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erhaps it is an omen. Last Fri
day,justas the Clintonadmin-
istration was launching its
final push to coerce the U.S.

-Senate into ratifying a defective
-iChemical Weapons Convention
.iCCWQ wifiia publicrelationsextra
vaganza at;the'White House, that
•'morning's Washington Post pub-
cUshed a stunning bit of news:

Even as former Bush administra
tion Secretary of State James Baker
'waswarningofdire repercussions if

^America failed to approve the Con-
.-vention he helped to negotiate, peo-
cple all over .town were reading that-
- Russia was deliberately; violating
-•another chemical weapons laccordi

which he was directly responsi-
Pble. Under the US.-Russian Bilater-i
<al:Destruction Agreement'(BDA)i
:firstputlmed in Wyomingin 1989by'
»Mr. Baker and then-Soviet Pbreigni
•MnisterEdua^ Shevardnadze, the
oRussians were not suppceed .to be.

MdnM
'l.

''camscontj^

producing"any'>more 'chemical; I
(weapons;But,The Post reported that>!;
Jane's Landl-BasedVAir Defense.^i::
1997-98 — a highly respected Lbn-,
donrbased, defense publication .
confirmed that the Russians have'
recently developed three, extreme'''
ly lethal nerve agentsP'̂ <-'?t^wa '̂f^{i:'

Whatis more, according toJaneb^^:'
tothese weapons "could bemade with-;
outusinganyofthe precursorchem- '

v.icals wMch are banned tmder the
a1993 Chemical^Veapons Conyention."-^^
'In other word^,'the Russians are not
•only, cheating,on a deal theystruck,
'ivitfaSecretaiyBakerperson^j^theyj '
."are doing spydtha view tosystemat-;. '

(jically.violating his beloved, multilat-'
verallyn^oliatedCWC.:rc .1',

;Unfi)rtunat^, hfe;Baker was not
icthe^ only:luminary participating inV
the White "House fan^ngo for the'

.:CWCwhose,rhetoricseemed discon-'
mectedfromreality. Alas, nota fewof,
Ithem vvere','Republicans', notably;
SOefense Secretary:William Cohen,
-'formerJoint^Chiefis.Chairman Gen.i
.'Colm-PqWell,and formeri National ;
cSecurityAdviserBrentScowcroft..,

Compared'to jPresident Clintonis
i<performanceon fills occasion, how-'
aever, these gentlemen' appeared
?(moredeluded than disingenuous.By;
>icontrast, Mr. Clinton persisted on'
cissue after issue in ^ssly over-
"selling the benefits of this Conven
tion, misrepresenting its terms
and/or understating its costs, Con-

-siderthefollowin^.fr /
•• j • The president declared that by
iiatifring the CWC,the United States
h^ "anopportunity now to forge a
widening international commitment
to banish poison gas from file Earfii

"In the 21st Century." This is the sort '
of wish-masquerading-as-fact t^t
has been much in evidencein pres-
idential statements to the effect that
iPfiierearenoRussian,missilespoint- >

at our children.'-' i ;• ^
Jf*" The truth—^as even more-honest;

CWC advocates acknowledge is|
uthatnotasinglecountryofconcern, ; ;
vorforthatmatternosub-nationaltor-j
•iroristgroup, ^tvvishestomaintain;
skcovertchemical weaponsprogram. •
[•wM be preventedfrom doingso by^
Lthis treaty. Neitherare theylikely to"
Ifobcaught at it if tiiey do. And even
?if they, are, there is a negligible
aohance.fiie international communi-,
• willbe willingtopunish foem for;
rdoing so. This is hardly fiie stuff of,
^lyhicheffectivebanishmentismade.,
k:';;.»Thepresidentclaimedthat',"The;
' Conventionrequires other nations to >
»fidlawour lead, toeliminate theirarse-
•lialsofpoiscm^ andtogiveup devel-;
>oping, producingand acquiringsuch,
weaponsinfiiefiiture."Tbereisclear-,
lynosuchrequirement ontheit^e,

^^testiiatdedinetoparticipateinthis
^treaty (&g., Iraq,Sy^, IJbya, Sudan
and North Korea).

What is more, the Convention's
-Articles X and XI may well acceler-
-:ate the proliferation of chemical
bweapontechnology. This is because
these provisions obligate parties to..

' 'facihtate tlie fullest possible" trans
fers oftechnologydii^yrelevantto
the manufacture of chemical
weapons and those used to defend
against chemical attack — a highly
desirable capability for peopleinter
estedin waging chemic^wars.

• President Clinton repeated a
grievous misrepresentationfeatured
in his State ofthe Union address: On

. the South Lawn he declared, that
"byratifying the Chemical Weapons
Convention... wecan helpshieldour
soldiers from one of the battlefield's
deadliestkillers."As noted above,foe
CWCimay actually make our sol
diers more vulnerable to one of the
battlefield's deadliest killers —not
least as a result offoe indghtsshared
defensive technology will afford
potential adversaries about how to
reverse-engineerWesternprotective
equipment the better to exploit its
vulnerabilities. "

• President Clinton shamelessly
claimed that "Wecan gjive our chil
dren something our parents and
grandparents never had — broad
protection against the threat of
chemical attack." Just how irre
sponsible this statement is can be
seen from a cover article published
last month by Washington City
Paper. The report disclosed fiiat foe
people of foe D.C.area and, indeed,
the rest of foe nation are sitting
ducks for chemical attacks. This
problem, which arises from a sys
tematic failure to apply resources to
civil defense that are even remotely
commenstu^ate with foe danger, will
only grow as people like foe presi
dent compound foe CWC'splacebo
effect of tlus treaty by.exaggerating
its benefits. —

• While foe president proclaimed
that ratifying foe CWC "bolster
our leadersltip in foe fight against
terrorism,'^ foe reality is that this
treatymay actuallyfacilitate terror
ism. This could come about as a
result not only of foe dispersion of
chemical warfare relevant technol
ogyandfoeplaceboeffectbutalsoby
dint offoe sensitive information foe
Convention expects the United

' States to share with foreign nation
als. At least some of these folks will
be working for potentially, hosfoe,
intelligence services — including
those of states, like Iraii, known to.
sponsor terrorism. Compromising
what U.S, intelligence toows about
international terrorists and their
sponsors will only intensify foe dan-.
ger posed by such actors.

• The president fiirfoer claimed
that "i^erica needs to ratify foe.

. Chemical Weapons.Conyention and
wemust doit beforeit tal^ effecton
April 29."Wttilefoe treaty enter
into force on that date, with or with
out foe US. as a party, foe dire con
sequences that are predicted if
America is not in are being wildly
exaggerated. Anytime the United
Stat^joins,foe25percentoffoetab
that it is supposedtopickupwillgive
Washington considerable influence
in foe new UN. bureaucracy set up
to implement foe CWC.

The Clinton administration's real.
—but laigely unacknowledged con
cern — is that this arms control
hoi^e-of-cards may collapse if foe
United States does not ratify the
treaty. After aU,in its absence, not
one party to foe Conventionis likely
to be an acknowledged chemical
weapons state. The unfrinded costs,
combined with the inability to
inspect American companies while
possibly exposing theirown to unde- >

:sired inspections, will almost cer
tainly prompt most parties to.think.
bettqr of foe whole idea. .; ^ ,

Fbrtunately, foe Senate Fbreign;
Relations Committee today will
begin taking testimony designed to
establish precisely where foe trufo
lies on foe Chemical WeaponsCon
vention. The committee's hearings
will b^inwith a historic first Three
formerdefensesecretaries—James
Schlesinger, Donald Rumsfeld and
Caspar Weinberger — will testify;
against a signed arms controlagree
ment It can only be hoped that foe
Senate will beguided 1^ foe sober,
counselof these distinguished pub
lic servants rather than by foose
who seek to substitute misleading
razzle-dazzle for real debate ovte: foe
CWC.

Frank J. Gaffhey Jr. is the direc
tor of the Centerfor Security Policy,
and a columnistforThe Washington
Times.



frank gaffney jr.There isadistinct possibility
that the Republican-led
Senate will cast some of the
most important votesof the'

105th Congress over the next two
Wholes

Depending ontheoutcome, these
votes may profoundly — and
adversely — affect our nation's
security, our businesses' competi- ,
tiveness, the U.S. embargoes on
Cuba and Iran and American con
stitutional rights. Irrespective of
the outcome, however,they will be
defining moments forthe Republi
can Party.

The votes are expected to occur
in connection with a Republican
alternative to the increasingly con
troversial Chemical Weapons Con
vention (CWC) and on the resolu-

I tion of ratification for the treaty
I itself. The most interesting aspect

ofthis legislative drama arises from
the fact that President Clinton is
counting on a gaggleof primarily
Bush administration officials to
deliver the Republican senators
needed to get the treaty ratified
before April 29.

On the other side are tlie Rea-
ganauts and some of the more
robust members of the Bush
administration, notably Cabinet
officers Richard Cheney and Jack
Kemp. Lastweek, thisteamargued
powerfully against ratification of
the CWC, and for an alternative
offeredbySen.Jon Kyion behalfof
virtually the entire Senate Repub-'
lican leadership.This alternative is•
known as the "Chemical and Bio
logical Weapons ThreatReduction
Act of 1997." It ^

weapons
moment

of tmth
him with a national poll taken by
Frank Luntz's organization that
showed Americans — and most
especially Republicans — over
whelmingly opposed to a treaty
with the flawsinherent in the CWC.

If Mr. Lott nonetheless accedes
to the proponents' blackmail (the•
Democrats have threatened to pre
vent the Senate from doing any
business if the treaty is not acted on
before April 29), his Republican
colleagues will shortly beforced to
choose. It is important, however,to;
understand what the choice is
about. . !

It is not, of course, a choice
between being in favorof poison gas
or opposed to it. One can safely
stipulate that no one in thisdebate
is in favor ofchemical warfare. The
disagreement is over whether the
ChemicalWeapons Convention will
reduce the danger posed by such
weapons,or increase it. ^

Neither will Senate Republicans
be choosing, as President Clinton
contends, between international-,
ism and US. leadership on the one

' hand or isolationism and relegating
our nation to pariah status on the
other. It is —to use Jim Baker's
term — "outrageous" to suggest
that the Reaganauts wouldadvocate
policies thatwould diminish Amer
ican power andequate the United
States with Libya.

Republicans in the Senate will

affords the Con-
gress an oppor-
tunity to do
something use- .(«/ ^8
ful —through a fff . ^7,
unilateral and f 1
enforceable /
U.S. statute—to /
deal with the
growing threat
posed by such
weapons at ••
home and ®"
abroad, with- , .
out embracing
the false
promise and immense costsof the
Chemical Weapons Convention.

The quality of the opposition to
this treaty is unprecedented. For
example, never before have four
former defense secretaries testi
fied against a signed arms control
agreement as James Schlesinger,
Donald Rumsfeld, Caspar Wein
berger and (in writtenform) Dick
Cheney did last week. Thesesober,
internationally minded -Republi
cans of the Reagan School were
joined in their opposition to the
CWC before the Foreign Relations
Committee byfourother,estimable
Reagan officials: U.N. Ambassador
Jeane Kirkpatrick, Arms Control
and Disarmament AgencyDirector
Fred Ikle and top Defense Depart
ment officials Richard Perle and
Douglas Feith.

Meanwhile, Mr. Cheneys Bush
administration colleagues —
notably, James Baker, Brent Scow-
croft and Colin Powell — have the
unenviable task of legitimating tlie
likes of John Holum, the cun-ent
occupant ofMr. Ikle's postat ACDA
and a longtime aide to George
McGovern, who has taken in these
pages to dismissing as "rubbish'
the sorts of concerns expressed by
such credible Republican witnesses.

Last Thursday, Senate M^onty
Leader TVent Lottmet witfisome40
leadingconservative acti^dsts rep
resenting a wide range of interests
and millions of grass-roots con
stituents. They urged him to resist
the Clinton-Bush gang's demands
for hasty and favorable action on

rhpmicfll Weaoons Convention.

unverifiable, unenforceable and
ultimately ineffectual international'
norms or embrace them as the Clin
ton-Bush team is wont to do. It is a
decision that transcends the imme
diate issue of this defective Chem
ical Weapons Convention. The
answerwillhelpdeterminethe fate i
of even more loopy arms control i
ideas (for example, bans-on land i
mines, fissile materials and, yes,
even nuclear weapons) and tlie rest |
of the Clinton administration's:
"global agenda" (including multi-
lateral agreements to dictate cli
mate control, family planning, the
rights of women and children,
international taxes to support U.N. 1
operations, patentrights,etc.) '

No less importantly, it will help |
establish the character of the .
Republican Party asitprepares for ;
the next national election cycle. ^
Will it present itself as virUially ;
indistinguishable from the Clinton-
Gore administration on security j
policy matters? Or will it, once iagain, show itself to betheparty of
hard-nosed realists in the Reagan ;
tradition, committed to this coun- ,

• try's exceptionalism and willing to• ,
stand alone, if necessary, to protect .
thus nation'sinterests and essential ,
character? With the help of radio ;
advertisements being aired by ^
Steve Forbes around the country, .
the choice for forward-looking 1Republicans should clearly be to <
vote for the Kyibill and against the ,
irremediable Chemical Weapops :
Convention. ' ^ !

Frank J. Gaffiiey Jr. is thedirec- j
toroftheCenterforSecurity Policy :
nndc columnist for The Washington ;
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