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TOP LINE CF STCRY: Tony Blair visizs Irag to congratulate
British troops on their role in ths war against Irag. But
in gaining control of some areas of Irag Britizh forces
used ciuster bombs and some 75 Labour Mp's have signed a
Commons (edm; motion calling for them to be banned. During
the war Hoon said they were safer than "eother unguided
weapons to deal with, foxr example, wvehicles sprzad over a
battlefieid". Our Pol Reporter Isin Watson repor:ts.

MAIN QUESTION AREAS:
*Response to points made by Watson pkg: campalicgners say
there's now proof that cluster bombs have been used in
towns and citieg - were they? Will the govt release
nformation about the locations of where they used these
weapons? Should Clwyd's role be widened to include
investigartion of Britain's use of murnicions like thess?
*war lcoklng increasingly unjustifiable after Rumsfeld's
comments that Irag may have destroyed WMD before war bsgan.
Also: Gilligan's stuff from 0730 (seg_gﬁlgggg;,brief) and
comments by Wolfowitz in racent Vanity Failr int (s=ze below)
*Blair says they will be IZound, the US is not sc sure -
wnat 1f they'res not? What damage would 1t do to the govt...
to Blair personally?

WHAT DO THEY ZSAY:
See previous gov: defence below

BACHKGROUND :

CL.STER BCOMES

What's the l=gal positicn?

In summary - the uge of cluster bombs 1s permitred under
current internatioral law, provided the users can
demonstrate that they performed due dilaigence in target
gelection. The morality of using such weapons, however,
remains a separate and valid issus Zoxr debate.

Questioned on their uvse in the Commons, Defences Szcretary
GeofZ Hoon gaid:

"I will not allow ocur forces to be prevented frorm using
those lawful weapons that are mest suitable for achieving
thosge tasks. .. Those weapcns are used only afrer the most
careful consideraticn. .. Cluster bombs nave a particular
military purpose. I that purpose is necessary, they will
be used; 1if it is not, they will not »bhs used."
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Geoff Hoon, 231 March 2003 Hansard

Hoon later conceded that "the percentage failure rate is
smzll, but it leaves a continuing problem, which I accept
and recognise. ..on blalance though hteri use protedcted
troops and meant larger weapons did not need to bhe us=d."
US forces dreopped arcund 1,500 cluster bomba Zrom the air
and fired an unknown quantity freom artillery pieces.
Sritish trocps fired 2,100. EBach contained several hundred
beorblets, which fragment intc shrapnel. Between 200 and
400 Iragi civilians were killed by them during the war.
Ozhers, mostly children, continue to killed by thcse
bomblets which failed to sxplode wher they hit thz ground.
The effects cof their deployment in residentizl areas wexre
both predictable and predicted. This sucgests that their
use there breached protocol II to thz2 Geneva conventlions,
which prohibits "viclence to the liZfe, health and physical
or mental well-being” o©f non-combatants. Thisg is part of
the attempted

L recent report by Landmine Action revealed that a 1%97
official review of the Gulf War by the US Government found
that cluster bombs dropped from medium-to-high altitudes
ware prone to be blcwn off target by wind, and were likely
to cause ‘collaterzl damage'. Each alr-droppsd cluster borb
contains over 200 bomblets which are scattered over a wide
arsa. These bomblets cften fail to explede and turn into
landmines which ki1ll and weaim indiscraiminately, :ong afcer
war is over. Unlike landmuines, there is currently no
provision in interrational law which addresses ths prcblems
of expleosive remnants cI war.

Acceording to Landwmine action:

Cluster boxbs are not covered by the Ottawa Treaty.
Howewvar, their deployment in Iraqg risks breachking the
2i3ditional Proteocol 1 to the Ganeva Conventions (1977)
because: -

Civilian casualties for years to come could be excassive
in relation to the concrete and direct militvary advantage
anticipatead

The deployment of cluster bembs may not adecuately
digcriminate between civilians and combatants.

WMD

The U.S. decision fo stress the threat posed by Irag's
supposed weapons of mass destruction above all others was
taken for "bureaucratic" reasons to justify the war, U.3.
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Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz was quoted as
saying in remarks released cn Wednesday.

Wolfowlitz, sezen as cne 2I the most hawkish figures in the
Bush administraticon's policy on Irag, said President Saddam
Hugsein's alleged cache of chemical, biolegical and
possibly nuclear weapcns was merely one of several reasons
pehind the decisicn to go to war. "For buresucra«i

reasons, we settled on one issue, wsapons of mass
destructicn, because it was the one resasgon everyone could
agres on," Wolfowitz was guoted as saying in Vanity Fa-xr
magazine's July issue.

QUOTES

TONY BLAIR

Refore: o

* PM answers questions at MTV Forum - € March 2003:

"Ilve absolutely no doubt at all that if we don't deal with
thig issus of weapons cf mass destruction, certainly he's a
threat. He's a threat to his own region. Twice before he's
invaded other countries in ths regicon and he's a threat
because these weapons - chemical and bioclogical weapons -
these are dangerous things. When we call them weapons of
mass destruction, I sometimes think i1t deludes thes language
cf any real meaning."

* House of Commons, 25 February 2003,

"0 8 Decemba2r he [Saddam] submitited the declaration
denying he had any WMD, a statement not a sincle member of
the internaticnal community ssricusly believes.

Liter:

* PM comments to journalists en route to the CGulf, 28 March
2003, reported in The Guardizan; -

I have gz1d throughout and I just wespeat te you, 1 have
absolutely no doubt at all about the existence of weapons
of mass destruction and rather than speculating, lec's just
wait until we get the full repcrt back from our pescpls who
are interviewing the Iragl =scisantists.

We have already found two trailers that both cur and the
American security services believe were used Zor the
manuifacture cf chemical and biclogical weapens.

Bricish ministers:

After:

Geoff Hoon, Defence Secretary: Answering guestions from MPs
on day 19 of the conflict [7 April] , Mr Hoon claimed that
the regime 'may have removed some of its WMD but I have no
doubt we will find them'. Reported in The Guardian
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John Reild, Leader cf tne Commons:

The justification for war 'wasn't contingen:t on
subseguent’ly finding further evidence, because we had had
12 years of evidence. ... To say now that the real guestion
iz whether we have found weapcons of mass destruction,
therefore illustrating whether thers was a thresa-, 1s to
deny the fact that at the time there was a unanimous view
in the UN that there was & threat based cn 12 years of
inspecticons and the  inspectors! reperts.! Comments on “he
Today programme, 15 May, 2003

Jack Straw, Foreign Secretary:

I hope there will be Ifurther evidence of literzl finds ...
[but] licteral finds [ef WMD are] not cracizlly itportant.
Whether or not we are able to find one-third of one petrol
tanker in a country that is twice (sic) the size cf France
ramaing to be seen.

Comments on Today 14 May 2003

DONALD RUMSFELD

Baerfore:
It is about weapons oi mass destruction. It is
unguesticnably about that. ... This is an issue between the

Uriited Naticns and the internaticnal community and a
government that has consistently relused o stop its
weapons of mass destruction program.

Secretary Rumsfeld Interview With Al Jazesra TV - 25 Feb
2003, transcript here

.arnd after:
Well, it could be bzcause it's hard teoc find things in a
country that's determined not to have you find them. ... My
guess is that the kinds of things that the intelligence
community provided Secretary Powell and Secretary Powsll
provided the United Nations will in fact bs turnec ud to
the extent that they're still there. ... It is also
possible that they decided that they would destroy them
pricxr to = conflict. Rumsfeld, comments to the Council on
Foreign Relations, Washington DC, 27 May 2003
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