
 1

Lyublyana Stoyanova 

Weekly Journal on Iraq 

03/22/2003 

 

 

 This week the United States, Great Britain, and Spain withdrew their joint draft 

resolution that declared Iraq in violation of United Nations requirement for disarmament, thus 

paving the way for a US-led military strike against Saddam Hussein. Taking his Security Council 

opponents, France and Russia, by surprise, President Bush in a television address to the 

American nation posed an ultimatum to the Iraqi leader to step down, and gave him a 48-hour 

gratis period to leave the country or face war. 

 It is quite obvious that the world is very close to seeing the new post-September 11th  US 

rationale of acting alone and preemptively when the American home security is at stake, put into 

practice. In White House spokesman Ari Fleischer’s words, “the diplomatic window has already 

closed as a result of the U.N.’s failure to enforce its own resolutions for Saddam to disarm.” The 

point, however, is whether the United States honestly tried to find a diplomatic solution to the 

crisis, and if not, what were George W. Bush’s true motives to turn to the United Nations in the 

first place.  

 By declaring war on terrorism in the aftermath of September 11th, George W. Bush made 

it clear that every rouge dictator who could plausibly collaborate in terrorist activities, would be 

an immediate target of US retaliation.  Considering Saddam Hussein’s background and his 

relations with the United States in the past decade, he undoubtedly represented the ideal suspect. 
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 That is why no one was surprised when the president gave in August 2002 the go-ahead 

for what would clearly be a preemptive war against an allegedly militant regime. Moreover, 

perhaps very few top officials doubted that George Bush’s intentions to attack Saddam Hussein 

would materialize. The only question was when the war would begin. As it was common 

knowledge that the deployment of a huge American military force in the Middle East would take 

approximately six months, the date for a future strike against Iraq was set for the end of February 

or the beginning of March 2003. While waiting, however, American officials were determined to 

give diplomacy a chance. All the more that national polls at the time revealed that a vast majority 

of the Americans opposed a preemptive war without the authorization of the United Nations. 

 The result of the United Nations initiative, however, turned out to be nothing else but a 

way to a diplomatic deadlock. While domestically the fiasco was attributed to George W. Bush’s 

stubbornness, Colin Powell’s inability to persuade the European partners to embrace the 

American cause, and the Democratic-Republican divide on the Iraqi crisis, the reality is that even 

the most dexterous American politician cannot get countries of the importance of France, Russia 

and Germany involved in a war that would threaten their domestic interests. 

 Both Russia and France have long-term relations, both political and economic, with Iraq.  

France is an important consumer of Iraqi oil, with French companies interested in the 

development of Iraq’s oil fields. Russia, in addition to its economic ties to the Middle Eastern 

country, enjoys a serious political influence in Iraq that dates back to the Cold War era. Besides, 

the diplomatic deadlock that led to an increase in the prices of oil proved to be profitable for the 

Russian economy. The German government, on the other hand, preferred to concentrate on 

boosting the nation’s stalling economy. In November 2002, German Chancellor Gerhard 

Schroeder won re-election on an anti-war platform, and was much more concerned about popular 
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opinion at home. Turkey, for its part, was divided politically over the U.S. request to use its 

military bases to launch a ground attack against Northern Iraq and the country’s own interest to 

prevent a possible Kurdish uprising on its territory, following the toppling of Saddam Hussein’s 

government. 

 Weapons inspections also proved to be simply a façade. The long record of Saddam 

Hussein’s violations of U.N. resolutions was enough of a proof that he, by no means, intended to 

comply this time. And although, under the pressure of a massive American military presence in 

the region, he started showing some kind of good will, it was clear that his minor efforts to 

disarm would not be sufficient to prevent a US-led offensive. 

 Now, when Saddam Hussein is unlikely to capitulate, it is more than certain that the 

world is just hours away from the beginning of an American strike in the Middle East. Many 

experts are asking the question whether the war could have been prevented. The development of 

the crisis and the unfolding of events in the past few months show that a peaceful outcome might 

well have been impossible. In fact, the sheer endorsement of the so called preemption doctrine as 

an official American policy demonstrates the administration’s resolve to unilateralism when 

domestic security might be endangered.  

  

  


