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  This week’s American and European press emphasizes the growing hesitation 

among most European nations to participate, along with the United States, in a future war against 

Iraq. With the United Nations Security Council split and with only the long time American ally 

Great Britain offering full support in what now seems to be an inevitable military conflict in the 

Middle East, it was in the hands of President Bush to turn a vacillating European standpoint into 

a common approval of the American foreign policy. In his State of the Union address on January 

28, Mr. Bush made it clear that the United States would not hesitate to use force, even without 

the consent of the international community, to disarm Iraq if its militant ruling regime continues 

to refuse to comply with Resolution 1441 of the United Nations. The president also pointed out 

that future attacks on Iraq would be nothing else but an attempt of the American government to 

protect its citizens from another terrorist attack. He revealed that the American intelligence has 

sufficient proof of Saddam Hussein’s connections to terrorist organizations, such as Al Qaeda, 

and assured that the Iraqi leader would not hesitate to use his military arsenal of biological, 

chemical, and, most probably, nuclear weapons to “dominate, intimidate, and attack”. 

 Emotional and persuasive from a US point of view, Mr. Bush’s speech was obviously 

intended to clarify for the Americans the complicated political situation. However, his rhetoric 

fell short of convincing many European leaders that a future war would be beneficial to their 

countries. The president provided no sufficient evidence of Iraq’s military potential and hostility. 

To the contrary, a CIA report, cited in The New York Times, clearly states that no biological or 
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chemical weapons have been detected on the territory of Iraq, and there is no evidence that the 

United States is a potential target of Iraqi terrorism. There is no consensus on the issue of war in 

the Congress either, with Democrats trying to encourage the president to avoid acting unilaterally 

against Iraq and to wait for support from key allies. Besides, after the president’s address on 

Tuesday, Democratic congressmen urged Bush to concentrate more on the improvement of US 

stalling economy and not on a retaliatory war in the Middle East.  

 European patience with what European newspapers describe as an American game also 

seems to be growing thin. Although Great Britain, Spain, Portugal, Italy, Poland, Hungary, 

Denmark, and the Czech Republic in a joint declaration offered full support for a future 

American operation against Iraq, Britain is the only country of the above mentioned to be taken 

seriously into account in international politics considering its veto-wielding power in the 

Security Council. With France and Germany, American key allies during the Cold War era, 

categorically opposing any military intervention in the Middle East, it will be hard for George 

W. Bush to secure a unanimous Security Council vote on a new resolution for declaring war. 

Most Security Council members would like to give the U.N. weapons inspectors in Iraq more 

time to continue their investigation. Although France and Germany are inclined to shorten the 

amount of time needed for further inspections from the initially proposed several months to 

several weeks, Russia’s position would be hard to change. Moscow’s envoy to the Security 

Council, Sergey Lavrov, pointed out in front of The New York Times that Russia “would like to 

see undeniable proof” of Iraq’s possession of weapons of mass destruction. If Secretary of State 

Colin Powell fails to provide sufficient evidence in his speech on February 5, it will take only 

Russia’s veto in the Security Council to force the United States to wage war on its own. 
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 The question, however, is whether U.N. consent is of any importance to the United 

States. George W. Bush has been talking to European leaders throughout the whole week to 

secure their support, but with Great Britain already an ally, Germany and France might not play 

so vital a role in the outcome of the crisis. What has been of major concern to the American 

administration is Turkey’s position. The second largest army in NATO and an Iraqi neighbor, 

Turkey could be of great strategic importance in the upcoming conflict. As American officials 

argue, a military campaign against Iraq conducted from Turkish military bases could make for a 

shorter war and fewer casualties. At the end of the week, Turkish senior officials expressed their 

willingness to cooperate with the United States, despite serious opposition of involvement in a 

war against Iraq on the part of the Turkish population. However, Turkey requires that the United 

States secure NATO protection for the country in case of an Iraqi attack during the war. To 

satisfy Turkey’s conditions, though, President Bush should play safe with the international 

community and use extensive diplomacy to overcome the resistance of a bloc of NATO nations, 

including France, Germany, and Belgium, which opposes American policies and would readily 

thwart any US attempt to involve the Alliance in the future war. 

 Mr. Bush, however, seems to be highly unwilling to comply with the U.N. Security 

Council’s efforts to delay the start of the war, as he believes to be the goal of the U.N. key 

nations, by adopting a new resolution in a process that can take weeks, if not months. The way 

out of what appears to be a deadlock on the crisis might be only a persuasive statement of 

Secretary of State Colin Powell in front of the Security Council on February 5. It seems that only 

a triggered fear of Iraq’s potential biological and chemical threat could urge the international 

community to act. 

  


