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 This week’s development on the Iraq crisis was marked with ups and downs in the 

attempt of US diplomacy to convince its chief European allies to agree on a quick US-led 

military strike to topple Saddam Hussein’s regime. With disagreement growing both in the 

U.N.Security Council and NATO on the course of action, many believed that Secretary of State 

Colin Powell’s presentation in the U.N. on February 5 could prove decisive for winning 

European support. 

 Colin Powell’s speech before the U.N.was preceded by a crucial meeting of British Prime 

Minister Tony Blaire with the French President Jacques Chirac in Le Touquet on February, 4. In 

a final attempt to close the gap between France and the United States, Mr.Blair, Bush’s 

staunchest European ally, tried to make the case for a second U.N. resolution sanctioning the use 

of force against Iraq. But although President Chirac acknowledged the necessity of Iraq’s 

disarmament and extended France’s full support in that respect, he pointed out that for the time 

being the use of force is not justified and reiterated his country’s previous position that the U.N. 

inspectors should be given more time to complete their work. 

 President Chirac’s arguments represented another defeat for the British Prime Minister 

who has been accused in his own country, including within his own party, that by supporting the 

US policy he has jeopardized Britain’s interests in Europe. A poll by Britain’s Channel Four 

television showed that 54% of the Britons interviewed believe that Mr. Blair should put more 



importance on improving relations with the country’s European neighbors rather than 

maintaining too close relations with the United States. 

 Colin Powell’s speech before the Security Council on February 5 was right to the point. 

According to the American administration, he presented irrefutable evidence that Iraq continues 

to be “in material breach” of U.N. resolution 1441. Among this were satellite photographs of 

what were believed to be chemical and biological facilities, and drawings of trucks and rail cars 

converted into mobile laboratories for lethal materials, allegedly intended to evade detection. Mr. 

Powell’s main argument seemed to be that Saddam Hussein had never had any intentions 

whatsoever to cooperate with the weapon inspectors and would not do so even if given more 

time. Allegedly key evidence which was intended to influence strongly the European 

representatives in the Security Council was also the connection between the Iraqi government 

and terrorists from Al Qaeda. For skeptics in France and Germany, Mr. Powell pointed out that 

Al Qaeda members had been working in their countries, as well as in Britain, Spain, Italy and 

Russia. Especially disturbing for Russia was intended to be the evidence of the presence of Al 

Qaeda operatives in the Pankisi Gorge in the former Soviet republic of Georgia, a Caucasian 

region in the close proximity of Chechnya.  

 However detailed, the Al Qaeda link turned out to be the weakest point in Mr. Powell’s 

presentation. His arguments fell short of persuading any of the Europeans that Saddam Hussein’s 

alleged connection to Osama bin Laden’s organization, if at all existent, posed a serious threat to 

their countries and to the United States. Most importantly, the US administration failed to 

convince anyone outside the United States that Iraq represents such a threat to peace and security 

that immediate military actions should be undertaken.  



 The stance of the Security Council permanent members seemed to be unshaken after Mr. 

Powell’s speech. France, Russia and China reiterated their previous position of prolonging and 

strengthening weapons inspections in Iraq. Russia’s Foreign Minister, Igor Ivanov, pointed out 

that only international inspector “can provide the answer to the question of to what extent is Iraq 

complying with the demands of the Security Council.”  

 With the Security Council facing perhaps the most serious crisis since the establishment 

of the United Nations, the important question of the credibility of the United Nations as a 

representative of the international community arises. President Bush has made it clear that even 

if the Security Council refuses to authorize the use of force against Iraq, the United States will 

act unilaterally. Therefore, the only legitimate choice of the U.N., in the words of Mr. Bush, is to 

follow the US lead. It seems, though, that President Bush forgets that the United Nations was 

created to prevent wars around the globe by taking into account the opinions of its leading 

members. Therefore, the organization would not serve its purpose if it gives the go for a military 

conflict before exploring all possibilities for peace, especially since Iraq has started showing 

some kind of cooperation and good will.What seems to be certain at the moment is that 

diplomacy would not work without putting pressure on the Iraqi leadership to disarm, and a 

threat on the part of the United States and its allies to attack seems to be an effective approach. 

  


