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The United Nations Special Commission on Iraq (UN-
SCOM) provides a unique experience in the world of arms
control and disarmament.  Much about the UNSCOM expe-
rience was unprecedented and may never be seen again.
Therefore, the UNSCOM experience cannot be translated
wholesale into traditional arms control and disarmament
situations.  Nonetheless, there are important lessons and
meaningful parallels for other arms control regimes, partic-
ularly the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC).

Proponents and opponents of the CWC alike can, and
have, drawn from the UNSCOM experience to support their
views.  Meaningful comparisons can only be made by keep-
ing the differences between UNSCOM and the CWC in
perspective.  The CWC and UNSCOM differ in their ori-
gins, objectives and execution.

The UNSCOM experience can be put in proper perspec-
tive by reviewing the key elements of the Iraqi disarmament
that are unique.  Unlike the CWC, UNSCOM was not the
result of a mutually agreed upon treaty voluntarily entered
into by States Parties for disarmament and confidence-
building purposes.  UNSCOM was imposed on Iraq as a pu-
nitive action against a belligerent.  The United Nations
(UN) Security Council Resolution unilaterally spelled out
cease fire conditions, backed by the threat of resumed mili-
tary action for non-compliance.  From the outset there was
a high degree of distrust.

UNSCOM had a broad mandate: the cease fire resolu-
tion required the destruction, removal or rendering harm-
less of three categories of weapons (chemical, biological,
and nuclear) and one delivery system (ballistic missiles
with a range greater than 150 km).  This mandate applied
not only to the weapons themselves, but to all related sub-
systems, stocks of agent, precursors, and to all research, de-
velopment, support and manufacturing facilities.  Iraq had
no inherent right to retain anything of a dual purpose nature
involved in and therefore tainted by a program for weapons
of mass destruction.  UNSCOM defined the terms of refer-
ence for its inspections.  There was no item-by-item debate
as to what was relevant — UNSCOM made these decisions
and Iraq was obligated to comply.

UNSCOM was created at a time of unparalleled concen-
tration of the will of the international community, creating
unparalleled support for UNSCOM.  This enabled UN-
SCOM to conduct the most intrusive inspection operations
which were, as it turned out, necessary.  Iraq was intent on
concealing as much as it could, building upon its past inge-
nuity at undertaking clandestine operations.  This environ-
ment was thus very different from traditional arms control
and disarmament activities.

Under these circumstances, how successful was the Spe-
cial Commission?  I left UNSCOM in July 1992, just over a
year after its establishment.  At that time, Iraq’s entire mis-
sile production program had been identified and, despite
vigorous Iraqi resistance, destroyed.  This destruction in-
cluded a large number of buildings and advanced equip-
ment.  Also destroyed were Scud missile warheads and
launchers, the supergun, and parts for a larger supergun.
Facilities and equipment for uranium enrichment and nu-
clear weapons design had been identified and destroyed.
All of the essential elements of the chemical weapons pro-
gram had been identified, all unfilled munitions and chemi-
cal bomb casing manufacturing machinery had been
destroyed, and actual weapons destruction was well under-
way.  Today, less than two years later, this formidable task
is almost complete.

An unfinished agenda item in July 1992 was the ascer-
tainment of material balances for missiles and chemical
weapons. For example, the total number of Iraqi Scud war-
heads and launchers can be calculated from the initial num-
ber provided by the Soviet Union, the number of
cannibalizing modifications that were made in developing
extended range warheads, and the number of missiles used
in two wars.  Such calculations required documentary evi-
dence from Iraq and other sources to prove that everything
was accounted for. Although information developed by
UNSCOM indicated complete accountability, its evidence
regarding the magnitude of Iraq’s programs differed from
pre-war estimates made by the intelligence services of some
members of the Gulf War coalition. Without more detailed
documentary evidence, Iraq’s pattern of deception therefore
ensured that a degree of uncertainty would persist. It should
be pointed out, however, that at that time the tough compli-
ance monitoring regime of Security Council resolution 715
had not yet been implemented.

Given the unique circumstances of the UNSCOM expe-
rience, what then are the meaningful parallels and lessons
for the Organization for Prohibition of Chemical Weapons
(OPCW)?

Those who are uncomfortable with the fact that the
CWC will be administered by an international organization
are associating the OPCW with the usually bureaucratic UN
system.  UNSCOM — a truly multinational UN operation
— demonstrated that inspections conducted under the UN
umbrella can be tough and effective.  Resolve that the
OPCW not be doomed to the ineffectiveness of some UN
agencies can be seen in important CWC Preparatory Com-
mission decisions on organization and staffing.  Further-
more, there is a strong commitment among signatories to

CWCB 24 Page 4 June 1994



hold the OPCW accountable for its operations and to ensure
that it does not fall prey to bureaucratic pitfalls.

Unlike the OPCW, UNSCOM is a temporary organiza-
tion.  The eventual fate of its compliance monitoring mis-
sion not withstanding, UNSCOM was formed with the
specific task of quickly accomplishing its mandate.  There
was a tremendous sense of urgency, of common purpose
and of acting on behalf of the entire world.  This type of
commitment keeps an organization focused.  Former War-
saw Pact and NATO allies worked closely together on both
the New York based planning staff and on the inspection
teams in the field.  This often overlooked post-Cold War
phenomenon is probably one of the most significant out-
growths of UNSCOM.  Some rather large barriers to East-
West cooperation were broken.  Apart from the sense of
urgency and the temporary nature of the organization, the
OPCW has these very same elements.

Another important lesson comes from UNSCOM’s arms
control and disarmament elements not being confused with
a technical cooperation mission such as that conducted by
the international Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to assist
nations in developing peaceful uses of the atom.  Since
IAEA also conducts safeguards inspections, it arguably has
a “split personality”.  This important  distinction has appar-
ently contributed to some of the institutionalized
weaknesses of IAEA’s nuclear safeguards regime.  In con-
trast, the OPCW will not be excessively burdened with the
management of technical assistance.

UNSCOM enjoyed unprecedented broad-based infor-
mation gathering resources.  Inspections were guided by in-
ternational contributions of information and direct access to
a wide array of surveillance assets.  This intelligence coop-
eration, for the first time, cut across many historical, cul-
tural and political lines that had been obstacles in the past.
The broken barriers there will also benefit the OPCW.
Shared intelligence will be essential in enabling the OPCW
to keep vigilant watch on compliance with its provisions
throughout the world.

Many important operational lessons can be transferred
from the UNSCOM experience to the OPCW.  These in-
clude lessons regarding team size, composition, technical
and support skill requirements, operational security, data
base management and assessment, mission planning and
execution, training, and team leadership.  In each of these
areas, a wealth of directly applicable lessons is available as
to what worked and what did not.  These lessons are in fact
receiving due consideration.  Key participants from UN-
SCOM have joined the provisional OPCW Technical Sec-
retariat.  Additionally, national delegations to the OPCW
Preparatory Commission, have brought to the Hague valu-
able lessons from their bilateral and national trial inspection
experiences.

Before making further comparisons it is important to
keep in mind the goal of the CWC and the role of the
OPCW.  The ultimate goal of the CWC is to abolish chem-
ical weapons and the primary role of the OPCW is to help

nations comply with their mutual, voluntary commitment.
Given this free-will commitment, it is not unreasonable to
assume that States intend to abide by at least the letter of the
law.  This setting is quite different from the cops-and-rob-
bers, cat-and-mouse scenario that, unfortunately, character-
ized the Iraqi disarmament.  Nonetheless, the CWC’s
challenge inspection provisions are important because they
give the OPCW the ability to resolve grave concerns.
Challenge inspections will be the exception — not the rule.

The principal concern regarding challenge inspections is
that they will cause the loss of sensitive information critical
to national defense and industrial competitiveness.  The in-
spectorate, some fear, will be staffed with personnel whose
real mission is strategic or industrial espionage, so that
challenge inspections may be used for the purpose of gath-
ering intelligence or proprietary information.  There is
genuine concern that no matter what protective measures
we take we are going to lose something.  For the most part,
I find that there is no need for such apprehension.

First of all, after participating in a number of mock and
national trial inspections at Department of Defense sites
throughout the US, I am confident that with managed ac-
cess sensitive defense information can be protected while
still resolving the compliance concerns of the State Party re-
questing the inspection.   The ability to do this requires
training and preparation. For the US, this is not something
new.  We have already had experience in protecting unre-
lated sensitive information while still accommodating in-
spection under other bilateral and multilateral agreements.

Second, the OPCW will be ever aware that its profes-
sionalism, objectivity, and reputation with the international
community are at stake in everything it does.  Misbehavior
on the part of OPCW inspectors should not be a concern.
As there was with UNSCOM, you can be assured that the
OPCW will be conscientious in its “self-policing.”  The
OPCW simply cannot risk jeopardizing the confidence and
financial support of its member nations. 

Some persons question the merits of challenge inspec-
tions and whether or not the OPCW could ever realistically
expect to catch a cheater.  UNSCOM proved that a cheater
can be caught.  Iraq tried to hide calutrons and all other as-
pects of its uranium enrichment and nuclear weapons de-
sign program.  Iraq’s attempt to retain a number of Scud
missile warheads, launchers and chemical weapons, evi-
denced by their exclusion in the initial declaration, was un-
covered.  UNSCOM also caught Iraq attempting to retain
chemical bomb casing manufacturing machinery by keep-
ing it in a sugar factory.

Admittedly, the truly no-notice nature of the inspections
contributed to this success.  But the key element was gain-
ing access to the site.

It is not true that inspections must be no-notice whatso-
ever in order to detect a violation.  And it is certainly not
true that a verification exercise in which the inspected party
intentionally reveals nothing is likely to be futile.  Iraq had
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months to clean up the many sites that were obvious candi-
dates for inspection. To an impressive degree, a trained in-
spector can determine when something is not right.  In Iraq,
we could determine which facilities had legitimate enter-
prises and which had significant evidence to indicate a
cover-up or a situation for which the explanations given
were not entirely convincing.  Suspicious activities can be
discerned, and it is then up to the inspected State Party to
demonstrate compliance.

Furthermore, it is short-sighted to demand a smoking
gun as a measure of success in catching a cheater.  The in-
spections centered on the Iraqi biological-warfare program
did not uncover the “smoking gun” many had expected —
that of weaponized biological agents.  However, the facts in
evidence and an assessment of the findings did provide a
picture of where the Iraqis were in this effort, along with a
reasonable determination of where they were headed.  At
the very least, identifying a situation for which there re-
mains serious doubt will focus the OPCW’s monitoring ef-
fort and thwart the efforts of a would-be violator.

Finally, there is the assertion that the OPCW will not get
anywhere with a non-cooperative party.  Iraq undoubtedly
has earned that distinction.  Ingeniously deceptive, Iraq put
obstacles in the road every step of the way.  In spite of those
obstacles the objectives of the inspections and the aims of
the Security Council resolution were accomplished.  There
is an important lesson here for evaluating verification
regimes.

In judging the UNSCOM experience, the manner in
which the obstacles were overcome demonstrated that the
verification and control system applied was not merely a
fair-weather one.  Without the obstacles, we would not be
in a position to assess whether the  system was strong
enough — an uncontested system would be an untested sys-
tem.  The extent to which it was tested only proves the de-
gree to which it was successful.

In determining whether other verification systems will
have the requisite tools to make them strong enough — the
first item on the inventory  should be on-site inspection.  As
important as on-site inspection is, no verification tool can
stand alone.  It is the synergy of on-site inspection com-
bined with good intelligence, thorough analysis of all the
puzzle pieces, and strong political resolve that makes a ver-
ification regime successful.

One thing the Iraqi situation clearly demonstrated was
that we cannot underestimate the role of political crises in
achieving arms control and disarmament agreement aims.
A crisis shakes the international community out of its leth-
argy, grabs its attention and galvanizes it into action. The
CWC has a good chance of succeeding in its ultimate goal
of abolishing chemical weapons — as long as the States that
ratify it are serious about enforcing it, thereby establishing
a strong international norm.

CWC Non-Signatory States
as of 1 June 1994

Angola
Botswana

Chad
Egypt

Lesotho
Libya

Mozambique
Sao Tome & Principe

Somalia
Sudan

Bhutan
Iraq

Jordan
Kiribati
Lebanon

North Korea
Solomon Islands

Syria
Taiwan
Tonga
Tuvalu

Vanuatu

Bosnia-Hercegovina
Macedonia, FYR of

Uzbekistan
Yugoslavia

Antigua & Barbuda
Barbados

Belize
Grenada
Jamaica

Suriname
Trinidad & Tobago

Andorra
Monaco

157 states have signed the CWC and 8 have
deposited instruments of ratification
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