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 It became clear this week that a vote in the U.N. Security Council on a new 

resolution authorizing war against Iraq would be pointless, with Russia openly expressing 

its opposition to such a document and declaring its intention to veto it. Besides, despite 

George Bush’s efforts to build support for the resolution in phone calls to leaders of 

China and Japan, the American administration is still uncertain whether the necessary 

number of temporary Security Council members will back the document proposed by the 

United States and Great Britain. 

 Guinea, Angola, and Cameroon, countries long considered in the French sphere of 

influence, following a visit by the French Foreign Minister Dominique de Villepin, 

declared neutrality, and although are referred to as undecided, will most likely vote 

against the resolution. So will Mexico and Chile. Mexico’s unexpected reluctance to 

support the American Security Council policy is considered to be a major diplomatic 

setback for the United States whose top officials believed they can buy the Mexican vote 

by showing good will in resolving bilateral issues, such as Mexican immigration. 

Pakistan, though expressing willingness to cooperate in the solution of the Iraqi crisis, is 

very unlikely to back the American position due to the great internal opposition to a 

future war the Pakistani government is facing at home. 
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 Taking into consideration the split of the international community on Iraq and the 

difficulties US diplomacy is facing, it is now obvious that the legitimacy of what will 

seemingly be an American unilateral war will be hard to prove. Many experts pose the 

question whether the US-British initiative actually violates international law. 

 American officials have on various occasions described a future war against Iraq 

as “moral”, life-saving, referring to thousands of innocent Iraqi civilians living in 

horrendous conditions under the Saddam Hussein’s regime, and the only option of the 

American government to protect its citizens from another terrorist attack. Top US 

diplomats usually cite Security Council Resolution 1441, speaking of “serious 

consequences” if Iraq fails to comply with demands to disarm, as the document 

authorizing the use of force as an extreme measure against a militant regime. In fact, it is 

often argued that the right of the international community to use force against Iraq exists 

from the combined effect of Resolutions 678, 687, passed before and after the 1991 Gulf 

War, and 1441. The problem with the current situation derives from the fact that this time 

the international community has chosen to refrain from imposing the requirements of 

those Security Council documents by force. Instead, the United States has assumed the 

initiative to resolve the crisis unilaterally, and was on the verge of waging a preemptive 

war for the purpose. 

 The reality is that Resolution 1441 does not endorse the use of force. It officially 

defines the Iraqi crisis as one of disarmament, not regime change, and, in fact, restrains 

unilateral action. It authorizes the U.N. as a political body, representing the international 

community, and the Security Council in particular, to adopt the necessary measures for 

curbing Saddam Hussein’s militancy and ensuring stability in the region. The United 
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States, despite its leading role in the Security Council and on the world stage, is by no 

means free to take on the unilateral initiative to resolve the crisis without U.N. 

authorization. Its sheer decision to turn to the United Nations and propose collective 

efforts to disarm Saddam Hussein’s regime makes US accountable to the international 

community for any steps it takes in the process of putting the adopted resolution into 

practice. Any immediate American attempt to enforce Resolution 1441 by waging a 

unilateral preemptive war against a U.N. member could be perceived as a violation of 

international law.  

 Although by proposing the adoption of a resolution for disarmament of Saddam 

Hussein and by using in its text the term “serious consequences”, an expression which 

indirectly refers to military intervention, the United States basically reserved its right to 

act without Security Council permission, the willingness of American diplomats to 

cooperate with the international community in the process leading to a war proved to be 

important. Seeking the assistance of the international community in settling a crisis that 

predominantly affected American interests, US officials basically left the door for a 

possible unilateral action propped open. At present, when the collective initiative appears 

to be a total failure, the United States feels free to confront its former partners in the 

political dialogue with their inability to live up to their initial promises, and, in turn, to 

take action to defend its own interests. 

  

  


