus, essentially the June 2001 proposals were back on the table.  

Resolution 1409, put forward by the 5 Permanent Members of the Security 
Council, was unanimously approved by the UN Security Council on 14 May 
2002, with strong reservations expressed by Syria (see below). The new 
Resolution 1409 came into effect on May 31st 2002.  

In essence, the new Resolution, in extending the oil-for-food programme for a 
further 180 days does 2 things:  

It adopts a new Goods Review List  
It streamlines procedures  

Variously hailed in the press as a relaxing of sanctions, a tightening of sanctions, 
a simplifying of sanctions and a streamlining of sanctions, in effect what has 
been done is, hopefully, to improve procedures so that the current paralysis/near 
breakdown of the Oil For Food Programme (which would be politically 
disastrous) can be eased. In an exchange for delegating more responsibility to 
the UN (and its bodies such as UNMOVIC and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency), there is a substantially lengthened Goods Review List (332 pages).  

In relation to the near collapse/ paralysis of the Oil for Food Programme, the 
OIP (Office for the Iraq Programme) noted in its weekly update of 14 May 2002 
(the same day as the Resolution was adopted):  

"In all, 2,142 contracts, valued at $5.2 billion, were 'on hold' by the 661 
Committee, of which 1,463 contracts, worth $4.5 billion, were for the purchase 
of humanitarian supplies and equipment, and 679 contracts, worth $734 million, 
for oil industry spare parts and equipment."  

In its most recent update of July 23 2002, these figures have actually worsened 
slightly and they are the highest ever. In mid 2001, when studying the proposals 
for the new sanctions regime, the number of projects on hold totalled $3.2 billion. 
The latest weekly update states that there are currently 2,172 humanitarian 
supply contracts valued at about $5.5 billion placed on hold by the 661 



Committee, of which 1,498 contracts, worth $4.6 billion are for humanitarian 
supplies and 674 contracts, worth $780 million are for oil spare parts and 
equipment.  

Benon V. Sevan, Executive Director of the Oil for Food Programme, made his 
fourth visit to Iraq in February 2002. On 26 February 2002 he gave an oral report 
at the informal consultations of the Security Council. His concluding remarks 
were as follows:  

Although “a temporary measure”, the humanitarian programme pursuant to 
resolution 986 (1995), which started to be implemented in December 1996, has 
entered its sixth year and its eleventh phase and, despite the enormous change 
in the nature of the programme, both in terms of level of funding and scope, we 
still continue to operate pursuant to procedures and regulations established 
initially for the delivery of supplies mostly of food and medicine. We are now 
involved in major projects of rehabilitation of infrastructure, including the oil 
industry.  

The work of the Security Council Committee has bogged down almost to a 
standstill; one could say - without any hesitation - that the work of the Committee 
is paralysed with numerous issues awaiting action for long periods of time. 
There is a need for a serious review of the workings of the Committee in order to 
bring about the necessary adjustments commensurate with the challenges to be 
met in ensuring the effective implementation of the programme. Unless this is 
carried out, and carried out most urgently, the effective implementation of the 
programme may grind to a halt. We already are witnessing major cracks in our 
capacity to implement the programme effectively, with so many political and 
procedural hurdles, compounded by substantial drop in revenues available for 
programme implementation.  

I should like to appeal to all concerned to safeguard the distinct humanitarian 
identity of the programme which has, unfortunately, been over-politicised and 
increasingly overshadowed by, as well as embroiled in the current political 
atmosphere. It is essential for all to bear in mind that whatever decisions are 
taken, they will have major implications on the daily lives of the civilian 
population of Iraq."  

In addition to the number of projects on hold, the inevitable cracks in 
implementing an exponentially expanding `temporary' programme, there is also 
the serious question of shortage of funds. This is due to the vagaries of the 
price of oil, the oil price fixing mechanism adopted by the UN, reduced 
production due to the continuing parlous state of the oil industry and, for a 
month at least, the suspension of oil production in protest at Israeli action 
against the Palestinians (oil production was suspended from 8 April 2002 to 9 
May 2002). In his report to the Security Council of 29 May 2002, Benon Sevan 
stated:  

“During my briefing at the Council's informal consultations held on 26 February 
this year, I had observed the fact that despite all the billions of dollars we had 
been talking about, the programme implementation was facing a financial crisis 
of growing magnitude due to the substantial drop in revenues received from 
Iraqi oil exports under the programme. As at 15 February 2002, there were 699 
approved applications for humanitarian supplies with a total value of $1.6 billion, 
waiting to be funded. The amount of just over $1.9 billion still available then in 
the escrow account was earmarked for oil spare parts and equipment ($1.34 
billion) and for the purchase of supplies under the special allocation ($584 
million) included in the distribution plan.  

“It is regrettable that an agreement regarding the setting of the price of Iraqi 
crude oil has remained elusive. Thus, the continuing practice of setting the price 
of Iraqi crude oil retroactively by the 661 Committee, which, combined with the 
continued excessive premia demanded by Iraqi crude oil contract-holders, has 



led to an average reduction in exports of some 500,000 barrels per day or $1.2 
billion in lost revenue since the beginning of phase XI on 1 December 2001. 
Moreover, Iraq's month-long suspension of its oil exports, starting on 8 April this 
year, resulted in a further estimated revenue loss of some $1.2 billion.  

“With the end of the prolonged consultations on the GRL list and the adoption of 
resolution 1409 (2002), I do hope that the members of the 661 Committee would 
spare no effort to resolve the difficulties encountered with regard to the pricing 
of the Iraqi crude oil. In that regard, the full co-operation of the Government of 
Iraq is essential. Unless the question of the pricing mechanism for setting 
the price of Iraqi crude oil is resolved urgently, all other efforts and 
decisions taken to expedite the approval of humanitarian supplies for Iraq 
may unfortunately remain academic. Irrespective of improvements in 
procedures, including those recently adopted by the Council in resolution 1409 
(2002), without the necessary funds available in the escrow account it will be 
impossible to implement the humanitarian programme effectively.” (emphasis 
added)  

In the most recent weekly update of 23 July 2002, the Office of the Iraq 
Programme points out that - at an average rate of 1.4 million barrels per day - 
Iraqi oil exports under the UN oil-for-food programme registered their highest 
single weekly volume at 9.8 million barrels in current Phase XII of the 
programme. Despite this, there continues to be an accumulative revenue 
shortfall. As a result, 996 humanitarian supply contracts, worth almost $2.1 
billion, although approved by the UN, cannot be further processed for lack of 
funds. The breakdown is as follows:  

Electricity $351 million  
Food handling $322 million  
Food $299 million  
Housing $286 million  
Agriculture $270 million  
Health $157 million  
Telecommunications & Transport $156 million  
Water & Sanitation $143 million  
Education $104 million  

If we take food, food handling and agriculture together, we have a total of $891 
million worth of projects for which there is no funding. This is a scandal.  

The largest single sector is electricity and this is not surprising. According to a 
UN report on the electricity sector of May this year, the following are the type of 
goods frequently placed on hold:  

Boiler and turbine system equipment  
Pumps, compressors and rotary equipment  
Water treatment chemicals and equipment  
Transmission equipment (cables, transformers etc.)  
Control and protection equipment (including testing and communications 
equipment  
Vehicles  

Of the 148 projects on hold, 51 (35%) have been on hold for between 12 and 24 
months, 20 (13%) have been on hold for more than 2 years, and a further 20 on 
hold for between 9 and 12 months.  

An appeal for the release of applications on hold are summarised as follows:  



No substitutes are available for goods on the 1051 list  
To ensure continuation of operation and maintenance of the existing 
power plants and network  
To overcome electricity shortage (45% of the needs) in the country by a) 
rehabilitating existing power plants and b) adding new generation plants.  

Clearly such shortages affect every aspect of the Iraqi people's lives - 
households, educational institutes, agricultural production and industry. Power 
cuts are particularly hazardous in facilities such as hospitals and water treatment 
plants.  

Ways are currently being examined so as to prioritise requests and look at ways 
of freeing funding by revisiting projects on hold but clearly such a `robbing Peter 
to pay Paul' exercise can only be a short term solution to what is likely to 
become an systemic problem. In his address to the Security Council of May 29 
2002, Benon Sevan stated:  

We have been informed by the Government of Iraq that each of the concerned 
ministries would be reviewing all the approved applications submitted under their 
respective sectors, with a view to identifying those applications which were no 
longer a priority. Those applications which were not considered to be of 
sufficient priority to warrant funds at this stage would be cancelled after 
consultations with the suppliers concerned. The Government of Iraq would also 
be reviewing the list of approved applications for which letters of credit had been 
opened but against which no deliveries had been made as at 30 April 2002.  

Furthermore, a similar review would be undertaken by the ministries concerned 
with regard to applications placed on hold, taking into account the fact that some 
applications had been placed on hold for a long period and that the contractors 
concerned may not wish to continue with their contracts under the same terms 
as originally contracted.  

At the same time, programmes in the three Northern Governates cannot be 
implemented due to limits of absorptive capacity, both of the authorities and the 
UN agencies on the ground.  

In addition, the question is raised regarding agriculture, particularly in the three 
Northern Governates, given that this year has seen a bumper wheat harvest but 
which, due to a lack of cash component, cannot be bought locally but continues 
to be imported. And similarly, the cash component envisaged in Resolution 1289 
for the oil industry has never materialised. As Benon Sevan said in his meeting 
with the Security Council of May 29 2002:  

“For reasons of sustainability for the agriculture sector, particularly in the three 
northern Governates, and to optimise the use of funds available in the escrow 
account, it may be appropriate to consider using local wheat to the extent 
available for milling into flour for distribution to the population in the monthly food 
entitlement scheme, provided that an appropriate mechanism can be agreed 
upon on the modalities for pricing and payment.  

“We need to work out a solution whereby the farmers can be allowed to market 
their harvest and draw the well-deserved benefit from the bumper harvest, 
without violating the provisions of the relevant Security Council resolutions. The 
situation illustrates clearly the real urgency of arriving at a pragmatic solution to 
the use of programme funds for local procurement, which has been elusive for 
so long.  

“It is my intention to brief the 661 Committee in the immediate future on the 
difficulties faced by the programme and seek further guidance, as the issues 
involved require some urgent and concrete decisions at the intergovernmental 



level. I very much regret to emphasise, however, that unless there is co-
operation among all parties concerned, backed by a strong political will, we will 
fail yet again in succeeding in our efforts to resolve the difficulties encountered. 
An example in that regard is the cash component for the oil sector on which I 
am still continuing my efforts to bridge the differences among the parties 
concerned. I do hope that that issue could also be resolved urgently and may 
become a model for the introduction of cash component for the other sectors 
covered in the distribution plans.”  

The Goods Review List is essentially what the British were proposing last year. 
It includes the revised 1051 list (the list was revised in June 2001 but made very 
little difference in reality). The revised list (prepared by UNMOVIC and the IAEA) 
was a 150-page document (nuclear 106 pages, biological 9 pages, chemical 19 
pages and missile 16 pages). The new Goods Review List is a combination of 
this list and elements from the Wassenaar Arrangement [57] Dual Use and 
Munitions List. It is now a list of 332 pages.  

The major impact of these new arrangements is that it will broaden the scope of 
UNMOVIC. Hitherto UNMOVIC has been concerned solely with Weapons of 
Mass Destruction. The new Goods Review List includes technologies and items 
related to conventional military uses and operations and which were previously 
outside UNMOVIC's scope. As a result, UNMOVIC expects to recruit at least 6 
people who are familiar with the technologies and items covered in the new 
Goods Review List and which were not part of the 1051 realm. This is 
particularly important since UNMOVIC will have to make judgement calls on 
what and what not to refer to the 661 Committee. Similarly, it is envisaged that 
the IAEA will also need to increase its current staffing levels to deal, in 
particular, with projects currently on hold.  

Both UNMOVIC and the Oil for Food Programme believe that the new 
procedures will a) expedite new requests and b) following re-circulation to the 
661 Committee for review under the new Goods Review List, the items currently 
on hold will be taken off hold and will be allowed to proceed. In that sense, this 
is a welcome development. However, it will be necessary to see how this works 
out in practice. Benon Sevan, concluding his report to the Security Council on 
May 29th said:  

The Secretary-General has consistently advocated the easing of procedures for 
review and approval of all applications for humanitarian supplies and equipment 
for Iraq. Irrespective of regulations and procedures, if all concerned, including 
the Government of Iraq, fully co-operate towards the achievement of the main 
objectives of the humanitarian programme, we can and must be able to improve 
further the humanitarian situation in Iraq. As stated by the Secretary-General on 
several occasions, with the improved funding level for the programme, the 
Government of Iraq is indeed in a position to address the nutritional and health 
concerns of the Iraqi people, particularly the nutritional status of children. If the 
stated objectives of resolution 1409 (2002) are implemented both in the 
letter and spirit by all concerned, including the 661 Committee and the 
Government of Iraq, we will be in a position to expedite the review and 
approval of applications, and the speedy arrival of humanitarian supplies 
and equipment into Iraq. (emphasis added)  

I should like to appeal to all concerned to bear fully in mind the determination of 
the Security Council, as stated in resolution 1409 (2002), which is “to improve 
the humanitarian situation in Iraq.”  

Unfortunately, the “If” is a rather large one and, given past experience will 
political will, there is no room for complacency and, indeed, little room for 
optimism.  

But even if the spirit as well as the letter of the Resolution is observed, the 
changes made are procedural rather than ones of substance. As a way of 



running a country, it remains profoundly unsatisfactory and inadequate. Nor is 
there mention of 'no fly zones'. There is no timetable for the easing of sanctions - 
as the Russians pushed hard for last year. The only thing that has been done 
has been to recognise that the oil for food programme - still designated a 
'temporary measure' - cannot continue to operate under existing procedures. 
The new procedures are thus designed primarily to make the current 
comprehensive sanctions regime more efficient - with the welcome propaganda 
spin-off that, if Iraqi people continue to suffer, it will be (falsely) argued that it will 
be all Saddam Hussein's fault.  

In this regard, Russia's position is interesting, given that the Russian Federation 
has been against the sanctions regime and a welcome voice of sanity in the 
Security Council debates. Russia appears somewhat defensive about the 
decision, in effect saying that the new dispensation cannot be worse than the 
current mess and that agreeing to the resolution was essentially both a) one way 
to avert an imminent attack on Iraq and b) to get Russian contracts off the "on 
hold" list and thereby make trading between the two countries more 
stable/predictable.  

In this regard, too, the Syrian strong reservation should be noted - as the only 
Arab Member of the Security Council and its Chairperson for the month of June 
2002.  

Explanation of Position  

MIKHAIL WEHBE (Syria), speaking in explanation of position before the vote, 
said that his country had previously submitted constructive proposals aimed at 
avoiding negative aspects in the performance of the Committee established 
pursuant to resolution 661 that had clearly emerged in past years, especially 
with regard to contracts exceeding $ 5 billion. It had been hoped that the new 
measures would include real improvement of previous procedures, end the 
blocking for political reasons of contracts, and alleviate the humanitarian 
situation of the Iraqi people.  

He said the proposals had also been intended to ensure that Iraq was not 
denied its natural right to acquire the means of self-defence, provided the 
country did not attempt to develop weapons of mass destruction. The proposals 
had also been aimed at ensuring that the Iraqi people were not denied the 
means to rebuild the infrastructure that had been destroyed. Another aim was to 
overcome bureaucratic restraints that could result from implementation of the 
resolution and measures annexed to it. The proposals had also been meant to 
avoid additional costs on exporters, which made a heavier burden on the Iraqi 
people, who had suffered enough under sanctions.  

However, since the proposals had been deadlocked, the Syrian delegation 
found it necessary to explain its vote, he said. Syria believed it was high time to 
lift the sanctions to which the Iraqi people had been subjected for 12 years. 
Secondly, it was necessary to encourage Iraq to continue its dialogue with the 
Secretary-General. It was incomprehensible that the Council continued to 
impose sanctions for an unlimited period of time.  

No doubt Council members understood Syria's difficulties, especially regarding 
Arab opinion, he said. On the one hand, the Council had lost its credibility as a 
result of the position of some permanent members in encouraging Israel to defy 
international legitimacy, while Syria was requested to vote for a resolution that 
would cause further suffering to a fellow Arab people.  

He said Syria totally rejected the policy whereby Israel conducted naked 
aggression against the Palestinian people, despite claims of war crimes carried 
out in refugee camps. The Council had failed to enforce respect for its resolution 
14-5 (2002), thus engaging in double-dealing. Syria would follow closely the 



implementation of resolution 1409 (2002) and its effects on the Iraqi people. 
However, the Syrian delegation would vote in favour of the text in the interests 
of Council unity and in an effort to avoid further damage to its credibility."  

In conclusion, the danger of unilateral action – in the form of a pre-emptive 
strike by the United States (possibly with the support of the UK) – cannot be 
underestimated. It would be difficult to imagine a single, more effective way of a) 
wreaking further devastation on an already devastated country; b) alienating the 
Muslim world, thereby effectively wrecking the global coalition on terrorism c) 
ensuring that the vicious cycle of victimisation, injustice and extremism 
continues d) creating major humanitarian crises. A militaristic or purely security 
approach to the problem of international terrorism is unimaginative and doomed 
to failure. Only if the world is prepared to tackle the root causes of conflict, 
liberation struggles, terrorism (including State terrorism) is there a chance of 
arriving at durable and sustainable solutions.  

SOME REFLECTIONS  

Looking at current thinking in the wake of September 11th, it is possible to draw 
together some trends which are relevant to practitioners of humanitarian 
assistance and development co-operation.  

There are likely to be increasing demands for humanitarian assistance if the 
militaristic approach to international terrorism prevails. The dangers of conflict 
are heightened by the current preoccupation with terrorism, as the current India-
Pakistan tension amply illustrates. Given that so much is being spent on 
counter-terrorism, where will the money come from?  

In this regard, it should be borne in mind that there are already insufficient 
committed funds to deal with current crises. If we take the case of 
Afghanistan, on June 3rd 2002 the UN World Food Programme announced that 
it was facing a multi-million dollar shortfall for its work in Afghanistan. The 
organisation has been forced to cut back 215,400 tons of food, valued at some 
$123 million – or 43% of its requirements. At the same time, Afghanistan's 
wheat harvest has been devastated by a plague of locusts. On June 10th, the 
UNHCR announced that it would run out of funding for its work in Afghanistan 
by the end of July. The UNHCR needs $271 million but only has commitments 
for $180 million for the return of refugees. The number of returning refugees – at 
1.1 million people – has surpassed expectations. However, they represent 25% 
of the 4 million Afghan refugees forced to flee their country by nearly a quarter 
of a century of conflict and instability. Or if we take the case of Palestine, 
leaving aside the appalling human cost, it was estimated on May 15th by the UN 
that Israeli incursions have caused $361 million worth of damages. The UN 
Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA), set up by UN Resolution 302 (IV) of 8 
December 1949 as a “temporary measure” remains the principal provider of 
basic services – health, education, relief and social services – to over 3.9 million 
registered Palestinian refugees in the Middle East. On May 9 UNRWA stated 
that it needs an additional $70 million to meet the emergency humanitarian 
needs of refugees in the West Bank and Gaza created by the recent Israeli 
military incursions into the occupied Palestinian territory. This is in addition to 
the $117 million requested in January 2002 for its emergency operations in 
2002. By May 9, UNRWA had been promised only $46 million for the January 
appeal, leaving a cumulative shortfall of $87 million. And it must not be forgotten 
that, as warned by UN agencies on 11 June, 13 million people will soon 
starvation in southern Africa.  

This comes at a time when, as the World Food Summit: Five Years Later, has 
ended with little positive response. A number of speakers pointed out that there 
is sufficient food in the world for everyone. Jeffrey Sachs, the UN Secretary 
General's special advisor on the Millennium Development Goals, in his address 
to the Summit in Rome on June 12th said “If the rich countries provide important 



investment to agriculture and rural areas in poor countries, they will live, they 
will grow out of poverty and have a better future....So far the rich countries have 
not really made the commitment to resolve the world hunger problem”. Indeed, 
quite the opposite, if the US Farm Bill and the EU's Reform of the Common 
Agricultural Policy are anything to go by.  

Subsuming humanitarian aid and development co-operation into external 
relations means that they will be subordinate to foreign policy imperatives. 
These in turn are likely to be subject to security considerations. It is all too easy 
to imagine that resources will be channelled to countries perceived to be 
greatest threats in terms of terrorism, ignoring poorer, longer distance, less 
powerful countries. Certainly, there has been this trend in the EU to devote a 
greater share of resources to accession countries or nearby countries that are 
the source of economic migrants i.e. development assistance as an incentive to 
`stay at home'. Thus, the enlightened self-interest approach only takes us so far 
and not nearly far enough.  

Unless clear definitions and policy consistency are injected into the counter-
terrorism debate, there is a risk of polarising the world into two camps, with 
Muslims and Arab states leading one camp and the United States, Israel and 
who know what other countries in the other. This can only lead to greater 
instability and insecurity at a global level.  

There is already evidence of a danger that national security will override civil 
liberties and democratic freedoms. Human rights, development and security 
are so intertwined that this cannot possibly be a way forward.  

There is also likely to be a rise in racism and xenophobia in the United States 
and in Europe. This too is not conducive to a climate of stability and security. 
The perception of nations on a war footing and the concomitant siege mentality 
and isolationism does not sit comfortably with an increasingly globalized society.  

If conflicts do break out as a result of heightened tensions, the cost will be 
enormous, the necessary political solutions will remain elusive and problems 
become ever more intractable.  
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