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Summary in Danish 

Titlen for mit speciale er: When Diplomacy Fails: The Political Road to War with Iraq. Jeg har 

valgt at beskæftige mig med beslutningsprocessen forud for invasionen af Irak, fordi jeg blev 

skuffet, da konflikten mellem USA og Irak udviklede sig til krig og ikke blev løst ved 

diplomatiske forhandlinger i FN’s sikkerhedsråd. Mit speciale har fokus på perioden fra efteråret 

2002 til invasionen af Irak den 20. marts 2003. Min metode er Rational Actor Model, fordi jeg 

beskæftiger mig med et udenrigspolitisk emne. Det er min hensigt at analysere Bush-regeringens 

beslutningsproces på den politiske vej til invasionen af Irak. I denne sammenhæng er det min 

hensigt at analysere de neokonservative rådgiveres indflydelse på Bush-regeringens 

beslutningsproces. Desuden vil jeg analysere den demokratiske oppositions rolle, da resolutionen 

om at føre krig mod Irak blev debatteret og vedtaget i kongressen. Endelig vil jeg analysere den 

britiske premierminister Tony Blairs indflydelse på Bush-regeringens beslutningsproces. Til min 

analyse har jeg udvalgt nogle nøgleaktører, og jeg vil fokusere på, hvad disse siger og gør. 

Bush-regeringens beslutningsproces var todelt. For det første besluttede præsident George W. 

Bush at gå til FN’s sikkerhedsråd for at få vedtaget en ny resolution. For det andet besluttede 

præsident Bush at anmode kongressen om at vedtage en resolution om krig mod Irak. Han 

ønskede kongressens støtte, men han anerkendte ikke at være forpligtet til at søge støtte.  

USA insisterede på, at resolution 1441, som FN’s sikkerhedsråd vedtog i november 2002, skulle 

bemyndige USA til ”all necessary means”, som er koden for krig. Men Frankrig afviste denne 

term, så FN’s sikkerhedsråd indgik et kompromis, der omfattede termen ”serious 

consequences”, som Saddam Hussein ville stå overfor, hvis han fortsatte med at overtræde sine 

forpligtelser til at deklarere og opgive sine masseødelæggelsesvåben. Men FN’s sikkerhedsråd 

definerede ikke termen ”serious consequences”. Den manglende definition betød, at Bush-

regeringen forsøgte at få vedtaget endnu en resolution, som udtrykkelig bemyndigede USA til at 

anvende militær magt mod Saddam Hussein.  

Faktisk besluttede Bush-regeringen at gå i krig mod Irak allerede i november 2001 og 

begrundede invasionen af Irak med afvæbning og regimeændring. Således påstod Bush-

regeringen, at Saddam Hussein var en trussel mod USA og regionen på grund af 

masseødelæggelsesvåben. Desuden påstod Bush-regeringen, at der var en forbindelse mellem 



Saddam Hussein og al Qaeda. Endelig påstod Bush-regeringen og ikke mindst de 

neokonservative rådgivere for en tid, at der var en forbindelse mellem Saddam Hussein og 

terroristangrebene på New York og Washington den 11. september 2001. Ovennævnte påstande 

viste sig at være falske. Faktisk kunne Bush-regeringen ikke levere bevis for Saddam Husseins 

trussel på grund af masseødelæggelsesvåben baseret på pålidelige efterretninger. 

De neokonservative rådgivere pressede på for at få en regimeændring i Bagdad ikke mindst efter 

den 11. september 2001. Derudover påvirkede de neokonservative rådgivere Bush-regeringen til 

at indføre preemptive action som en del af sin udenrigspolitik. I virkeligheden er der tale om 

preventive action, da der ikke forudsættes et nært forestående angreb. Endelig gik de 

neokonservative rådgivere ind for spredning af demokrati i Mellemøsten med Irak som 

udgangspunkt.  

Præsident Bush ønskede, at kongressen skulle vedtage krigsresolutionen før midtvejsvalget i 

november 2002. Faktisk var demokraterne påvirket af frygt. For det første frygten for nye 

terroristangreb mod amerikanske mål, som demokraterne forventede at få skyld for, hvis de ikke 

støttede vedtagelsen af krigsresolutionen i kongressen. For det andet frygten for at tabe 

midtvejsvalget i november, hvor republikanerne havde i sinde at udfordre demokraterne på 

national sikkerhed. I kongressen var demokraterne delt, da krigsresolutionen skulle vedtages, 

mens næsten alle republikanere støttede Bush-regeringen. Selvom krigsresolutionen blev 

vedtaget med stort flertal, så var der en betydelig opposition.   

I FN’s sikkerhedsråd simulerede Bush-regeringen diplomati for at samle støtte fra det 

internationale samfund. Først og fremmest var det vigtigt for Bush-regeringen at opnå støtte fra 

den britiske premierminister Tony Blair for at forny det specielle forhold mellem USA og 

Storbritannien. Men premierminister Blair stod over for et dilemma. På den ene side ønskede han 

at være loyal over for præsident Bush. På den anden side ønskede han at gå til FN’s 

sikkerhedsråd for at vise sin hjemlige opposition, at han i det mindste forsøgte diplomati til at 

afvæbne Saddam Hussein. Da en krig mod Irak syntes uundgåelig på grund af Saddam Husseins 

mangelfulde deklaration af masseødelæggelsesvåben, havde Blair et desperat behov for endnu en  

resolution, der udtrykkelig bemyndigede til anvendelse af militær magt, fordi han stod over for 

en betydelig opposition i underhusets Labour-gruppe. Selvom Bush-regeringen var imod 

vedtagelse af endnu en resolution i FN’s sikkerhedsråd, så ønskede præsident Bush efter 



anmodning fra premierminister Blair at simulere fortsat diplomati i FN’s sikkerhedsråd for at få 

vedtaget en opfølgning til resolution 1441, der udtrykkelig bemyndigede til anvendelse af 

militær magt mod Saddam Hussein. Men der kunne ikke opnås enighed i FN’s sikkerhedsråd, 

fordi Frankrig havde i sinde at nedlægge veto imod enhver resolution, som bemyndigede til 

militær magtanvendelse. Imidlertid lykkedes det premierminister Blair at overbevise et flertal i 

underhusets Labour-gruppe om britisk deltagelse i en krig mod Irak uden vedtagelse af endnu en 

resolution i FN’s sikkerhedsråd. 

Bush-regeringen påstod, at det ikke var nødvendigt at vedtage flere resolutioner i FN’s 

sikkerhedsråd, fordi resolution 678, som blev vedtaget af FN’s sikkerhedsråd i 1990, 

bemyndigede USA til ”all necessary means”, som er koden for krig. Herefter erklærede Bush-

regeringen, at den diplomatiske planlægning var afsluttet. Men om amerikansk diplomati var en 

fiasko er tvivlsomt, fordi de diplomatiske bestræbelser i FN’s sikkerhedsråd var bevidst 

simulerede. Faktisk planlagde Bush-regeringen en krig mod Irak, samtidig med at den 

simulerede diplomatiske bestræbelser i FN’s sikkerhedsråd. 

Efter min opfattelse var Bush-regeringens beslutningsproces forud for invasionen af Irak dårlig, 

fordi den udøvende magt repræsenteret af præsident Bush havde for meget magt i forhold til den 

lovgivende magt repræsenteret af kongressen. Efter hvad jeg har erfaret, så blev beslutningen om 

at invadere Irak i realiteten truffet i en snæver kreds af nøgleaktører. Desuden har jeg bemærket, 

at præsidenten ikke anerkender War Powers Act of 1973. Til slut konkluderer jeg, at kongressen 

bør være berettiget til at kontrollere præsidenten i højere grad end det er tilfældet i dag for at 

sikre en stabil beslutningsproces, når det drejer sig om at erklære krig. 
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Introduction: 

Historical background 
This paragraph will deal with the historical background of the Iraq War. Iraq invaded and annexed 

Kuwait in August 1990. The (G.H.W.) Bush administration protested and asked the United Nations 

Security Council to pass a resolution for liberation of Kuwait. 

In November 1990 the United Nations Security Council passed Resolution 678, which demanded 

Iraq’s unconditional withdrawal from Kuwait by 15 January 1991 and authorised the use of military 
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action if Saddam Hussein failed to comply with this resolution. In Operation Desert Storm the 

United States- led coalition liberated Kuwait during January 1991. 

Subsequently, the United Nations Security Council passed Resolution 687 that required Iraq’s 

recognition of Kuwait. Furthermore, it demanded Iraq to disclose and destroy its weapons of mass 

destruction. 

 

The Clinton administration held the Iraqi Intelligence Service responsible for the attempted 

assassination of former President George H.W. Bush on his visit to Kuwait in June 1993 and 

launched a missile strike on its headquarters in Baghdad. 

Furthermore, Operation Desert Fox was launched by U.S. Air Force and Royal Air Force because 

Saddam Hussein refused to cooperate with the United Nations weapons inspectors in December 

1998 and from January to December 1999 U.S. Air Force and Royal Air Force carried out weekly 

air strikes against Iraqi forces that harassed the coalition’s right to use the southern and northern no-

fly zones. 

Moreover, the (G.W.) Bush administration launched air strikes by U.S. Air Force and Royal Air 

Force against Iraqi air defence systems around Baghdad in February 2001. 

Finally, U.S. Air Force and Royal Air Force carried out air strikes against Iraqi air defence systems 

in Southern Iraq in August 2001. 

 

In October 2002 Congress passed a war resolution authorizing the use of military action against Iraq 

and in November 2002 the United Nations Security Council passed Resolution 1441 demanding the 

United Nations weapons inspectors’ return to Iraq and threatening with “serious consequences” if 

Saddam Hussein failed to submit a detailed declaration of his possession of weapons of mass 

destruction and development of weapons of mass destruction programmes.. 

Subsequently, the United States and the United Kingdom attempted but failed to obtain a second 

resolution on the United Nations Security Council explicitly authorizing the use of military action 

against Iraq. The diplomatic planning was over and diplomacy on the United Nations Security 

Council had failed. 

On 17 March 2003 President George W. Bush gave Saddam Hussein an ultimatum to leave Iraq  

with his sons within 48 hours and on 20 March 2003 the United States- led coalition of the willing 

nations launched Operation Iraqi Freedom in order to remove Saddam Hussein from power. 
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Problem 
This thesis will deal with American foreign policy. Thus, I intend to investigate the Bush 

administration’s decision making process on a war with Iraq prior to the invasion of Iraq. The 9/11 

attacks on New York and Washington changed American foreign policy dramatically. Not at least 

the neoconservative advisers within the Bush administration pressed for regime change in Baghdad. 

Since the end of the Gulf War they considered Saddam Hussein’s continued dictatorship as 

unfinished business. In fact, they had expected a regime change already in 1991. 

Thus, I intend to examine the neoconservative advisers’ impact on the Bush administration’s 

decision making process. 

 

Actually, the Bush administration’s decision making process was two-sided. First, President George 

W. Bush decided to go the route to the United Nations Security Council in order to pass a new 

resolution authorizing the use of military action against Saddam Hussein if he failed to disarm in 

compliance with a number of resolutions passed on the United Nations Security Council since the 

end of the Gulf War. Second, before going to the United Nations Security Council President Bush 

wanted to seek a congressional war resolution on Iraq. 

Thus, President Bush was willing to cooperate with Congress on a war resolution because he 

wanted Congress to support him in his efforts to disarm Saddam Hussein but he did not recognize 

that he was obliged to seek congressional approval. In Congress almost all Republicans supported 

the Bush administration’s war plan for Iraq whereas the Democrats were divided on the Iraq issue. 

Thus, I intend to examine the Democratic opposition’s attempt to take position on the war 

resolution on Iraq. 

 

In addition, a part of my thesis will deal with the investigation of the extent to which the Bush 

administration was open to influence on its decisions from trusted allies such as the British Prime 

Minister Tony Blair. Actually, in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks the United States built 

relationships to its allies including its closest ally, the United Kingdom, to which the special 

relationship was renewed. 

With the above problem in mind I will set up the below research questions: 
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Research questions 
How did the Bush administration perform its decision making process in the run up to the 

invasion of Iraq? 

How did the neoconservative advisers impact on the  Bush administration’s decisions  in the 

run up to the invasion of Iraq? 

How did the congressional Democrats manage to take position on the war resolution on Iraq? 

How did America’s allies impact on the Bush administration’s decisions  in the run up to the 

invasion of Iraq as exemplified by the British Prime Minister Tony Blair? 

 

I intend to investigate the Bush administration’s decision making process as to its planning of a war 

with Iraq while it worked on the diplomatic track on the United Nations Security Council at the 

same time. I presume that the Bush administration’s diplomatic efforts on the United Nations 

Security Council were pretended. 

As for the role of the neoconservative advisers my presumption is that the neoconservative advisers 

had a great amount of impact on the Bush administration’ s decisions prior to the invasion of Iraq. 

Thus, I intend to assess the neoconservatives’ influence on the Bush administration’s decision 

making process. According to Ritchie et al the neoconservative advisers argued for regime change 

in Baghdad already before the 9/11 attacks.1 It is a common assumption that the neoconservative 

advisers dominated American foreign policy on Iraq after the 9/11 attacks. Obviously, the key 

actors within the Bush administration such as President George W. Bush and Vice President Dick 

Cheney adopted a great amount of the neoconservative worldview such as preemptive action. 

 

Furthermore, I intend to assess to what extent the Democratic opposition in Congress managed to 

serve as a check on the executive power when a war resolution was debated and passed. In fact, the 

Democrats were divided on the Iraq issue. Presumably, some Democrats, who had unsafe seats in 

Congress, were motivated by fear when they took position on a war with Iraq. First, the fear of 

further terrorist attacks against American targets because congressional Democrats expected to be 

held responsible for further attacks if they did not approve the Bush administration’s war resolution 

on Iraq. Second, the fear of the midterm elections in November 2002 that the Republicans used in a 

party political campaign to challenge the Democrats on national security. 

 

                                                 
1 Ritchie et al, 2007, p. 137. 
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Moreover, I intend to analyse the dilemmas faced by the British Prime Minister Tony Blair. On the 

one hand, he wanted to be loyal to the Bush administration but on the other hand he wanted to go 

the route to the United Nations Security Council in order to show his domestic opposition that he at 

least attempted the diplomatic track to obtain a peaceful solution. Moreover, when a war with Iraq 

seemed to be inevitable he needed desperately a second resolution on the United Nations Security 

Council explicitly authorizing the use of military action against Iraq because he faced strong 

opposition within the Labour Party. Prime Minister Blair might lose confidence within the Labour 

Party that could force him to resign. 

Presumably, there exists a transatlantic discrepancy between the neoconservative advisers within 

the Bush administration advocating regime change in Baghdad and the British Prime Minister Tony 

Blair. Thus, I presume that the neoconservative advisers are under pressure from Prime Minister 

Blair facing domestic critics not at least within the Labour Party, who would not accept regime 

change as a legal base for invasion of Iraq. 

 

Finally, I intend to investigate the limits of the executive power particularly presidential war powers 

and whether Congress is capable of providing the necessary checks. Presumably, the executive 

branch represented by the presidency has a great amount of power in relation to the legislative 

branch represented by Congress. Perhaps the president has too much power when he decides to 

wage war. But should Congress have the mandatory right to declare war without any doubt?  

 

Delimitation of the topic 
This paragraph will deal with the delimitation of the topic: When Diplomacy Fails.The Political 

Road to War with Iraq. The focus of my thesis is on the Bush administration’s decision making 

process on foreign policy in the run up to the invasion of Iraq. In addition, the neoconservative 

advisers’ impact on the Bush administration’s decisions on a war with Iraq is a part of my thesis. 

Moreover, the Democratic opposition’s attempt to take position on the Bush administration’s war 

resolution on Iraq is a part of my thesis. Finally, the British Prime Minister Tony Blair’s impact on 

the Bush administration’s decisions on a war with Iraq is a part of my thesis. 

 

The main focus is on the period of time from autumn of 2002 through winter of 2003. However, the 

topic will find room in a larger historic context covering the ongoing discussions taking place since 
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the beginning of the post-Cold War period about American foreign policy in relation to the Middle 

East and particularly covering the United States’ relationship to Iraq since the Gulf War of 1991. 

 

The reasons for my choice of the topic  
This paragraph will deal with the reasons for my choice of the topic. People around the world got 

disappointed that the tensions and hostilities between the United States and Iraq developed into war 

and was not solved by diplomatic negotiations on the United Nations Security Council as it was 

supposed to be in a civilised world based on international law including the United Nations’ 

Charter. 

 

Therefore, the goal of my thesis is to find an appropriate explanation to the Bush administration’s 

decision making process on the political road to war with Iraq. In addition, it would be important to 

examine the impact that the neoconservative advisers had on the Bush administration’s decisions on 

a war with Iraq. Moreover, it would be relevant to examine the Democrats’ role when the Iraq War 

Resolution was debated and passed in Congress. 

Finally, it would be relevant to examine Tony Blair’s dilemmas on the one hand supporting the 

Bush administration and on the other hand facing domestic opposition to a war with Iraq. 

 

My intention is to answer the above research questions in order to participate in the ongoing debate 

about the decisions and considerations that took place in the run up to the invasion of Iraq. The 

answers to the research questions are still supposed to be examined and discussed by professional 

researchers and individuals with interest in the topic as a whole. 

 

Theory and method 
I have chosen the Rational Actor Model as my method because my topic is a foreign policy issue. 

Thus, I intend to analyse the Bush administration’s decision making process in the run up to the 

invasion of Iraq. Moreover, I intend to analyse the neoconservative advisers’ impact on the Bush 

administration’s decisions in the run up to the invasion of Iraq. In addition, I intend to analyse the 

Democratic opposition’s role when a war resolution was debated and passed in Congress. Finally, I 

intend to analyse the British Prime Minister Tony Blair’s impact on the Bush administration’s 

decisions in the run up to the invasion of Iraq. In my analysis I intend to focus on what the key 
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actors say and do. I have selected some important key actors participating in and impacting on the 

Bush administration’s decision making process in the run up to the invasion of Iraq. Thus, I have 

listed the selected key actors within the Bush administration including the neoconservative advisers, 

the selected key actors among the congressional Democrats, and finally the London based key actor 

at 10 Downing Street, the British Prime Minister Tony Blair. 

 

I intend to use the answers to my research questions to criticize the American political system. 

Thus, I intend to take the results of my analysis of the Bush administration’s decision making 

process on its political road to war with Iraq into consideration. Especially, I intend to consider the 

relationship of power between the presidency and Congress. 

 

The sources for my thesis are with one exception secondary sources in form of printed books and 

websites downloaded from the Internet. Thus, I have a single primary source, 

“Public Law 107-243-Oct. 16, 2002  

Authorization For Use O Military Force Against Iraq Resolution of 2002.”2 

The latter source is a copy of the original document containing the Iraq War Resolution passed by 

Congress. This document is downloaded from the Internet and included as appendix. 

 

I intend to take my sources into consideration. Thus, I will question the validity of particular one of 

my sources: Bob Woodward (2004): Plan of Attack. In fact, I have noticed that Woodward tend to 

take a more positive position towards the Bush administration in his book Bush at War (2003) than 

he does in Plan of Attack. In other words, I conclude that Woodward has become more critical as 

time went by. Actually, I expect that an experienced writer such as Bob Woodward should take 

position to the same extent of criticism whenever he publishes his views. 

 

Definitions of key terms 
Preemptive war: 

The United States has the right to a preemptive strike against any other state posing a threat of 

imminent attack to the United States. 

 

                                                 
2 See appendix. 
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Preventive war: 

The United States has the right to a preventive strike against any other state posing a threat to its 

national security especially when terrorism and weapons of mass destruction are involved. The 

threat is not imminent. 

 

Neoconservatism 
This paragraph will deal with the term neoconservatism. I will attempt to provide a definition of the 

term neoconservatism as far as possible. Obviously, neoconservatism is more a trend than a 

movement. According to Stelzer there is no such thing as a neoconservative movement in the 

dictionary sense of a body of persons with a common object.3 So it does not make sense to talk 

about a neoconservative organization but several neoconservatives or neocons have participated in a 

number of neoconservative think tanks such as the Project for a New American Century and the 

American Enterprise Institute. In other words, the neoconservatives used to know each other 

because they constitute a relatively small number in American politics. In addition, you may find 

gradual transitions of supporters of the neoconservative worldview. Actually, most 

neoconservatives are former liberals, who have joined the Republican Party because they were 

dissatisfied with the Carter administration’s foreign policy towards the Soviet Union during the 

Cold War especially after the Soviets’ invasion of Afghanistan in 1979.  

 

As the American political party system constitutes a two-party system the discontented 

neoconservative foreign policy intellectuals within the Democratic Party had only the Republican 

Party as the alternative. Obviously, the Republicans welcomed the defectors from the Democrats 

presumably because the Republicans lacked foreign policy intellectuals. Actually, the Republican 

Party has not had an intellectual image and has not been overcrowded by foreign policy 

intellectuals.  

 

Presumably, it may be hard to define the term neoconservatism. According to Helbrunn no one has 

ever really succeeded in precisely defining the term neoconservatism. So it is not clear what the 

definition of the term neoconservatism should include. 

                                                 
3 Stelzer, 2004, p. 4. 
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Nevertheless, the neoconservative intellectual Irving Kristol has attempted a definition by calling 

neoconservatism a “persuasion” in the sense converting the Republican Party and American 

conservatism as a whole against their respective wills into a sort of conservative politics suitable to 

governing a modern democracy. 4 In any case, the prefix “neo” in the word neoconservatism 

indicates a change in the sense that the neoconservatives have been something different than 

conservatives at an earlier stage. Thus, according to Rich Lowry neoconservatives are former 

liberals, former Democrats and in some cases former communists.5  

After the Bush administration took office in 2001 the neoconservatives have obviously succeeded in 

influencing American foreign policy in a way and to an extent that moderate Republicans such as 

former National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft and former Secretary of State James Baker 

would not have thought possible before the 9/11 attacks. 

 

The neoconservatives and Wilsonianism 
This paragraph will deal with the neoconservatives in relation to Wilsonianism. Obviously, the  

neoconservatives are inspired by Wilsonianism after the Democratic President Woodrow Wilson.  

President Wilson intended to wage war against Germany during the First World War. Thus, on 2 

April 1917 Wilson went before a joint session of Congress to seek a declaration of war. On this 

occasion, among other things he claimed, 

  “to make the world safe for democracy.”6 

 

After the First World War Wilson issued his Fourteen Points for a new world order and he 

participated in shaping the Treaty of Versailles in 1919. Wilson’s principles include self-

determination, democratic government, collective security, international law, and the League of 

Nations. Wilson believed that the United States should be a moral ideal for the world. In fact, 

Wilson supported the idea of spreading democracy because democratic governments are not 

supposed to wage war against each other. 

 

Obviously, Wilsonianism has inspired the neoconservatives arguing for the idea of spreading 

democracy in Iraq and the region. The question is whether the neoconservatives have inherited 

                                                 
4 Ibid. 
5 http://www.pittsburghlive.com/x/pittsburghtrib/s_196286.html  
6 http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/4943/  
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Wilsonianism as a whole or just a part of it. Actually, Wilson supported collective security and 

international balance of power whereas the neoconservatives advocate that the United States as the 

world’s sole superpower should use its power if necessary. Furthermore, Wilson supported the 

establishment of the League of Nations whereas the neoconservatives do not like international 

institutions such as the United Nations. They do not care about resolutions on the United Nations 

Security Council because they think that the United States is able to solve international problems 

itself. According to Ritchie et al one of the neoconservative foreign policy intellectuals, John 

Bolton, claims, 

“There is no such thing as the United Nations. There is only the international 

community, which can only be led by the remaining superpower, which is the United 

States.”7  

Ironically, Bolton was appointed to the United States ambassador to the United Nations in 2005. 

Obviously, there are clear examples of discrepancy between Wilson and the neoconservatives.  

Anyway to some extent the neoconservatives are supporters of Wilsonianism. 

 

Regime change in Baghdad 
This paragraph will deal with regime change in Baghdad, which is a neoconservative key issue. In 

fact, regime change in Baghdad has been a very important issue for the neoconservatives since the 

end of the Gulf War. They wanted Saddam Hussein removed from power because they considered 

him to be a threat not only to the United States but to Israel and the region as a whole.  

Their justification for regime change was Saddam Hussein’s possession of weapons of mass 

destruction and his development of weapons of mass destruction programmes. Actually, in public 

the neoconservatives pretended to be convinced that the weapons of mass destruction as well as the 

weapons of mass destruction programmes existed. However, this justification proved to be false as 

there has never been found any weapons of mass destruction as well as weapons of mass destruction 

programmes after the invasion of Iraq. Furthermore, in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks the 

neoconservatives claimed that there was a link between Saddam Hussein and the al Qaeda terrorist 

network. Finally, the neoconservatives claimed that there was a link between Saddam Hussein and 

the 9/11 attacks as well. These claimed links have not been proven. So there was no threat towards 

the United States and the region in the run up to the invasion of Iraq. Nevertheless, in the past 

                                                 
7 Ritchie et al, 2007, pp. 144-145. 
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Saddam Hussein had been a threat to the region such as his occupation of Kuwait in 1990. 

Moreover, he had used chemical weapons against the Kurds. The missing weapons of mass 

destruction have changed the neoconservative agenda. Now they claim that getting rid of Saddam 

Hussein has made the world safer. 

 

Irving Kristol 
This paragraph will deal with one of the prominent founders of the American neoconservative 

movement. As a young student at the City College of New York during the late 1930s he was a 

Trotskyist. According to Heilbrunn Kristol and his fellow Trotskyists were opposed to Stalin. Thus, 

Kristol and his comrades believed in creating a worker’s paradise that would reject the tolitarianism 

of Stalin’s Soviet Union in favour of a true Marxist utopia.8  

After the Second World War the Trotskyist intellectuals were convinced that the United States was 

not an imperialist power but a country fighting for freedom. Then Kristol and his comrades turned 

towards liberalism in the late 1940s and supported the Democratic Party. Between the 1950s and 

1970s the neoconservative intellectuals supported anti-Communist liberalism within the Democratic 

Party. However, the neoconservatives got disappointed with the Carter administration’s foreign 

policy towards the Soviet Union and in 1980 they supported the Republican presidential nominee 

Ronald Reagan.  

Despite his Trotskyist past Kristol led several neoconservative intellectuals out of the Democratic 

Party and into the Republican Party. Actually, membership of the Democratic Party turned out to be 

the ideal neoconservative access to the Republican Party. Their background as defectors meant that 

they were welcomed by the Republicans as though they were coming in from a political Siberia. 

 

Henry M. “Scoop” Jackson 
This paragraph will deal with Senator Henry M. “Scoop” Jackson. Actually, Henry M. “Scoop” 

Jackson was one of the first members of Congress who was attached to the neoconservative 

movement. Jackson was a U.S. congressman and senator representing Washington from 1941 until 

his death in 1983. He was a Democrat and he never switched parties. In fact, Jackson was a Cold 

War anti-Communist Democrat. In 1972, Jackson was opposed to the Democratic presidential 

nominee, George McGovern, because McGovern wanted to retreat from Vietnam. Among the 

                                                 
8 http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/02/05/AR20080205028...  
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neoconservatives this position was considered weak because anti-Communism had been part of the 

Democratic Party’s attitude since the Cold War began around 1946.  

Jackson belonged to the first generation of the neoconservative movement and several young 

academics that would later be attached to the neoconservative movement as the second generation 

had been Jackson’s aides for a shorter or longer period of time. Thus, prominent neoconservatives 

such as Richard Perle, Paul Wolfowitz, Elliott Abrams, and Douglas Feith have a past as Senator 

Jackson’s aides. In 2001 these neoconservative intellectuals were appointed to key positions within 

the Bush administration. 

 

Still Democrats in the late 1970s the neoconservatives thought that President Jimmy Carter was a 

weak president on foreign policy especially towards the Soviet Union. They had expected the Carter 

administration to build up a strong military power in order to put pressure on the Soviet Union at 

least after its invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. So the neoconservatives got disappointed and 

supported the Republican presidential nominee in 1980, Ronald Reagan. Obviously, Ronald Reagan 

had a problem because most of his neoconservative supporters, who became advisers within the 

Reagan administration, were registered Democrats. Ironically, Ronald Reagan had been a Democrat 

until 1962 when he switched parties.  

 

Neoconservative think tanks 
This paragraph will deal with neoconservative think tanks such as the Project for the New American 

Century and the American Enterprise Institute. In fact, the Project for the New American Century 

was based in Washington D.C. and it lasted from early 1997 to 2006. On 26 January 1998 members 

of the Project for the New American Century published an open letter to President Bill Clinton 

urging him to remove Saddam Hussein and the Baath Party from power using American diplomatic, 

political, and military power. The participants, who signed the letter, argued that Saddam Hussein 

would pose a threat to the United States, its allies in the Middle East, and oil resources in the region 

if he succeeded in building stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction. 

Thus, in the open letter members of the Project for the New American Century claimed, 

“The only acceptable strategy is one that eliminates the possibility that Iraq will be 

able to use or threaten to use weapons of mass destruction. In the near term, this 

means a willingness to undertake military action as diplomacy is clearly failing. In 
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the long term, it means removing Saddam Hussein and his regime from power. That 

now needs to become the aim of American foreign policy.”9  

The message was clear: Saddam Hussein must be removed from power. 

Among others the letter was signed by participants, who later held key positions within the Bush 

administration such as Elliott Abrams, Richard Armitage, John Bolton, Paula Dobriansky, Zalmay 

Khalilzad, Richard Perle, Peter Rodman, Donald Rumsfeld, Paul Wolfowitz, and James Woolsey.  

On 20 September 2001 in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington 

participants of the Project for the New American Century drafted an open letter to President George 

W. Bush. Among other things, the letter was concerned about Osama bin Laden and Iraq. As to 

Osama bin Laden it said, 

“We agree that a key goal, but by no means the only goal, of the current war on 

terrorism should be to capture or kill Osama bin Laden, and to destroy his network 

of associates. To this end, we support the necessary military action in Afghanistan 

and the provision of substantial financial and military assistance to the anti-Taliban 

forces in that country.”10  

In the letter the Bush administration may find support for its considerations concerning the al Qaeda 

terrorist network and the Taliban regime in Afghanistan. 

Furthermore, the letter deals with Iraq claiming, 

“But even if evidence does not link Iraq directly to the attack, any strategy aiming at 

the eradication of terrorism and its sponsors must include a determined effort to 

remove Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq. Failure to undertake such an effort will 

constitute an early and perhaps decisive surrender in the war on international 

terrorism.”11 

No doubt the neoconservative intellectuals want to remove Saddam Hussein from power even 

though there is no evidence that links him to the 9/11 attacks. Under all circumstances, the 9/11 

attacks should be used to get rid of Saddam Hussein. 

Among others the letter was signed by Richard Perle and Eliot Cohen, who have relations to the 

Bush administration as chairman and member of the Defense Policy Board. Otherwise no 

neoconservative advisers within the Bush administration signed the letter though some prominent 

                                                 
9 http://www.newamericancentury.org/iraqclintonletter.htm  
10 http://www.newamericancentury.org/Bushletter.htm  
11 Ibid. 
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non-governmental neoconservative intellectuals such as William Kristol, Francis Fukuyama, Robert 

Kagan, Jeane Kirkpatrick, Charles Krauthammer, and Norman Podhoretz signed the letter. 

 

Another neoconservative think tank is the American Enterprise Institute. Among other things, the 

American Enterprise Institute focus on foreign and defence policy studies. Actually, the American 

Enterprise Institute advocates a hard line on threats or potential threats to the United States from 

states in the Middle East such as Iraq, Iran, and Syria. Moreover, the American Enterprise Institute 

is aware of threat or potential threat from terrorist groups.  

 

Gallery of actors 
This gallery of actors will deal with the structure of key actors participating in and impacting on the 

decision making process on the political road to war with Iraq. The below list will include some key 

actors within the Bush administration including the neoconservative advisers. Moreover, the list 

will include some key actors among the congressional Democratic opposition. Finally, the list will 

include the London based key actor at 10 Downing Street, the British Prime Minister Tony Blair.  

 

The Bush administration 

White House: 

George W. Bush, President of the United States 

Dick Cheney, Vice President of the United States 

Andrew Card, White House Chief of Staff 

Karl Rove, Senior Adviser to the President 

Karen Hughes, Counselor to the President 

Dan Bartlett, Communications Director 

James R. Wilkinson, Deputy Director of Communications for Planning 

Ari Fleischer, Press Secretary 

Michael Gerson, Chief speechwriter 

Nicholas E. Calio, Assistant to the President for Legislative Affairs 

Mary Matalin, Assistant to the President and Counselor to the Vice President  

Elliott Abrams, Specia l Assistant to the President and Senior Director for Near East and North 

African Affairs 
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Alberto Gonzales, White House Counsel 

Office of the Vice President: 

I. Lewis “Scooter” Libby, Chief of Staff to the Vice President 

John Hannah, Deputy Assistant to the Vice President for National Security Affairs 

National Security Council: 

Condoleezza Rice, National Security Adviser 

Stephen Hadley, Deputy National Security Adviser 

Zalmay Khalilzad, Special Assistant to the President and Senior Director for Southwest Asia, Near 

East, and North African Affairs 

CIA: 

George Tenet, Director of CIA 

Defense Department: 

Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense 

Paul Wolfowitz, Deputy Secretary of Defense 

Douglas Feith, Undersecretary of Defense for Policy 

Dov Zakheim, Undersecretary of Defense and Comptroller 

Peter Rodman, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs 

Harold Rhode, Islamic Affairs Adviser 

Office of Near East and South Asian Affairs (NESA): 

William Luti, Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for Near East and South Asian Affairs 

Office of Special Plans (OSP): 

Abram Shulsky, Director of the Office of Special Plans 

Michael Rubin 

David Schenker 

Michael Makovsky 

Defense Policy Board: 

Richard Perle, Chairman 

Kenneth Adelman 

James Woolsey 

Eliot A. Cohen 

Newt Gingrich 
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State Department: 

Colin Powell, Secretary of State 

Richard Armitage, Deputy Secretary of State 

Paula Dobriansky, Undersecretary of State for Global Affairs 

John Bolton, Undersecretary of State for Arms Control and International Security Affairs 

David Wurmser, Assistant to the Undersecretary of State for Arms Control and International 

Security Affairs 

 

Congressional Democrats 

Senate 

Senator Joe Biden of Delaware 

Senator Robert Byrd of West Virginia 

Senator Hillary Clinton of New York 

Senator Tom Daschle of South Dakota 

Senator Dick Durbin of Illinois 

Senator John Edwards of North Carolina 

Senator Edward Kennedy of Massachusetts 

Senator John Kerry of Massachusetts 

Senator Carl Levin of Michigan 

Senator Joe Lieberman of Connecticut 

House of Representatives 

Representative Richard Gephardt of Missouri 

Representative Nancy Pelosi of California 

 

The British government 

10 Downing Street 

Tony Blair, Prime Minister 

David Manning, Foreign Policy Adviser to the Prime Minister 

Secret Intelligence Service 

Sir Richard Dearlove, Director of Secret Intelligence Service 
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Foreign and Commonwealth Office 

Jack Straw, Foreign Secretary 

 

Who are the neoconservative advisers? 
With reference to the above “Gallery of Actors” this paragraph will deal with the neoconservative 

advisers within the Bush administration. There is a relatively small number of neoconservative 

advisers within the Bush administration in relation to defence and foreign policy. According to 

Mearsheimer et al the most prominent neoconservative advisers are: Elliot Abrams, Kenneth 

Adelman, John Bolton, Paula Dobriansky, Douglas Feith, I. Lewis “Scooter” Libby, Richard Perle, 

Paul Wolfowitz, James Woolsey, and David Wurmser.12  

 

Actually, the Defense Department including the Defense Policy Board is the sector within the Bush 

administration that has most neoconservative advisers employed. Thus, Paul Wolfowitz became 

number two in the Defense Department as Deputy Secretary of Defense. Presumably, Wolfowitz 

has an important job in the Pentagon because he is the most prominent foreign policy intellectual 

among the neoconservative advisers. Furthermore, another neoconservative foreign policy 

intellectual, Douglas Feith, became number three in the Defense Department as Undersecretary of 

Defense for Policy. Together with Paul Wolfowitz Douglas Feith, William Luti, and Harold Rhode 

are considered neoconservative hawks in the Pentagon at the time when the Iraq War was planned. 

Finally, the neoconservative foreign policy intellectual, Richard Perle, became Chairman of the 

Defense Policy Board. 

One of the neoconservative intellectuals, Zalmay Khalilzad, headed the Pentagon transition team 

and he promoted several of his friends and colleagues into the offices of the Defense Department.  

 

A neoconservative network 
This paragraph will deal with a neoconservative network. According to Drew there exists a network 

among the leading neoconservative intellectuals. Anyway Paul Wolfowitz and Richard Perle had 

been friends since their arrival in Washington as students in 1969 and their friendship included 

James Woolsey. These three individuals were not just neoconservative foreign policy intellectuals 

but also neighbours in Chevy Chase, Maryland. Furthermore, they have worked with one another in 
                                                 
12 Mearsheimer et al, 2007, p. 129. 
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the Pentagon, served on the same committees and commissions, and participated in the same 

conferences. Furthermore, Douglas Feith is a protégé of Perle and has worked under him during the 

Reagan administration. In addition, I. Lewis “Scooter” Libby had been an undergraduate student of 

Wolfowitz at Yale University. Moreover, Libby had served as an aide to Wolfowitz for more than a 

decade during the Reagan and (G.H.W.) Bush administrations. Furthermore, Kenneth Adelman, a 

friend of Perle, Wolfowitz, and Woolsey, is very close to Vice President Dick Cheney and Secretary 

of Defense Donald Rumsfeld. In addition, Perle, Woolsey, and Wolfowitz are all disciples of Albert 

Wohlstetter, who was a professor at the University of Chicago. Actually, Wohlstetter invited Perle 

to Washington to work with Wolfowitz. Finally, Wohlstetter introduced Perle to Senator Henry M. 

“Scoop” Jackson. 13  

 

Neoconservative key actors 
This paragraph will deal with some neoconservative key actors. With the election of George W. 

Bush in November 2000 many of the Clinton administration’s critics in Congress and Washington’s 

neoconservative think tanks hoped that a strategy of regime change would be adopted and 

implemented. So when President George W. Bush appointed a relatively small number of 

neoconservative foreign policy intellectuals that strongly supported regime change in Baghdad it 

was very likely that a renewed confrontation with Iraq was coming up during the new presidents 

first term. The question was how and when in the neoconservatives’ opinion. Actually, a relatively 

small number of neoconservative advisers dominated the Bush administration’s defence and foreign 

policy especially in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks. Neoconservative advisers such as Paul 

Wolfowitz, Douglas Feith, Abram Shulsky, Richard Perle, and Elliott Abrams are known for their 

support of regime change in Baghdad even before the 9/11 attacks. 

 

Paul Wolfowitz 
This paragraph will deal with the neoconservative foreign policy intellectual Paul Wolfowitz, who 

was born in 1943. His family background is a Polish Jewish immigrant family. After having earned 

a PhD in political science from the University of Chicago in 1972 Wolfowitz served as an aide to 

Senator Henry M. “Scoop” Jackson. During the Carter administration he served in the Pentagon as 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Regional Programs. 

                                                 
13 Drew, 2004, p. 13. 
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But in 1980 he resigned from the Pentagon. In his judgment he did not leave the Democrats but the 

Democrats left him. Actually, Wolfowitz switched parties in 1981 and became a Republican.  

 

Under the Reagan administration he served in the State Department as Director of Policy Planning. 

In 1982 he was appointed to Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs. From 

1989 to 1993 he served in the (G.H.W.) Bush administration as Undersecretary of Defense for 

Policy.  

During the (G.H.W.) Bush administration in the aftermath of the Gulf War a team of 

neoconservative advisers in Defense Department then in less important positions such as Paul 

Wolfowitz, I. Lewis “Scooter” Libby, and Zalmay Khalilzad, drafted the Defense Planning 

Guidance, which formulated the neoconservatives’ post-Cold War agenda. At the time the (G.H.W.) 

Bush administration’s official policy was containment and the Defense Planning Guidance 

proposing preemptive action was opposed by President George H.W. Bush and Chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff Colin Powell 

After having left the (G.H.W.) administration Paul Wolfowitz served as Professor of International 

Relations and Dean of the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at John Hopkins 

University from 1994 to 2001. In fact, Paul Wolfowitz is a trained scientist and he has a lot of 

practical experience from several governmental positions. If he had not had controversial positions 

on foreign policy including Iraq he might have been appointed secretary of defense or even 

secretary of state.   

 

Defense Policy Board 
This paragraph will deal with the Defense Policy Board, which is a federal advisory committee to 

the Defense Department for which Richard Perle became chairman under the Bush administration. 

In fact, Perle is a neoconservative hawk and lobbyist but he is one of the few neoconservatives that 

have not switched parties because he still consider himself as a Democrat. Thus, Perle is member of 

several think tanks such as the Hudson Institute, the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, the 

Center for Security Policy, the American Enterprise Institute, the Jewish Institute for National 

Security Affairs, and the Project for the New American Century. Though Perle according to Drew 

has held only one government position as assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan 

administration he has had tremendous influence on the Bush administration’s foreign policy on 
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Iraq.14 Actually, Perle advocated the removal of Saddam Hussein already shortly after he left the 

Pentagon in 1987.  

 

According to Ben Armbruster Richard Perle in January 2009 claims that the neoconservatives had 

no influence on the Bush administration’s foreign policy agenda for Iraq, 

“I am described as an “architect”, and often as “the architect”, of the Iraq War. I 

certainly supported and argued publicly for the decision to remove Saddam, as I do 

in what follows. But had I been the architect of that war, our policy would have been 

very different. But about the many mistakes made in Iraq, one thing is certain: they 

had nothing to do with ideology. They did not draw inspiration from or reflect 

neoconservative ideas and they were not the product of philosophical or ideological 

influences outside the government.”15 

In Ben Armbruster’s opinion Richard Perle is right because he strongly argued for the invasion of 

Iraq especially after the 9/11 attacks. Furthermore, he claimed that Saddam Hussein had links to al 

Qaeda. But in fact, Richard Perle as chairman of the Defense Policy Board had direct access to top 

officials within the Bush administration during the run up to the invasion of Iraq. Thus, former 

Director of CIA George Tenet has claimed that shortly after the 9/11 attacks Richard Perle told him 

that 

 “Iraq has to pay a price for what happened yesterday, they bear responsibility.”16 

 

The problem with the Defense Policy Board is that its procedure has changed under the Bush 

administration. Thus, since 1985 the Defense Policy Board has offered advice to top officials in the 

Defense Department on a range of military issues. Usually the Defense Policy Board has provided a 

diversity of views. However, during the Bush administration certain members of the board have 

used inside access and outside voices to press for regime change in Baghdad. 

This procedure has taken place from the Defense Policy Board’s first meeting under the Bush 

administration that was held at the Pentagon on 19 and 20 September 2001 attended by Secretary of 

Defense Donald Rumsfeld and Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz. Furthermore, Ahmed 

Chalabi, who is head of the Iraqi National Congress, attended the meeting. The agenda for this 

meeting was to discuss the option of taking military action against Iraq. 

                                                 
14 Drew, 2004, p. 25. 
15 http://thinkprogress.org/2009/01/08/perle-iraq-architect/  
16 Ibid. 
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The Vulcans 
This paragraph will deal with a group of senior advisers within the Bush administration called the 

Vulcans. Presumably because George W. Bush was inexperienced on foreign policy he relied on a 

group called the Vulcans. This group included veteran advisers with a long shared experience in 

previous administrations. Actually, the Vulcans included six prominent advisers such as Dick 

Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld, Colin Powell, Richard Armitage, Condoleezza Rice, and Paul 

Wolfowitz.  The Vulcans represented the top levels of the foreign policy teams that took office on 

20 January 2001 and developed the Bush administration’s foreign policy perspective. 

Head of the Vulcans was Condoleezza Rice, who was a former senior director of Soviet and East 

European Affairs on the National Security Council under the (G.H.W.) Bush administration. In 

addition, Dick Cheney had served as secretary of defense under the (G.H.W.) Bush administration 

whereas Donald Rumsfeld had served as secretary of defense under the Ford administration. 

Moreover, Colin Powell had served as chairman of the joint chiefs of staff under both the (G.H.W.) 

Bush and the Clinton administration. Furthermore, Paul Wolfowitz had served as undersecretary of 

defense under the (G.H.W.) Bush administration. Finally, Richard Armitage had served as assistant 

secretary of defense under the Reagan administration. 17  

In fact, the Vulcans started as a group already during the 2000 presidential election campaign. At 

that time the Vulcans counted Condoleezza Rice, Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Armitage, Richard Perle, 

Stephen Hadley, Robert Blackwill, Robert Zoellick, and Dov Zackheim. Very important senior 

officials within the Bush administration such as Dick Cheney, Colin Powell, and Donald Rumsfeld 

were not key actors in the presidential election campaign but they were more or less loosely 

attached to the campaign. 

The Vulcans were expected to restore American foreign policy to what it had been under the 

(G.H.W.) Bush administration and previous Republican administrations. But instead the Vulcans 

put the United States on a completely new and different course adopting a foreign policy for Iraq 

that included regime change.   

 

Neoconservatives and assertive nationalists 
This paragraph will deal with the distinction between neoconservatives and assertive nationalists 

within the Bush administration. According to Heilbrunn Vice President Dick Cheney, Secretary of 

                                                 
17 Mann, 2004, p. xiii. 
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Defense Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary of State Colin Powell, and National Security Adviser 

Condoleezza Rice are hardly neoconservatives.18 Moreover, according to Heilbrunn neithe r Vice 

President Dick Cheney nor Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, the men who made the real 

decisions with President George W. Bush in the White House, has ever been a neoconservative.19  

Obviously, Dick Cheney and Donald Rumsfeld used Paul Wolfowitz and other neoconservatives to 

provide an intellectual patina of justification for a war with Iraq. 

Ritchie et al claim that the appointment of Rice as National Security Adviser and Powell as 

Secretary of State, both protégés of President George H.W. Bush’s National Security Adviser Brent 

Scowcroft, suggested that the cautious realist pragmatic foreign policy of the (G.H.W.) Bush 

administration would have a substantial impact on the (G.W.) Bush administration. 20 Anyway for a 

long time Powell rejected invasion of Iraq by military action arguing for continued containment 

strategy.  

 In addition, the election of Cheney to vice president and the appointment of Rumsfeld to secretary 

of defense reflected a more assertive nationalist influence. Thus, Cheney and Rumsfe ld were not 

supposed to be concerned about the outside world in form of spreading democracy rather than 

actively promoting national interests including the removal of Saddam Hussein from power because 

they suspected him for possessing weapons of mass destruction and developing weapons of mass 

destruction programmes. Actually, they considered Saddam Hussein to be dangerous to the United 

States. Furthermore, the reasons for invading Iraq may include considerations about oil reserves. In 

fact, Iraq has not less than ten per cent of the world’s oil resources. 

Finally, Rumsfeld, Cheney, Powell, and Rice could not be labelled as neoconservatives because 

they did not share the ideological agenda for aggressive export of American values especially 

democracy. 

However, Ritchie et al claim that without the support of Cheney and Rumsfeld the relatively small 

group of neoconservative advisers in the Pentagon and the White House would have had far less 

impact on President George W. Bush’s post 9/11 views, considerations, decisions, and actions. 

Furthermore, after the 9/11 attacks Cheney and Rumsfeld came to accept much of the 

neoconservative perspective even if they did not accept the neoconservative worldview as a 

whole.21 

                                                 
18 Heilbrunn, 2008, p. 230. 
19 http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/02/05/AR20080205028...  
20 Ritchie et al, 2007, p. 152. 
21 Ibid. p. 155. 
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Is George W. Bush a neoconservative? 
This paragraph will deal with the very interesting question whether George W. Bush is a 

neoconservative or an assertive nationalist. Actually, Heilbrunn does not explicitly write that Bush 

is a neoconservative. However, Heilbrunn suggests that Bush is labeled a neoconservative. Thus, 

Heilbrunn claims, 

“And for George W. Bush, the simplistic neoconservative credo would prove a 

perfect fit. Bush would weld together a new blend of optimism about spreading 

democracy and fear of the decline of the West if democracy failed to spread.”22 

 

In his State of the Union Address on 29 January 2002 President George W. Bush launched the 

doctrine of preemption, which has been called the Bush Doctrine, referring to preemptive action 

that represents a substantial part of the neoconservative foreign policy agenda.. In his speech Bush 

suggested the possibility of preemptive action, 

“I will not wait on events, while dangers gather. I will not stand by, as peril draws 

closer and closer. The United States of America will not permit the world’s most 

dangerous regimes to threaten us with the world’s most destructive weapons.”23  

 

Thus, as commander in chief Bush adopted an important part of the neoconservative foreign policy 

agenda in form of preemptive action on Iraq and consequently regime change in Baghdad. 

If George W. Bush had appointed foreign policy advisers of the same type as Brent Scowcroft and 

James Baker, who served under his father, former President George H.W. Bush, views, 

considerations, decisions, and actions could have turned out in a different way in the run up to the 

invasion of Iraq.  

According to Ritchie et al the problem was that Bush still after the 9/11 attacks had little experience 

on defence and foreign policy. 24 Actually, the former Governor of Texas, George W. Bush, was 

during his campaign for presidency in 1999 and 2000 known for his lack of experience on defence 

and foreign policy. In addition, according to Heilbrunn Richard Perle claims that two things were 

clear to him after having met Bush for the first time. First, Bush did not know much about foreign 

policy. Second, Bush was not too embarrassed to confess it.25 So Bush relied on his closest top 

                                                 
22 Heilbrunn, 2008, p. 226. 
23 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neoconservative  
24 Ritchie et al, 2007, p. 155. 
25 Heilbrunn, 2008, p. 230. 
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advisers on defence and foreign policy, Dick Cheney and Donald Rumsfeld, because they had the 

experience that he lacked. However, Cheney and Rumsfeld adopted and implemented a substantial 

amount of the neoconservative foreign policy agenda including preemptive action. So to a large 

extent the inexperienced policy maker Bush listened to Cheney’s and Rumsfeld’s judgments on 

American defence and foreign policy even though these two top advisers were impacted by 

neoconservative hard- liners such as Paul Wolfowitz, Douglas Feith, and Richard Perle. 

 

Presumably, with traditional conservatives or realists as presidential advisers such as Brent 

Scowcroft and James Baker within a Republican administration in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks 

the position on Iraq might have been different. Actually, Scowcroft opposed the invasion of Iraq in 

public from the very beginning. So the question is to what extent have the experienced policy 

makers within the Bush administration, Vice President Dick Cheney and Secretary of Defense 

Donald Rumsfeld, created the basis for decisions on American foreign policy on Iraq for the 

inexperienced policy maker President George W. Bush? Even though Bush agrees on the basic 

views of the neoconservative foreign policy agenda does Bush then seriously believe that spreading 

of democracy is the key to peace in the Middle East?  

It is doubtful whether Bush would include spreading of democracy in his worldview. So even 

though Bush adopted and implemented a substantial amount of the neoconservative foreign policy 

agenda he may tend to be an assertive nationalist like Cheney and Rumsfeld. 

Even though he has earned a BA in history from Yale University and an MBA from Harvard 

Business School he has not graduated in foreign policy or political science as a whole. In addition, 

he has had a career as a businessman in the oil industry and has been co-owner of Texas Rangers 

baseball team before he was elected governor of Texas in 1994 so he is more a corporate type than a 

foreign policy intellectual type. 

Actually, his lack of both knowledge and experience on foreign policy seemed and seems to be his 

substantial problem opposite to his father, former President George H.W. Bush, who had a great 

deal of experience in foreign policy before he was elected president in 1988. Thus, Bush Senior had 

been congressman for four years, the United States ambassador to the United Nations for two years, 

envoy to China for two years, director of CIA for one year, and vice president under President 

Ronald Reagan for eight years. 

Before George W. Bush was elected president in 2000 he was a tabula rasa on foreign policy. So the 

lack of experience in foreign policy is probably the reason why George W. Bush has been 
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depending on neoconservative foreign policy intellectuals in the Pentagon such as Richard Perle, 

Paul Wolfowitz, and Douglas Feith since he took office on 20 January 2001.  

 

Furthermore, Bush’s problem seems to be the fact that the neoconservative foreign policy 

intellectuals in the Pentagon were absolutely determined to carry out their foreign policy agenda as 

policy makers promoting the plans to invade Iraq. In fact, the then Democratic House Minority 

Leader Nancy Pelosi claimed on 21 May 2004, 

“I believe that the president’s leadership in the actions taken in Iraq demonstrate an 

incompetence in terms of knowledge, judgment and experience in making the 

decisions that would have been necessary to truly accomplish the mission without 

the deaths to our troops and the cost to our taxpayers.”26  

 

Not surprisingly, Congresswoman Pelosi as a Democratic political leader opposing the Iraq War is a 

strong critic of President Bush. Of course Bush gave the final order to invade Iraq but some of his 

senior advisers were neoconservative hawks. Their foreign policy agenda included preemptive 

action. In addition, the neoconservatives promoted regime change in Iraq and the region in order to 

make the world safe for democracy. Anyway regardless George W. Bush’s lack of knowledge and 

experience the Bush administration’s foreign policy agenda represents its will. 

Actually, President Bush is supposed to be a traditional conservative or realist until he got impacted 

by the neoconservative foreign policy intellectuals. Obviously, President Bush became an assertive 

nationalist but not a neoconservative because he did not adopt the neoconservative key issue 

spreading of democracy in Iraq and the region. According to Michael Smith, Timesonline on 1 May 

2005 President Bush wanted to remove Saddam Hussein through military action justified by the 

conjunction of terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. 27 In fact, regime change and weapons of 

mass destruction were linked in the sense that it was Saddam Hussein’s regime that was producing 

the weapons of mass destruction. 

 

But in its propaganda the Bush administration could not sell a regime change in Baghdad to the 

American people and the international community. Thus, regime change is not a proper basis for 

military action under the United Nations Charter and international law as a whole.   

                                                 
26 http://archive.democrats.com/preview.cfm?term=Nancy%20Pelosi   
27 http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/uk/article387237.ece  
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Moreover, the transatlantic alliance between the United States and the United Kingdom required 

that regime change could not be the official reason for waging war against Iraq as the British Prime 

Minister Tony Blair was facing domestic critics, who would not accept regime change as a reason 

for a war with Iraq.  

 

Therefore, the Bush administration had to organize its official sales campaign for the Iraq War 

based on disarmament and not regime change. However, if Saddam Hussein would not disarm 

himself complying with a number of resolutions on the United Nations Security Council President 

Bush stated that the United States-led coalition of the willing nations would disarm Saddam 

Hussein by force. Obviously, Saddam Hussein’s dictatorship was not likely to survive an invasion.  

 

But George W. Bush does apparently not share the neoconservative foreign policy intellectuals’ 

agenda for Iraq and the region inspired by Wilsonian idealism in the sense of spreading democracy 

in the Middle East. So Bush cannot be a neoconservative. Finally, George W. Bush has always 

supported the Republican Party like his father, former President George H.W. Bush so he has no 

background as a former Democrat that used to be the past of most neoconservative foreign policy 

intellectuals.  

 

Planning a war with Iraq 
This paragraph will deal with views, discussions, considerations, and decisions in the run up to the 

invasion of Iraq. In the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks the Bush administration was shocked as the 

whole international community was. Since the Bush administration took office on 20 January 2001 

it had conducted continued containment strategy on Iraq.  

However, on 1 August 2001 the deputies committee chaired by Deputy National Security Adviser 

Stephen Hadley presented a top secret paper to the principals entitled “A Liberation Strategy”.  

 

This paper proposed a phased strategy of pressuring Saddam Hussein. Thus, the paper had classified 

attachments that went into detail about what might be done both diplomatically and militarily. In 

this context there was an argument going on within the Bush administration between on the one 

hand Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz and on the other hand Secretary of State Colin 

Powell. According to journalist Bob Woodward Wolfowitz  is the intellectual godfather and fiercest 

advocate for removing Saddam Hussein. His reasons for getting rid of Saddam Hussein were: It was 
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necessary and it would be relatively easy. Thus, he believed it was possible to send in the United 

States military to overrun and seize Iraq’s southern oil fields, which included about two-thirds of 

Iraq’s oil production, and establish a foothold. His point of view was that there is nothing to stop 

you from seizing Iraq’s southern oil fields. In fact, he launched the enclave strategy. From the 

enclave including the above mentioned oil fields support would be given to Iraqi opposition groups, 

which would rally the rest of Iraq and overthrow Saddam Hussein. 

 

As a matter of fact, Colin Powell opposed Paul Wolfowitz’s proposal. Thus, Powell thought that 

Wolfowitz was talking as if Iraq’s population as a whole would rush to the side of a United States-

supported opposition. In Powell’s opinion the enclave strategy was one of the most absurd proposal 

he had ever heard. So Powell decided to speak directly to President George W. Bush stating, 

“Don’t let yourself get pushed into anything until you are ready for it. This is not as 

easy as it is being presented, and take your time on this one. Don’t let anybody push 

you into it.”28  

Bush replied that there was no reason for getting worried about it because he thought it was good 

planning and that he knew what Wolfowitz and associates were doing and finally that he was in no 

hurry to go look for trouble. 

Actually, the Bush administration continued the Clinton administration’s pattern of hitting Iraqi air 

defence sites every six months or so. Thus, on 10 August 2001 U.S. Air Force together with Royal 

Air Force bombed three air defence sites in Iraq and this was the largest air strike since February 

2001. 

Obviously, the 9/11 attacks put forward national security and war on terrorism on the political 

agenda. Actually, the Bush administration was determined to protect the American people against 

further attacks from the al Qaeda terrorist network because al Qaeda under the leadership of Osama 

bin Laden was held responsible for the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon. These 

attacks were the first strikes on American territory since 7 December 1941 when Japan attacked 

Pearl Harbor and they were indeed a surprise even though the intelligence services had warned the 

Bush administration in time that some comprehensive terrorist attacks were coming up but no 

official took the warnings seriously as they should have done. Nevertheless, a group of terrorists 

stroke New York and Washington by hijacked airplanes and the loss included around 3,000 

innocent people. 

                                                 
28 Ritchie et al, p. 22. 
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The commitment of this crime is the reason why the Bush administration took the destruction and 

elimination of the al Qaeda terrorist network including its training camps and infrastructure in 

Afghanistan into consideration. Definitely, the Bush administration wanted to track, capture and 

detain suspected al Qaeda terrorists and bring them to justice. Moreover, according to the CNN 

announcement on 17 September 2001 President Bush stated, 

“I want justice. And there’s an old poster out West…I recall, that said, “Wanted, 

Dead or Alive.””29  

 The problem was that the Taliban regime in Afghanistan harboured and sponsored the al Qaeda 

terrorist network. On request the Taliban regime refused to surrender the suspected terrorists so a 

peaceful cooperation between the Bush administration and the Taliban regime to catch and punish 

the wanted al Qaeda terrorists failed on the diplomatic field. 

 

Therefore, a war with Afghanistan was inevitable in the Bush administration’s opinion and 

President George W. Bush gave it first priority as part of global war on terrorism. As a matter of 

fact, the United States together with its allies invaded Afghanistan on 7 October 2001. Thus, 

President Bush did not initiate the war plan for Iraq until late November 2001 presumably because 

it would not be advisable to conduct two wars at the same time even though the United States is the 

world’s sole superpower with a very strong military capability. Furthermore, the Bush 

administration’s timing for planning a war with Iraq seems appropriate as the Taliban regime in 

Afghanistan collapsed in November 2001. Finally, a war with Iraq would be considered much more 

controversial than a war with Afghanistan. 

 

Actually, the neoconservative advisers recommended a war with Iraq shortly after the 9/11 attacks 

because they were convinced that Saddam Hussein possessed weapons of mass destruction 

comprising biological weapons, chemical weapons, and nuclear weapons. In addition, they were 

convinced that Saddam Hussein was developing weapons of mass destruction programmes. 

Furthermore, they were convinced that there was a link between Saddam Hussein and the al Qaeda 

terrorist network. Finally, they were even convinced that there was a link between Saddam Hussein 

and the 9/11 attacks. They considered Saddam Hussein as a threat to the United States and they 

feared that Saddam Hussein would supply al Qaeda with weapons of mass destruction. In the 

neoconservative perspective a military action against Iraq was justified by the conjunction of the 
                                                 
29 http://archives.cnn.com/2001/US/09/17/bush.powell.terrorism/  
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claimed Iraqi support of the al Qaeda terrorist network and the claimed Iraqi stockpiles of weapons 

of mass destruction. So for the neoconservative advisers a war with Iraq was inevitable and it was 

only a question of when and how to wage war.  

 

In fact, a regime change in Iraq had been the official policy of the United States since President Bill 

Clinton signed the Iraq Liberation Act on 31 October 1998. The Act was passed by 360 to 38 in the 

House and by unanimous consent in the Senate. The Iraq Liberation Act directed that, 

“It should be the policy of the United States to support efforts to remove the regime 

headed by Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq and to promote the emergence of a 

democratic government to replace that regime.”30  

In fact, the Iraq Liberation Act was cited as a basis of support in the Authorization for use of 

Military Force against Iraq better known as the Iraq War Resolution that was passed by Congress in 

October 2002. 

 

Obviously, the 9/11 attacks was the situation the neoconservative advisers had been waiting for as 

an excuse for invading Iraq in order to complete the unfinished business that had been outstanding 

in their view since the end of the Gulf War in 1991. The neoconservatives had plotted, planned, and 

agitated for a war with Iraq for a decade and finally they got their war. Neoconservative key actors 

such as Paul Wolfowitz would have preferred that the United States had removed Saddam Hussein 

from power by means of military power when Kuwait was liberated from Iraqi occupation on 26 

February 1991. Furthermore, the neoconservative advisers based their considerations as to Iraq on 

conviction and not just on suspicion. They were convinced that Saddam Hussein had been building 

up stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction since he threw the United Nations weapons inspectors 

out of Iraq in 1998. Besides they were convinced that Saddam Hussein had been developing 

weapons of mass destruction programmes since 1998. 

In fact, Saddam Hussein had violated a number of the United Nations Security Council resolutions 

banning weapons of mass destruction since the Gulf War. Moreover, Saddam Hussein had a 

reputation of cheating the United Nations weapons inspectors by weapons laboratories and factories 

on unexpected locations including mobile facilities. Until the 9/11 attacks Saddam Hussein had not 

been willing to cooperate seriously with the United Nations weapons inspectors. 

 

                                                 
30 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Regime_change  
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The neoconservative advisers did not trust Saddam Hussein at all and they considered him as a 

threat to the United States. Furthermore, they believed that Saddam Hussein was a threat to Israel as 

well. The neoconservative advisers were convinced that there was a link between Saddam Hussein 

and the al Qaeda terrorist network. 

In the neoconservative advisers’ strategy their claimed link between Saddam Hussein and the al 

Qaeda terrorist network was extremely dangerous because Saddam Hussein had the opportunity to 

supply al Qaeda with weapons of mass destruction at any time. Obviously, Saddam Hussein posed a 

threat that was a huge risk in the neoconservative advisers’ opinion and they feared that a close 

cooperation between Saddam Hussein and al Qaeda might develop into critical situations far 

beyond of the United States’ control. Finally, the link between Saddam Hussein and al Qaeda in 

conjunction with Saddam Hussein’s stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction was the 

neoconservative advisers’ justification for waging war against Iraq in the context of war on 

terrorism and a military action against Iraq should be a preemptive action. 

 

The weak point in the neoconservative advisers’ judgment was that they claimed a link between 

Saddam Hussein and the al Qaeda terrorist network without evidence. Actually, the Bush 

administration lacked evidence based on solid intelligence as to both Saddam Hussein’s stockpiles 

of weapons of mass destruction and the link between Saddam Hussein and al Qaeda. Obviously, 

this seems strange because the United States’ intelligence services including the CIA should have 

all thinkable modern surveillance technology including spy satellites and U2 overflights at their 

disposal in order to provide the Bush administration with secure intelligence reports.  

 

In the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks heavy discussions took place especially between Secretary of 

Defense Donald Rumsfeld supported by Vice President Dick Cheney on the one side and Secretary 

of State Colin Powell on the other side. Since the Clinton administration the United States strategy 

for Iraq had been containment including diplomatic pressure, weapons inspections, economic 

sanctions, no-fly zones, and efforts to strengthen the opposition within Iraq in order to keep Saddam 

Hussein in the box. Occasionally, U.S. Air Force in cooperation with Royal Air Force had used air 

strikes against Iraqi military sites when Saddam Hussein violated a number of the United Nations 

Security Council resolutions. 
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For a long period of time Colin Powell argued against a war with Iraq and supported continued 

containment whereas Donald Rumsfeld supplemented by Dick Cheney argued for military action in 

form of preemptive action. 

 

According to Woodward one of the main differences between Rumsfeld and Powell was on the 

issue of preemptive action. Since the 9/11 attacks Rumsfeld had been arguing that defence was not 

enough. In fact, the United States needed an offence in order to destroy Saddam Hussein’s military 

capacity before he would take advantage of his stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction either by 

attacking the United States himself or supplying the al Qaeda terrorist network with weapons of 

mass destruction. 31 

Furthermore, according to Woodward Powell opposed Cheney’s idea of a preemptive action 

because any discussion of employing the United States military power under some theory and not 

an immediate threat to American national security made Powell exceedingly nervous. 

Finally, according to Woodward President George W. Bush stated that Saddam Hussein had to go 

in an interview April 2002 facing the claimed link between Saddam Hussein and al Qaeda, 

“The worst thing that could happen would be to allow a nation like Iraq, run by 

Saddam Hussein, to develop weapons of mass destruction, and then team up with 

terrorist organizations so they can blackmail the world. I’m not going to let that 

happen.”32  

Obviously, Bush is suggesting preemptive action. Actually, already in his State of the Union 

Address on 29 January 2002 he had launched the idea of a preemptive action.  

  

As a starting point Secretary of State Colin Powell was head of State Department employing the 

United States diplomacy and he tended to attempt a diplomatic solution on the United Nations 

Security Council before taking a war with Iraq into consideration. According to Woodward Powell 

claimed that without attempting diplomatic efforts on the United Nations Security Council friends 

and allies in both Europe and the Middle East might refuse to provide bases, access or overflight 

agreements in case of a war with Iraq.33 However, according to Woodward Vice President Dick 

Cheney opposed a diplomatic route to the United Nations Security Council because in his opinion 

going to the United Nations Security Council would initiate a never ending process of debate, 

                                                 
31 Woodward, 2004, p. 129. 
32 Ibid. p. 120. 
33 Ibid. p. 157. 
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compromise and delay. In fact, Cheney feared that once the diplomatic road was opened up it might 

work. In other words Cheney preferred a military action and not a diplomatic solution. 

 

Brent Scowcroft’s warning against a war with Iraq 
This paragraph will deal with Brent Scowcroft’s warning against a war with Iraq. In an interview on 

4 August 2002 Scowcroft appeared on Face the Nation claiming that an American military action 

against Iraq without resolving tensions between Israel and the Palestinians could turn the whole 

region into a cauldron and thus destroy the war on terrorism. In addition, Scowcroft urged the Bush 

administration to concentrate on trying to broker peace between the Israelis and the Palestinians 

while separately pursuing terrorist threats to the United States. He added that by going to war with 

Iraq without linking Saddam Hussein and the 9/11 attacks the Bush administration was risking a 

conflagration in the Middle East that would also reduce its efforts to defeat global terrorist groups.34 

No doubt that Brent Scowcroft believes that a war with Iraq would distract from the broader fight 

against terrorism and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, which should be the Bush administration’s 

highest priority in the Middle East. At the same time Scowcroft believes that military action against 

Iraq without evidence of a link between Saddam Hussein and the 9/11 attacks would not create 

international understanding. The United States’ allies among Arab states would not be likely to 

support or accept military action against Iraq without a case of responsibility for the 9/11 attacks. 

 

Moreover, Brent Scowcroft warned against a war with Iraq in an article in the Wall Street Journal of 

15 August 2002 claiming, 

“The United States could certainly defeat the Iraqi military and destroy Saddam’s 

regime. But it would not be a cakewalk. On the contrary, it undoubtedly would be 

very expensive – with serious consequences for the U.S. and global economy – and 

could as well be bloody. In fact, Saddam would be likely to conclude he had nothing 

left to lose, leading him to unleash whatever weapons of mass destruction he 

possesses.” 

 In case of war with Iraq Scowcroft reckons with expenditures and loss of lives and the risk that 

Saddam Hussein might use his weapons of mass destruction provided that he has some. 

 

                                                 
34 http://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php?title=Brent_Scowcroft  
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Furthermore, Scowcroft claimed in the same article, 

“But the central point is that any campaign against Iraq, whatever the strategy, cost 

and risks, is certain to divert us for some indefinite period from our war on terrorism. 

Worse, there is a virtual consensus in the world against an attack on Iraq at this time. 

So long as that sentiment persists, it would require the U.S. to pursue a virtual go- it-

alone strategy against Iraq, making any military operations correspondingly more 

difficult and expensive. The most serious cost, however, would be to the war on 

terrorism.”35  

 

Scowcroft recommends that the Bush administration should choose to fight the war on terrorism. 

Thus, Scowcroft believes that military action against Iraq would distract the Bush administration’s 

focus on the war on terrorism. Moreover, Scowcroft believes that the United States is lacking 

international support at the time. In addition, Scowcroft thinks that a unilateral American military 

action against Iraq would be both difficult and expensive. But the worst problem would be lost 

attention to the war on terrorism. 

 

Brent Scowcroft is considered moderate Republican and in fact some of his fellow moderate 

Republicans such as former Secretary of State James Baker and former Secretary of State Lawrence 

Eagleburger have supplemented his warning against a war with Iraq. Thus, James Baker believes 

that it would be a bad idea if the United States launched a unilateral military action against Iraq. 

Furthermore, Lawrence Eagleburger believes that the timing for a war with Iraq would be wrong at 

the time. Actually, Scowcroft, Baker and Eagleburger served under former President George H.W. 

Bush that was considered moderate Republican. Thus, Bush Senior did not seem to be impacted by 

the neoconservative advisers, who served under his administration in less important positions. 

Obviously, Bush Senior tended to keep international law including the United Nations Charter 

during the Gulf War. So in Bush Senior’s opinion a regime change in Baghdad as justification for 

invasion of Iraq would have been out of the question. 

  

                                                 
35 http://www.opinionjournal.com/editorial/feature.html?id=110002133  
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President Bush decides to go the route to the United Nations 
This paragraph will deal with President George W. Bush’s decision to address the United Nations 

General Assembly. In August 2002 President Bush decided to address the United Nations General 

Assembly on 12 September 2002. Bush stated that the United States would go to the United Nations 

Security Council asking for a new resolution on Iraq. Actually, Bush was prepared to accept the 

return of the United Nations weapons inspectors to Iraq. Though Bush was sceptical that weapons 

inspections would work he decided to give the weapons inspections a new chance. 

 

According to Mann Bush’s decision going the route to the United Nations Security Council was a 

victory for Secretary of State Colin Powell.36 Thus, Powell together with former National Security 

Adviser Brent Scowcroft, who served as national security adviser under the Ford administration and 

the (G.H.W.) Bush administration, had recommended seeking a return of the United Nations 

weapons inspectors before going to war with Iraq.  

 

According to Ritchie et al not all officials within the Bush administration wanted to take the route to 

the United Nations Security Council but Bush was under pressure to seek international legitimacy 

from a number of quarters. Secretary of State Colin Powell, the British Prime Minister Tony Blair, 

important members of the House and the Senate, and senior traditional conservative Republicans 

including former National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft and former Secretary of State James 

Baker, wanted Bush to exhaust all diplomatic options and build a coalition to disarm Saddam 

Hussein if the latter failed to comply with a number of the United Nations Security Council’s 

resolutions.37  

 

At least the diplomatic road should be pretended to show the international community and the 

American public that the Bush administration would comply with international law including the 

United Nations Charter. The diplomatic efforts should be used to gain international support and 

domestic support as well. 

 

However, according to Woodward Vice President Dick Cheney saw President George W. Bush’s 

diplomatic initiative as a wrong decision because he felt that the latter was rapidly losing ground. 

                                                 
36 Mann, 2004, p. 342. 
37 Ritchie et al, 2007, p. 94. 
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Thus, talk of the United Nations, diplomacy as a whole and now patience was wrong in Vice 

President Dick Cheney’s view.  

 

According to Woodward Cheney claimed at a convention on 27 August 2002 in Nashville for 

Veterans of Foreign Wars, 

“A return of inspectors would provide no assurance whatsoever of his compliance 

with U.N. resolutions.” 

Furthermore, Cheney claimed, 

  “On the contrary there is a great danger that it would provide false comfort that  

Saddam was somehow “back in the box.””38 

 

According to Ritchie et al President Bush stated in his address to the United Nations General 

Assembly that Saddam Hussein had weapons of mass destruction and that this was a serious threat 

that the United States was no longer prepared to tolerate.  

Thus, on this occasion Bush presented Saddam Hussein’s possession of weapons of mass 

destruction as a solid fact and based his argumentation on two presumptions. First, Saddam Hussein 

began producing weapons of mass destruction after the United Nations weapons inspectors left Iraq 

in 1998. Second, Saddam Hussein would not be willing to cooperate.39 

 

Furthermore, Bush claimed that containment had failed because Saddam Hussein could supply 

terrorists with weapons of mass destruction. In addition, Bush claimed that only by meeting the 

conditions set out in previous United Nations Security Council resolutions in form of disclosing, 

removing, and destroying all weapons of mass destruction Saddam Hussein could avoid military 

action. In fact, the pretended diplomacy on the United Nations Security Council could result in a 

peaceful solution. Thus, it was a possibility that Saddam Hussein would disarm himself. But if 

Saddam Hussein should disarm himself there would be no justification for invasion of Iraq. In the 

Bush administration’s opinion this would be a risk because it had decided to go to war with Iraq 

regardless the result of diplomatic efforts. Thus, there would be no regime change and Saddam 

Hussein could continue his dictatorship based on the Baath Party. 

 

                                                 
38 Ibid. p. 164. 
39 Ibid. p. 96. 
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President Bush decides to work with Congress 
This paragraph will deal with President George W. Bush’s decision to work with Congress. 

President Bush wanted to ask Congress to pass a war resolution on Iraq authorizing the use of 

military action. Thus, President Bush wanted to go to Congress asking for a war resolution before 

going to the United Nations Security Council asking for a new resolution on Iraq that would be 

Resolution 1441. According to Isikoff et al President Bush decided to ask Congress to pass a war 

resolution even though White House Counsel Alberto Gonzales had insisted months earlier that the 

president of the United States had the power to launch a war against Iraq without consulting 

Congress.40 

 

Furthermore, according to Isikoff et al a lawyer in the Department of Justice’s Office of Legal 

Counsel named John Yoo had written a secret memo after the 9/11 attacks concluding that there 

were “no limits” on presidential power when it came to waging war on terrorism. In addition, Yoo 

stated that the president “may deploy force preemptively” against any terrorist group “or the states 

that harbor them” regardless of whether “they can be linked to the specific terrorist incidents of 

September 11.”41 According to Yoo the president is entitled to engage American troops in hostilities 

without first seeking congressional approval. Thus, Yoo refers to several cases of military conflicts 

where the American president has not seeked congressional authorization to use military action. 

One example is the Korean War in 1950 when President Harry S. Truman sent American troops 

into Korea without seeking congressional approval relying instead on his inherent executive and 

commander in chief powers.42 Obviously, according to Yoo the Bush administration seems to be the 

exception that proves the rule by seeking and receiving statutory approval by Congress before 

launching wars with Afghanistan in October 2001 and with Iraq in March 2003. Finally, Yoo 

claims, 

“Rather than violating the Constitution, however, the practice of unilateral 

presidential warmaking falls within the permissible bounds of discretion granted to 

the political branches.”43 

 

                                                 
40 Isikoff et al, 2006, p. 22. 
41 Ibid. 
42 Yoo, 2005, p. 8. 
43 Ibid. p. 294. 
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However, some prominent Democratic lawmakers such as Senators Edward Kennedy and Robert 

Byrd disagreed with John Yoo’s interpretation. Thus, Senator Kennedy claimed, 

“The power to declare war is the most solemn responsibility given to Congress by 

the Constitution. We must not delegate that responsibility to the president in 

advance.”44 

 

Furthermore, Senator Byrd disagreed with John Yoo’s interpretation claiming, 

“A unilateral pre-emptive attack on a sovereign nation that is perceived to be a threat 

to the United States. This is an unprecedented and unfounded interpretation of the 

President’s authority under the Constitution of the United States -- not to mention the 

fact that it stands the charter of the United Nations on its head.”45 

  

But President George W. Bush had decided not to wage war based on John Yoo’s interpretation of 

the president’s powers in relation to the United States Constitution. Anyway President Bush would 

like to gain support from Congress but he did not recognize that he was obliged to seek a 

congressional authorization. 

By the way, before the Gulf War the (G.H.W.) Bush administration had gone first to the United 

Nations Security Council in order to get a resolution to use military action. Next the (G.H.W.) Bush 

administration had gone to Congress in order to get a resolution. 

But in autumn 2002 Vice President Dick Cheney suggested that the Bush administration should go 

to Congress first because it was unclear what role the United Nations Security Council would have 

if any. 

 

Above all, the Bush administration wanted to gain international support including the United 

Nations Security Council’s sanction even though the diplomatic efforts were pretended and a war 

with Iraq had been decided in November 2001. Obviously, if the tensions between the United States 

and Iraq increased heavily and a war would be inevitable it would be convenient for the Bush 

administration to have gathered some solidarity in advance. 

Anyway the Bush administration wanted to show the international community that the American 

people stood behind its administration against Saddam Hussein as part of the global war on 

terrorism. 
                                                 
44 http://archives.tcm.ie/breakingnews/2002/10/11/story72047.asp  
45 Ibid. 
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On 4 September 2002 President Bush invited 18 senior senators and congressmen to a meeting in 

the White House. Among the invited lawmakers was Senator Tom Daschle, who was the 

Democratic Senate Majority Leader and in practice the Democrats’ most important politician at the 

time. The agenda for this meeting would be a war with Iraq.  

 

Actually, in a few days the Bush administration would launch a major public relations campaign to 

persuade the American people and the international community that Saddam Hussein was such a 

serious threat to the United States, the region and the Iraqi population that war might be the only 

option. But before launching this campaign the Bush administration wanted to have a dialogue with 

some congressional key actors. In building the case for a war with Iraq President Bush invited the  

lawmakers to the meeting in the White House where they would receive confidential information 

about the threat from Iraq. The Bush administration’s decision deals with disarmament of Saddam 

Hussein, who continues to possess and develop weapons of mass destruction in the Bush 

administration’s point of view. President Bush approached the assembled lawmakers saying that he 

would work with them on Iraq. But Bush stressed the importance of getting a quick vote in 

Congress on a war resolution that would authorize him to take military action against Saddam 

Hussein. Bush also told the lawmakers that he wanted this vote in Congress within six weeks before 

Congress was adjourned in order to give members of Congress opportunity to participate in the 

election campaign prior to the midterm elections in November 2002. At the same time, Bush 

reminded the lawmakers that Congress had passed the Iraq Freedom Act of 1998 stating that regime 

change was the official American policy on Iraq. 

 

There was little doubt that almost all of the Republicans in Congress would support a war 

resolution. The question turned on what the Democrats in Congress would do. As the Republicans 

controlled the House with a comfortable majority the question turned further on to the Senate. At 

the time before the midterm elections in November 2002 the Democrats controlled the Senate 

because Senator Jim Jeffords had left the Republicans in May 2001 and become an independent. 

But leaving the Republicans Senator Jeffords had announced that he would vote together with the 

Democrats in the future even though he had not switched parties. Senator Jefford’s defection from 

the Republicans changed the Senate composition from 50-50 to 49 Republicans, 50 Democrats, and 

one independent, who presumably would vote together with the Democrats permanently in the 

future. President George W. Bush might have wished a case of bipartisanship in Congress as to a 
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war resolution on Iraq. An American administration completely backed by Congress would have 

sent a very strong signal to the international community including the United Nations Security 

Council that this time the United States was determined to get rid of the threat posed by Saddam 

Hussein. 

 

Political strategy for the midterm elections in November 2002 
This paragraph will deal with the political strategy for the midterm elections in November 2002. 

The midterm elections were coming up on 5 November 2002. Obviously, President Bush would ask 

Congress to vote on a resolution authorizing military action against Iraq before the midterm 

elections so American voters would know where every senator and congressman stood on the case 

of Saddam Hussein. 

Thus President Bush’s political strategy would be putting pressure on the members of Congress and 

especially on Democratic senators and congressmen running for reelection. As a matter of fact, all 

seats of the House and one third of the seats of the Senate would be part of the midterm elections in 

November. Obviously, rejecting the Bush administration’s demand for a resolution on Iraq in 

October 2002 could be dubious for a lawmaker’s chances of reelection in November 2002. 

Obviously, President Bush might expect that ripe and mainstream Democrats in Congress would be 

ready to support a war resolution on Iraq under these circumstances. 

 

The Iraq issue was used in the campaign prior to the midterm elections on 5 November 2002. Thus, 

late September 2002 Senator Tom Daschle accuses Vice President Dick Cheney of politicizing the 

Iraq debate by urging an audience in Kansas to vote for the Republican House candidate named 

Tom Taff because the latter supports the Bush administration on Iraq. Actually, Senator Daschle 

claimed, 

“I must say that I was very chagrined that the vice president would go to a 

congressional district yesterday and make the assertion that somebody ought to vote 

for this particular Republican candidate because he was a war supporter and that he 

was bringing more support to the president than his opponent. If that doesn’t 

politicize this war, I don’t know what does.”46   

At the above meeting Vice President Dick Cheney claimed, 

                                                 
46 http://www.historycommons.org/context.jsp?item=complete_timeline_of_the_2003_invasion_of_iraq_1204  
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“The entire world knows beyond dispute that Saddam Hussein holds weapons of 

mass destruction in large quantities…. 

President Bush and I are grateful for the opportunity to serve our country. We thank 

you for your support – not just for our efforts, but for good candidates like Tom Taff 

who will be a fine partner for us in the important work ahead.”47 

On this occasion Vice President Cheney claims that Saddam Hussein has weapons of mass 

destruction as if it was a fact. But so far he has not provided any evidence to back up his claims 

about Saddam Hussein’s weapons of mass destruction. Apparently, he is convinced himself and he 

argues as if there is no doubt about evidence. Obviously, many Americans consider Vice President 

Cheney as an authority based on his position as elected vice president of the United States. Anyway 

he attends the election campaign prior to the midterm elections in November 2002 in order to sell 

the Bush administration’s plan for a war with Iraq justified by disarmament of weapons of mass 

destruction in his point of view. Obviously, his message to the American voters is that they should 

vote for Republican candidates, who would be better to carry out an agenda for national security 

than candidates from the Democrats. Actually, the Bush administration uses foreign policy to 

promote Republican candidates for domestic reasons. 

Democratic Senator Dick Durbin commented the above event claiming, 

“It goes to the question of what the goal is here. Is it regime change in Iraq or regime 

change in the Senate?”48 

Of course Senator Durbin is very sarcastic but in fact the foreign policy issue as to a war with Iraq 

is used in the domestic campaign prior to the midterm elections. 

  

Obviously, in the Bush administration’s opinion a congressional resolution would strengthen its 

position on the United Nations Security Council and put the United States in the position of 

speaking with one voice.  

Historically the party that holds the White House loses seats in the House and the Senate. But in the 

midterm elections on 5 November 2002 the Republicans won two seats in the Senate and won back 

the majority. Furthermore, the Republicans won five seats in the House.  

 

Because of the Democratic majority in the Senate the Bush administration was very concerned 

about what position the Democratic Senate Majority Leader Tom Daschle would take on the war 
                                                 
47 Ibid. 
48 Ibid. 
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resolution. Thus, Senator Daschle was a key lawmaker that was supposed to be a respected political 

leader on Capitol Hill and in American public as a whole. Obviously, Senator Daschle might be 

considered a role model for his fellow Senate Democrats, who would tend to take the same position 

on the war resolution as he would. Therefore, it would be very useful for the Bush administration to 

gain Senator Daschle’s support. Certainly, the Bush administration would try to convince Senator 

Daschle that a war with Iraq was necessary and justified by the threat of Saddam Hussein’s 

weapons of mass destruction.   

At least the fact that Congress was going to vote on a war resolution before the midterm elections 

on 5 November 2002 when the candidates of the election would face their voters’ verdict could be a 

sort of pressure. Obviously, this pressure would tend to make the candidates such as Democrats 

facing reelection think twice and choose the most rational option in a tough but realistic political 

world. No doubt a senator or congressman that was up for reelection must take into consideration 

what his voters think and believe.   

 

In fact, American election campaigns used to be full of less friendly propaganda means. It would 

not be unthinkable that a congressional candidate that would speak against the Bush 

administration’s war plan for Iraq might be questioned about his patriotism. So if a candidate to an 

elected office wants to secure his political career it would be advisable for him to show loyalty to 

his administration’s views. In its propaganda or public relations campaign the Bush administration 

would use the media as a platform in order to impact the voters to vote for candidates that would 

support the Bush administration’s policy on Iraq. Obviously, the threat of weapons of mass 

destruction would be the key theme of the propaganda. Furthermore, the strategy of the propaganda 

would be repeating the threat over and over again. Anyway the Bush administration would 

approach the public convinced about the threat. 

According to Gore a fear campaign was timed precisely for the kick off of the 2002 midterm 

elections. The goal of the fear campaign would be selling a war with Iraq to the American voters.49 

The Republicans would challenge the Democrats with fear. First, the fear of new terrorist attacks 

against American targets. Second, the fear of losing the midterm elections. The point should be that 

the Democrats would be held responsible for letting down national security, which used to be a 

strong and popular issue for the Republicans. 

    

                                                 
49 Gore, 2007, p. 40. 
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In the period of time from the meeting in the White House and till the war resolution was passed by 

Congress a great amount of debate took place. Several politicians including former politicians from 

both political parties participated in the ongoing debate. As expected especially Democrats were 

opposed to a war with Iraq. In fact, the Democrats were deeply divided on a war with Iraq. 

According to Isikoff et al the Democratic Party’s liberal politicians were substantially opposed to 

the idea of going to war with Iraq. Whereas other Democrats out of agreement with the Bush 

administration or out of fear of opposing the then popular President Bush’s confrontation with the 

Iraqi tyrant preferred to be on the Bush administration’s side.50 Obviously, President Bush’s 

political strength was feared. So far the Bush administration had been successful in the war with 

Afghanistan. American military had smashed the Taliban regime and the al Qaeda terrorist network  

even though Osama bin Laden had not yet been captured and the outlook for a lasting peace in 

Afghanistan seemed dubious. Finally, in this perspective Democratic senators running for reelection 

would tend to support the Bush administration’s confrontation with Saddam Hussein. 

 

According to Woodward Senator Daschle seemed to be sceptical about the Bush administration’s 

war plan for Iraq at the meeting in the White House on 4 September 2002. Thus, he expressed his 

doubts about the evidence of Saddam Hussein’s possession and development of weapons of mass 

destruction.  

Anyway according to Isikoff et al Senator Daschle pressed President Bush. Senator Daschle wanted 

to know why there was a need to move quickly and what was new? Moreover, Senator Daschle kept 

on asking how immediate was the threat and where was the tangible evidence?51  

 

According to Isikoff et al there was also some disagreement stated by the Republican House 

Majority Leader Dick Armey, who had some doubts in mind that he did not state in public, 

  “Why a war? Why now?”52  

Actually, Vice President Dick Cheney intervened and asked Congressman Armey not to dissent 

from President Bush’s position in public. Apparently, Congressman Armey wanted to remain loyal 

to the Bush administration so he did not inform the media about his concerns. 

 

                                                 
50 Isikoff et al, 2006, p. 22. 
51 Ibid. p. 23. 
52 Ibid. p. 25.   
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Senator Daschle wondered whether President Bush was cynically pushing Saddam Hussein’s threat 

as an election campaign issue. The day before the meeting in the White House Senator Daschle had 

attended a breakfast with President Bush in the president’s private dining room with Vice President 

Dick Cheney, Republican Speaker of the House Dennis Hastert, Republican Senate Minority Leader 

Trent Lott, and Democratic House Minority Leader Richard Gephardt. On this occasion, Senator 

Daschle had put the same questions to President Bush as mentioned above. In addition, Senator 

Daschle asked President Bush if it would not be better to postpone the war resolution until after the 

midterm elections and take this issue out of the campaign debate. 

Obviously, President Bush failed to answer Senator Daschle’s questions. Thus, on 4 September 

2002 within the group of congressional colleagues Senator Daschle did not receive any satisfactory 

answer at all. In fact, President Bush insisted that the House and the Senate should proceed quickly 

because the Iraqi issue is not going away. Obviously, President Bush suggested that the Iraqi 

problem was permanent and it needed a solution as soon as possible in order to anticipate Saddam 

Hussein. 

After the meeting in the White House Senator Daschle put some rhetorical questions in front of 

some assembled reporters, 

  “What new information exists? What has changed in recent months or years?53 

The attempted dialogue between the two most important American political leaders at the time, the 

Republican President George W. Bush and the Democratic Senate Majority Leader Tom Daschle 

seemed to be a failure. Senator Daschle put some key questions to President Bush who did not 

answer the questions properly. On the one hand, President Bush was reluctant though he stated that 

Saddam Hussein had weapons of mass destruction, which was a threat to the United States on the 

other hand he did not provide the lawmakers with convincing evidence based on solid intelligence 

at all. On this occasion, President Bush should have been honest and told the lawmakers that the 

administration did not have solid intelligence about the Iraqi weapons of mass destruction but the 

administration suspected that Saddam Hussein had weapons of mass destruction. It would have 

been right to say that the presumption was for that Saddam Hussein possessed stockpiles of 

weapons of mass destruction and at the same time was developing weapons of mass destruction 

programmes. Finally, President Bush should have presented his briefing about a war with Iraq 

stressing that suspicion is not the same as knowledge. Obviously, Senator Daschle and his 

congressional colleagues left the meeting in the White House doubtful about claimed Iraqi 

                                                 
53 Ibid. 
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stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction, and the claimed threat Saddam Hussein posed to the 

United States caused by the weapons of mass destruction. In fact, Senator Daschle and the 

lawmakers as a whole had so far no real background knowledge for making decision on the 

congressional war resolution in October 2002. They could only trust or distrust the Bush 

administration’s war plan for Iraq.  

 

Senator Daschle had Senior Adviser Karl Rove, who was President Bush’s political strategist, in 

mind when he analysed the Bush administration’s dealing with the Iraqi war issue. Thus, Karl 

Rove’s political strategy was to use the terrorism and national security issues in the election 

campaign in order to defeat the Democrats in the midterm elections. 

Senator Daschle knew this fact because a careless White House official had misplaced a computer 

disk containing a Power Point presentation that Karl Rove and associate had prepared for the 

Republicans’ donors focusing on war and economy. Senator Daschle considered this strategy as the 

Republicans’ plan for political domination. 

 

Obviously, Karl Rove had claimed at a Republican meeting that the Republicans could go to the 

public on the Iraqi war issue because the American people would trust the Republicans to be better 

than the Democrats to strengthen the United States military in order to protect the American people. 

Finally, Karl Rove’s strategy for securing a Republican victory at the midterm elections should 

apparently be using the foreign policy issue in a domestic election campaign challenging the 

Democrats. Obviously, on this basis Senator Daschle and some of his fellow congressional 

Democrats were less willing to cooperate with the Bush administration on the upcoming war 

resolution in Congress. 

 

Anyway the debate on the war resolution discovered that the Democratic Party was divided in both 

the Senate and the House. Several congressional Democrats stated that the divisions within the 

Democratic Party could work against them in the midterm elections in November 2002. 

Democratic Senate Majority Leader Tom Daschle claimed that the votes on the Iraq War Resolution 

were not a matter on which Democratic senators were expected to exercise party loyalty, 

  “Every senator has to make his or her own judgment.”54 
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Senator Daschle’s statement shows that the Senate Democrats were divided. Moreover, the House 

Democrats were divided as well. Obviously, the Democrats could not agree on a common party 

line. Presumably, Senator Daschle preferred to let Senate Democrats vote in accordance with their 

conviction. To some extent there was bipartisanship between Democrats and Republicans but at the 

same time there was a substantial opposition to the war resolution mainly represented by the 

Democrats in both chambers of Congress.  

So the Republicans including President Bush could so far conclude that the old political strategy 

divide and rule might work in this case because almost all congressional Republicans seemed to be 

united for the war resolution whereas the Democrats were divided.  

 

Passage of the Iraq War Resolution in Congress 
This paragraph will deal with the passage of the Iraq War Resolution in Congress. In October 2002 

Congress passed the Iraq Resolution or the Iraq War Resolution formally the Public Law 107-243-

Oct. 16, 2002 Authorization for Use of Military Force Against Iraq Resolution of 2002 that gave 

President George W. Bush authority to attack unilaterally. On 10 October 2002 the House of 

Representatives passed the resolution on Iraq by a vote of 296-133. Thus, 215 Republican 

representatives and 81 Democratic representatives voted for the war resolution. Whereas six 

Republican representatives and 126 Democratic representatives voted against the resolution. In fact, 

a majority of the House Democrats voted against the war resolution. According to the Washington 

Post the 81 Democrats, who voted for the war resolution, were largely Southerners and members in 

Midwestern and Western swing districts.55  

The only independent representative voted against the war resolution. Finally, three representatives, 

one Democrat and two Republicans, abstained. 

 

On 11 October 2002 the Senate passed the identical war resolution by a vote of 77-23. In the Senate 

48 Republican senators voted for the war resolution and one Republican senator voted against the 

war resolution. Whereas 29 Democratic senators voted for the resolution and 21 Democratic 

senators voted against the war resolution. Opposite the House Democrats a majority of the Senate 

Democrats voted for the war resolution. Actually, some prominent Senate Democrats such as 

Senators Joe Biden, Hillary Clinton, Tom Daschle, John Edwards, John Kerry, and Joe Lieberman 
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voted for the war resolution. Democratic Senate Majority Leader Tom Daschle’s vote for the war 

resolution meant a big boost to the Bush administration getting the support of the most important 

Democratic politician at the time. Furthermore, some prominent Senate Democrats such as Senators 

Robert Byrd, Dick Durbin, Edward Kennedy, and Carl Levin voted against the war resolution. 

Finally, one independent senator voted against the war resolution: Senator Jim Jeffords, who left the 

Republicans in 2001. 

As a whole, the House and the Senate voted overwhelmingly for the Iraq War Resolution. Thus, 77 

of 100 senators and 296 of 435 House members voted to authorize the president to attack Iraq if 

Saddam Hussein failed to disarm as demanded by a number of resolutions on the United Nations 

Security Council. 

The congressional approval of the Iraq War Resolution may be considered as a major victory for the 

Bush administration though there was a substantial opposition in Congress. 

 

The Iraq War Resolution got the final wording as to Section 3, 

  “Authorization for use of United States Armed Forces. 

(a) Authorization: The president is authorized to use the armed forces of the United 

States as he determines to be necessary and appropriate in order to 

(1) defend the national security of the United States against the continuing threat 

posed by Iraq; and 

(2) enforce all relevant United States Security Council resolutions regarding Iraq”. 56  

 

While debating the Bush administration’s proposal for a war resolution negotiations took place and 

the leaders of the House and the Bush administration reached an agreement on the wording of a 

draft resolution authorizing possible use of force to deal with Iraq. As part of the deal with the 

House President Bush accepted Democratic wishes so the administration would be required to 

report to Congress that diplomatic options have been exhausted before or within 48 hours after 

military action has started (see the Resolution’s section 3 (b)).57 In addition the president would also 

be required to submit a progress report to Congress every 60 days (see the Resolution’s section 4 

(a)).58 

                                                 
56 http://hnn.us/articles/1282.html (See appendix.) 
57 Ibid. 
58 Ibid. 
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The Bush administration’s initial plan sent to Congress on 19 September 2002 would have given the 

president maximum flexibility to launch military action against Iraq. So the final wording of a 

bipartisan draft resolution authorizing the use of force against Iraq is a political compromise. 

Democratic House Minority Leader Richard Gephardt stated, 

“The draft resolution was quite a different resolution from the draft resolution 

proposed by the Bush administration.”59 

Moreover, Congressman Gephardt stressed his views claiming, 

“I believe we have an obligation to protect the United States by preventing him from 

getting these weapons and either using them himself or passing them or their 

components on to terrorists who share his destructive intent.”60 

 

Whereas Senator Daschle seems to be doubtful about evidence concerning Saddam Hussein’s 

weapons of mass destruction Congressman Gephardt seems to have taken the position that Saddam 

Hussein’s claimed possession and development of weapons of mass destruction is more or less 

likely. So in order to protect the United States national security he chooses to stand on the same 

position as almost all congressional Republicans.  

 

In fact, Democratic Senate Majority Leader Tom Daschle came under increased pressure when 

President George W. Bush and Democratic House Minority Leader Richard Gephardt announced 

that they had reached an agreement on a war resolution that would give the president wide frames to 

decide when and under what circumstances to begin a war.   

Thus, shortly afterwards the majority of the Senate agreed on the joint Iraq War Resolution as well. 

Senator Daschle, who was supposed to be sceptical and doubtful, announced that he would support 

the Bush administration claiming, 

“Because this resolution is improved and because I believe Saddam Hussein 

represents a real threat and because I believe it is important for America to speak 

with one voice at this critical moment, I will vote to give the President the authority 

he needs.”61 

Though Senator Daschle has not got any evidence based on solid intelligence as to Saddam 

Hussein’s threat to the United States since he participated in the meeting in White House on 4 
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September 2002 he now confirms that Saddam Hussein is a threat. Furthermore, he claims that 

Congress speaks with one voice. This is wrong as there was no unanimous consensus in Congress at 

all. In fact, a substantial minority in both the Senate and the House voted agains t the Iraq War 

Resolution. According to Meet The Press on 19 September 2004 Senator Tom Daschle stated as to 

the question whether he would still have voted for the Iraq War Resolution, 

  “I stand by my vote. We can’t turn back the clock.”62 

In fact, Senator Daschle lost his Senate seat in 2004 to the Republican candidate John Thune. Thus, 

Tom Daschle was not reelected to represent South Dakota in the Senate that he had done since 

1987. This was the first time for half a century that a senator in office was not reelected. Whether 

Senator Daschle lost attempted reelection in 2004 because of his support of the Iraq War Resolution 

is hard to conclude. Actually, South Dakota is not supposed to be a rock Democratic state.  

According to Sioux City Journal on 15 June 2007 former Senator Tom Daschle regrets his vote to 

authorize military action against Iraq stating, 

  “Let me be perfectly clear: it was the wrong call.”63  

One of the congressional Democrats opposing the Iraq War Resolution was the then Democratic 

House Minority Whip Nancy Pelosi, who claimed, 

“Because I do not believe we have exhausted all diplomatic remedies, I cannot 

support the Administration’s resolution regarding the use of force in Iraq. I am also 

extremely concerned about the impact of such action on our war against terrorism…”  

Furthermore, Congresswoman Pelosi claimed, 

“As the ranking Democrat on the House Select Committee on Intelligence, I have 

seen no evidence or intelligence that suggests that Iraq indeed poses an imminent 

threat to our nation. If the Administration has that information, they have not shared 

it with the Congress.”64    

Congresswoman Pelosi advocates that all diplomatic tools should be exhausted in the case of Iraq. 

At the same time Pelosi argues that a military action against Iraq would distract the attention from 

the global war on terrorism. Finally, Pelosi is doubtful as to lacking evidence of Iraqi threat. 
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Before the vote in the Senate there had been a debate on the Senate floor. One of the strongest 

critics of the war resolution was the younger brother of former President John F. Kennedy, 

Democratic Senator Edward Kennedy, who according to Woodward claimed, 

“The administration has not made a convincing case that we face such an imminent 

threat to our national security that a unilateral, preemptive American strike and an 

immediate war are necessary. Nor has the administration laid out the cost in blood 

and treasure for this operation.”65 

In fact, Senator Kennedy’s opposition is very logical. No doubt he does not believe in the Bush 

administration’s claim about an imminent threat to American national security. Furthermore, he 

rejects the idea of preemptive action unilaterally and the sudden war plan for Iraq. Moreover, he 

questions expected loss of American soldiers’ lives. Finally, he questions the public expenditures 

that the American taxpayers would be expected to pay in order to finance a war with Iraq. 

 

In a speech in January 2004 Senator Kennedy claimed, 

“The decision to invade Iraq was grounded in the gross abuse of intelligence, an 

arrogant disrespect for the United Nations and the GOP’s desire to seize control of 

both houses of Congress in 2002.”66 

Senator Kennedy is accusing the Bush administration of abuse of intelligence, disrespect for the 

United Nations and domestic intention of Republican control of Congress. Senator Kennedy is very 

tough in his criticism on the Bush administration. Obviously, he is suggesting abuse of power but 

surprisingly he is not suggesting impeachment of President Bush.   

On 6 April 2004 Senator Kennedy claimed, 

“Iraq was never a threat to the United States and that Bush took the country to war 

under false pretenses, giving al Qaeda two years to regroup and plant terrorist cells 

throughout the world.”67 

Again Senator Kennedy is accusing the Bush administration for bad government based on false 

evidence and intelligence and additionally the failure to destroy and eliminate the al Qaeda terrorist 

network. 
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The Democrats’ grand old man, Senator Robert Byrd, who is the longest serving senator, has 

opposed the Iraq War arguing that the war resolution amounted to a blank check for President 

George W. Bush. Thus, Senator Byrd claimed, 

“This is the Tonkin Gulf resolution all over again. Let us stop, look and listen. Let us 

not give this president or any president unchecked power. Remember the 

Constitution.”68 

Senator Byrd refers to the Tonkin Gulf Resolution of 1964, which gave President Lyndon B. 

Johnson carte blanche to wage war in Vietnam. 

Moreover, Senator Byrd has criticized preemptive action claiming, 

“The doctrine of pre-emption – the idea that the United States or any other nation 

can attack a nation that is not imminently threatening but may be in the future – is a 

radical new twist on the traditional idea of self-defence. It appears to be in 

contravention of international law and the UN charter.”69 

Obviously, Senator Byrd questions the legitimacy of the doctrine of preemption, which is a 

neoconservative key issue that the Bush administration has adopted. 

Actually, Senator Byrd attempted to delay the passage of the Iraq War Resolution by a filibuster. 

But the filibuster was rejected by a 75 to 25 vote.  

 

Democratic Senator Carl Levin, who was Chairman of the Senate Committee on Armed Services at 

the time, voted against the resolution authorizing military action against Iraq on 11 October 2002. 

Nevertheless, Senator Levin offered an alternative that would have authorized military action only 

pursuant to a United Nations Security Council resolution. Or if the United Nations Security Council 

did not act the alternative would have required President Bush to come back to Congress to seek 

specific authorization. 70 Obviously, Senator Levin was not able to gather support for his proposal in 

Congress. 

 

On 9 October 2002 Senator Edward Kennedy’s fellow Senate Democrat from Massachusetts 

Senator John Kerry, who would be the Democratic presidential nominee in 2004 claimed on the 

Senate floor,  
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“Mr. President, when I vote to give the president of the United States the authority to 

use force, if necessary, to disarm Saddam Hussein; because I believe that a deadly 

arsenal of weapons of mass destruction in his hands is a threat and a grave threat to 

our security and that of our allies in the Persian Gulf region, I will vote, because I 

believe it is the best way to hold Saddam Hussein accountable.”71 

Apparently, Senator Kerry is convinced that Saddam Hussein poses a threat to American national 

security and the national security of American allies in the region. 

 

Senator John Kerry’s running mate as vice presidential nominee in 2004 Democratic Senator John 

Edwards claimed on 10 October 2002, 

“Almost no one disagrees with these basic facts: that Saddam Hussein is a tyrant and 

a menace; that he has weapons of mass destruction and that he is doing everything in 

his power to get nuclear weapons; that he has supported terrorists; that he is a grave 

threat to the region, to vital allies like Israel, and to the United States; and that he is 

thwarting the will of the international community and undermining the United 

Nations’ credibility.”72 

Apparently, Senator Edwards is convinced that Saddam Hussein poses a threat to the United States 

and the region. Moreover, Senator Edwards is likely to be convinced that Saddam Hussein 

possesses weapons of mass destruction and is attempting to get nuclear weapons.   

Later, on 13 November 2005 Senator Edwards admitted that his vote for the Iraq War Resolution 

was a mistake claiming, 

“It was a mistake to vote for this war in 2002. I take responsibility for that mistake. It 

has been hard to say these words because those who didn’t make a mistake – the men 

and women of our armed forces and their families – have performed heroically and 

paid a dear price.”73 

 

Democratic Senator Joe Lieberman, who was Democratic Presidential nominee Al Gore’s running 

mate as vice presidential nominee in 2000, voted for the war resolution claiming,  

“Saddam Hussein is the most significant threat to our national security, and we must 

take strong action to pry the poisons, toxins, and the plans for nuclear weapons out 
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of his hands. This resolution not only expresses our resolute support for President 

Bush as he seeks international backing to finally force Saddam to disarm, but also 

strengthens his hand as commander-in-chief to take decisive action if Saddam does 

not comply or if the United Nations fails to act.”74 

Apparently, Senator Lieberman is convinced that Saddam Hussein poses a threat to American 

national security.  In addition, Senator Lieberman seems to be convinced that Saddam Hussein 

possesses and is developing weapons of mass destruction. 

 

Democratic Senator Joe Biden, who was elected vice president in 2008 and who was Chairman of 

the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations at the time, supported the war resolution. Senator Biden 

agreed with the Bush administration that Saddam Hussein had to be removed. However, together 

with Republican Senator Richard Lugar Senator Biden attempted to pass a resolution authorizing 

military action only after the exhaustion of diplomatic efforts. This attempt failed but Senator Biden 

voted for the final war resolution on 11 October 2002. 

On 10 October 2002 Senator Biden claimed on the Senate floor, 

“What we have here, I argue, as the rationale for going after Saddam, is that he 

signed a cease-fire agreement. The condition for his continuing in power was the 

elimination of his weapons of mass destruction, and the permission to have 

inspectors in to make sure he had eliminated them. He expelled those inspectors. So 

he violated the cease-fire; ergo, we have authority – not under a doctrine of pre-

emption. This will not be a preemptive strike, if we go with the rest of the world. It 

will be an enforcement strike.”75 

Senator Biden argues that Saddam Hussein has violated the cease-fire agreement, which he has 

signed himself. On this basis the United States has the right to disarm Saddam Hussein by force 

regardless the doctrine of preemption. 

 
Democratic Senator Hillary Clinton, who was appointed secretary of state in January 2009, voted 

for the Iraq Resolution. In a speech on the Senate floor Senator Clinton explains why she is voting 

for the war resolution, 

“Even though the resolution before the Senate is not as strong as I would like in 

requiring the diplomatic route first and placing highest priority on a simple, clear 
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requirement for unlimited inspections, I will take the president at his word that he 

will try hard to pass a U.N. resolution and will seek to avoid war, if at all possible. 

Because bipartisan support for this resolution makes success in the United Nations 

more likely and, therefore, war less likely, and because a good-faith effort by the 

United States, even if it fails, will bring more allies and legitimacy to our cause, I 

have concluded, after careful and serious consideration, that a vote for the resolution 

best serves the security of our nation…”. 76  

Senator Clinton stresses the importance of diplomatic efforts supplemented by the United Nations 

weapons inspectors. Furthermore, Senator Clinton has confidence in President Bush trying hard to 

pass a resolution on the United Nations Security Counc il in order to avoid war. Moreover, Senator 

Clinton believes that a bipartisan congressional war resolution will send a signal to the United 

Nations in order to pass a resolution on the Security Council so peace may prevail. Finally, Senator 

Clinton believes that a war resolution will serve national security. 

According to CNN Senator Clinton stated on 21 April 2004 that she is not sorry that she voted for 

the Iraq War Resolution authorizing President George W. Bush to take military action against Iraq. 

77 

However, on 29 November 2005 Senator Clinton stated that her vote for the Iraq War Resolution 

was a mistake.78  At this time she has announced that she would be a presidential candidate in 2008 

so she has presumably a reason to pacify growing dissatisfaction with her position among the left 

wing of the Democratic Party. 

 

On the 7 October 2002 a few days before Congress passed the Iraq War Resolution President 

George W. Bush held a speech in Cincinnati when he talked about the Iraqi threat to peace and the 

Bush administration’s determination to lead the world in confronting that threat. Thus, President 

Bush claimed, 

“The threat comes from Iraq. It arises directly from the Iraqi regime’s own actions – 

its history of aggression, and its drive toward an arsenal of terror. Eleven years ago, 

as a condition for ending the Persian Gulf War, the Iraqi regime was required to 

destroy its weapons of mass destruction, to cease all development of such weapons, 

and to stop all support for terrorist groups. The Iraqi regime has violated all those 
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obligations. It possesses and produces chemical and biological weapons. It is seeking 

nuclear weapons. It has given shelter and support to terrorism, and practices terror 

against its own people. The entire world has witnessed Iraq’s eleven-year history of 

defiance, deception and bad faith.” 

Moreover, President Bush claimed, 

“Facing clear evidence of peril, we cannot wait for the final proof – the smoking gun 

– that could come in the form of a mushroom cloud.”79 

On this occasion President Bush claims that Saddam Hussein possesses and develops weapons of 

mass destruction as if it was true. Moreover, he claims that there is a link between Saddam Hussein 

and terrorist groups as if it was true. In other words, President Bush is convinced when he accuses 

Saddam Hussein. Obviously, there is no doubt in his mind that American intelligence reports could 

be wrong or less certain. In addition, President Bush uses the terms the smoking gun and a 

mushroom cloud. Using these terms President Bush argues that the United States should not wait 

until there is definitive evidence that Saddam Hussein has acquired a nuclear weapon because the 

first sign of a smoking gun may be a mushroom cloud. In fact, President Bush suggests that the 

United States should attack before the enemy has the capability to attack. No doubt that President 

Bush is promoting a preemptive action against Iraq. 

 

In a comment to the passage of the war resolution in Congress President George W. Bush stated, 

“America speaks with one voice.”80 

On this occasion, President Bush uses the same rhetoric as Senator Daschle has used. Nevertheless, 

America in form of Congress did not speak with one voice. There was no unanimous consensus in 

Congress. In fact, a substantial minority in Congress opposed the Iraq War Resolution. Moreover, a 

substantial number of American citizens demonstrated against a war with Iraq. No doubt there is a 

heavy majority in both houses of Congress backing the Iraq War Resolution. Thus, the passage of 

the Iraq War Resolution can be considered as a signal to the international community including the 

United Nations Security Council. In fact, diplomacy on the United Nations Security Council has got 

a chance to solve the outstanding problem with Saddam Hussein. But if the United Nations Security 

Council is not able to provide a peaceful disarmament of Saddam Hussein then the United States is 

determined to disarm him by military action. 
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White House Iraq Group 
This paragraph will deal with the White House Iraq Group, which is an internal working group 

within the Bush administration. The White House Iraq Group was formed in August 2002 on the 

initiative of White House Chief of Staff Andrew Card. Senior Adviser to the President Karl Rove 

became chairman of the White House Iraq Group. In addition, the then White House Iraq Group 

consists of White House officials such as National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice, Deputy 

National Security Adviser Stephen Hadley, Chief of Staff to the Vice President I. Lewis “Scooter” 

Libby, Counselor to the President Karen Hughes, Communications Director Dan Bartlett, Deputy 

Director of Communications for Planning James R. Wilkinson, Chief Speechwriter Michael Gerson, 

Assistant to the President for Legislative Affairs Nicholas E. Calio, and Assistant to the President 

and Counselor to the Vice President Mary Matalin. 

The White House Iraq Group met weekly in the Situation Room in the White House to discuss how 

to promote the Bush administration’s message on Iraq. Moreover, the White House Iraq Group was 

planning speeches and writing position papers.    

The purpose of the White House Iraq Group is to plan the Bush administration’s public relations 

campaign in order to sell a war with Iraq to the American public, Congress, and the United States 

allies.81 The White House Iraq Group’s strategy is to convince the target group of its message of the 

need to confront Iraq. The White House Iraq Group’s activity could be considered as a propaganda 

weapon and its platform is the media.  

The superior theme of the propaganda is the threat to national security, which is supposed to be a 

key issue for the Republicans not at least in the election campaign prior to the midterm elections on 

5 November 2002. Thus, a very important theme is the claimed threat that Saddam Hussein poses to 

the United States. Furthermore, it is important to claim that Saddam Hussein possesses and 

develops weapons of mass destruction. Finally, it is essential to claim that there is a link between 

Saddam Hussein and the al Qaeda terrorist network. 

These claims would be presented as if they were facts without questioning the reliability of 

evidence and the claims would be repeated over and over again.  

 

On 5 September 2002 Chief Speechwriter Michael Gerson proposes a nuclear rhetoric using the 

terms smoking gun and mushroom cloud.82 The idea is to sell a message based on a metaphor 
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suggesting a nuclear disaster to the American public on the supposed nuclear dangers posed by 

Saddam Hussein. Actually, on 8 September 2002 National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice used 

this metaphor when she appears on CNN to discuss the claimed threat posed by Saddam Hussein to 

the United States claiming, 

“We do know that he is actively pursuing a nuclear weapon. We do know that there 

have been shipments going into Iran, for instance – into Iraq, for instance, of 

aluminium tubes that really are only suited to – high-quality aluminium tools that are 

only really suited for nuclear weapons programs, centrifuge programs. We know that 

he has the infrastructure, nuclear scientists to make a nuclear weapon. And we know 

that when the inspectors assessed this after the Gulf War, he was far, far closer to a 

crude nuclear device than anybody thought, maybe six months from a crude nuclear 

device. The problem is that there will always be some uncertainty about how quickly 

he can acquire nuclear weapons. But we don’t want the smoking gun to be a 

mushroom cloud.”83 

On this occasion National Security Adviser Rice uses the verb to know and not the verb to suspect. 

So in her mind it is a fact that Saddam Hussein is attempting to develop a nuclear weapon 

programme. In fact, it is only a question of time in her point of view. Finally, she supports the idea 

that the United States should not be inactive and let Saddam Hussein develop a nuclear weapon. 

 

In addition, President George W. Bush used this metaphor when he held a speech in Cincinnati on 7 

October 2002 claiming, 

“Facing clear evidence of peril, we cannot wait for the final proof – the smoking gun 

– that could come in the form of a mushroom cloud.”84 

 

Diplomacy on the United Nations Security Council 
This paragraph will deal with diplomacy on the United Nations Security Council. Moreover, it will 

deal with the cooperation between President George W. Bush and the British Prime Minister Tony 

Blair. Finally, it will deal with Tony Blair’s domestic difficulties with a sceptical public opposing a 

war with Iraq. 
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On 7 September 2002 at a meeting at Camp David Prime Minister Blair told President Bush that he 

required a new resolution on the United Nations Security Council in order to sell a war with Iraq to 

a sceptical British public. Blair’s problem seemed to be that Bush’s real motivation for a war with 

Iraq was regime change whereas his formal motivation was disarmament. Blair could not be honest 

about Bush’s motivation with the stress on disarmament to the British people and the Labour MPs. 
85 Anyway Blair would face serious troubles selling regime change as any motivation at all. 

According to Coughlin Blair claimed, 

“We knew that Bush was committed to regime change, but that was not something 

we could support publicly for all kind of reasons. So far as we were concerned, there 

was a smart way and a dumb way of doing it, and we believed the smart way of 

doing it was through the United Nations. There was still no sense then that we were 

going to storm into Iraq, although clearly there were many options that were open to 

be.”86 

Actually, Blair had to be able to show the British public that he had at least tried the diplomatic 

track on the United Nations Security Council. 

In the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks Prime Minister Blair wanted that the United Kingdom should 

stand shoulder to shoulder with the United States in the global war on terrorism. According to 

Coughlin Blair claimed, 

“This is not a battle between the United States and terrorism but between the free 

and democratic world and terrorism.”87 

 Moreover, the United Kingdom participated in the invasion of Afghanistan in October 2001 in 

order to remove the Taliban regime from power and destroy the al Qaeda terrorist network, which 

was hosted and sponsored by the Taliban regime. In the United Kingdom there was a broad accept 

of this war. Moreover, Prime Minister Blair was likely to support a war with Iraq sanctioned by the 

United Nations Security Council when all diplomatic efforts had been exhausted. 

However, a war with Iraq would be controversial and expected to be opposed in the House of 

Commons by a substantial number of the Labour MPs because the Labour Party was a pacifist party 

opposing war in principle. Among the British people there would apparently be a substantial 

opposition as well. 
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President George W. Bush would be very interested in having the United States’ closest ally, the 

United Kingdom, participating in a war with Iraq. Presumably, President Bush wanted to send a 

signal to the international community including the United Nations Security Council that he was 

able to build a coalition of the willing nations. Even in 2002 the British government might have 

some debt of gratitude to pay for American support during the Second World War. Thus, a coalition 

of the willing nations including the United Kingdom could be considered as a renewed transatlantic 

alliance. No doubt, the United States could initiate a unilateral military action against Iraq but 

President Bush would prefer building a coalition of the willing nations. Having the United Kingdom 

as an active ally against Iraq was likely to impact other European allies to join a war with Iraq as 

well. However, a coalition based on NATO as a whole was not likely as major European member 

states of NATO such as France and Germany were definitely opposing a war with Iraq.  

 

In August 2002 President George W. Bush decided to go the route to the United Nations Security 

Council in order to please Prime Minister Tony Blair even though Vice President Dick Cheney was 

opposed to the idea of relying on the United Nations and even though the neoconservative advisers 

did not recognize international institutions such as the United Nations. Obviously, President Bush 

was willing to pass a new resolution on the United Nations Security Council returning the weapons 

inspectors to Iraq.  

At Camp David on 7 September 2002 Blair promised Bush his loyalty. On this occasion, Blair 

committed himself to the most controversial decision of his political career. At the time Blair had 

not yet got approval from his Labour MPs. Moreover, the United Nations Security Council had not 

yet passed a new resolution that authorized the use of military action against Iraq.   

 

During the summer of 2002 the British Secret Intelligence Service had discovered that President 

Bush had already decided to go to war with Iraq unilaterally if necessary. On 23 July 2002 Prime 

Minister Blair held a meeting with his senior cabinet members supplemented by defence and 

intelligence officials discussing the build-up to a war with Iraq, which included direct reference to 

classified American foreign policy of the time. Sir Richard Dearlove, who was Director of the 

British Secret Intelligence Service, briefed the cabinet members on his recent talks in Washington 

with his American counterpart Director of CIA George Tenet. Thus, Sir Dearlove informed the 

cabinet members that military action was now considered inevitable. Actually, President Bush 

wanted to remove Saddam Hussein through military action justified by the claimed link between 



Jens Thorsen, CLM, Engelsk og Amerikanske Studier.  
Speciale: When Diplomacy Fails: The Political Road to War with Iraq. 

 59 

terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. On this occasion Sir Dearlove claimed the essential 

minutes from his minutes, 

  “But the intelligence and facts were being fixed around the policy.”88 

These high classified minutes are known as the Downing Street memo and was published in The 

Sunday Times on 1 May 2005. 

Actually, the memo did not spell out what Sir Dearlove meant by the intelligence and facts were 

“being fixed”. Presumably, Sir Dearlove suggested that the intelligence and facts had been 

exaggerated and manipulated.  

 

In fact, there was an office in the Pentagon called the Office of Special Plans, which existed from 

September 2002 to June 2003. The Office of Special Plans was created by Secretary of Defense 

Donald Rumsfeld and Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz and headed by Undersecretary 

of Defense for Policy Douglas Feith. The purpose of the Office of Special Plans was to review raw 

information collected by the official American intelligence agencies such as the Defense 

Intelligence Agency (DIA) and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) for connections between 

Saddam Hussein and the al Qaeda terrorist network. The official intelligence agencies, the DIA and 

the CIA, had long accused the Office of Special Plans of exaggerating and manipulating 

intelligence about Iraq before passing it on to the White House. According to Karen Kwiatkowski 

the key officials at the Office of Special Plans were political appointees and part of a broader 

network of neoconservative intellectuals.89 

 

Actually, President Bush decided to wage war on Iraq already late November 2001 justified by the 

link between terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. He decided to go the route to the United 

Nations Security Council in order to pass a new resolution requiring the return of the weapons 

inspectors. So his decision to perform diplomacy on the United Nations Security Council may be 

considered as pretended diplomacy because he wanted a war under all circumstances. The risk in 

his opinion might be that the diplomatic efforts succeeded in a peaceful voluntary disarmament 

through the United Nations Security Council. Anyway he had decided that there would be no 

diplomatic negotiations directly between the United States and Iraq. Presumably, the Bush 

administration’s real purpose with its attempted diplomatic track on the United Nations Security 
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Council would be to build international support including at least its closest ally, the United 

Kingdom.  

 

During the fall of 2002 diplomatic negotiations took place on the United Nations Security Council. 

The draft of the United Nations Security Council Resolution 1441 was number 17 passed on Iraq 

since the end of the Gulf War. On behalf of the United States Secretary of State Colin Powell 

insisted that any new resolution should explicitly authorize the use of military action. Thus, the 

United States wanted the resolution to include the term “all necessary means”, which was the code 

for war. But France could not accept this term and Colin Powell made a compromise with his 

French counterpart Dominique de Villepin. Thus, the United States gave up the term “all necessary 

means” and accepted instead the term “serious consequences”. France questioned the term “serious 

consequences” and stated that any “material breach” found by the weapons inspectors should not 

automatically lead to war. Instead the United Nations Security Council should pass a second 

resolution deciding on the course of action.90 

On 8 November 2002 the United Nations Security Council passed Resolution 1441 with the votes 

15 to 0. This unanimous consensus may be considered a victory for Colin Powell over Dick Cheney 

and Donald Rumsfeld, who had been sceptical towards a diplomatic solution on the United Nations 

Security Council.  

 

On 7 December 2002 Saddam Hussein submitted a 11,807-page weapons declaration that he had no 

weapons of mass destruction.  When the content of Saddam Hussein’s declaration was known in the 

White House Vice President Dick Cheney proposed that President George W. Bush should claim 

that the declaration was false. In Dick Cheney’s opinion Saddam Hussein had committed a material 

breach and this should be reason for a war with Iraq. Actually, the Bush administration decided to 

reject Saddam Hussein’s declaration and on 19 December 2002 Secretary of State Colin Powell 

claimed that Iraq was in “material breach” of the United Nations Security Council Resolution 1441. 

Then the Bush administration expected that” material breach” should have “serious consequences”. 

In fact, Resolution 1441 included the essential term “serious consequences”, which expressed a 

warning from the United Nations Security Council to Saddam Hussein that he would face “serious 

consequences” if he continued to violate a number of resolutions passed on the United Nations 

Security Council since the end of the Gulf War demanding disarmament of weapons of mass 
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destruction. But the United Nations Security Council did not define the term “serious 

consequences”.  

Nevertheless, the Bush administration interpreted that “serious consequences” was the trigger to 

war. Moreover, the Bush administration considered Resolution 1441 as legal base for using military 

action against Iraq with reference to the United Nations Security Council Resolution 678 that 

included the term “all necessary means” interpreted as the code for war.91 Thus, in the Bush 

administration’s opinion a second resolution explicitly authorizing the use of military action would 

not be necessary. According to Isikoff et al it was the hawks within the Bush administration that 

made the above interpretation. But Isikoff et al do not mention the hawks by their names.92 In this 

context the hawks are supposed to be Vice President Dick Cheney, Secretary of Defense Donald 

Rumsfeld , and Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz. 

 

On 31 January 2003 President Bush met with Prime Minister Blair in the White House. On this 

occasion, Blair told Bush that he needed a second resolution explicitly authorizing the use of 

military action. In fact, Blair had promised the Labour Party that he would seek a second resolution. 

Obviously, he faced domestic critics and antiwar demonstrators. Anyway in the House of Commons 

a substantial number of Labour MPs was opposed to a war with Iraq that was not explicitly 

sanctioned by the United Nations Security Council. At least he had to try to get a second resolution. 

In other words, a second resolution was a political necessity for Blair. In fact, President Bush, Vice 

President Cheney and Secretary of State Colin Powell were against a second resolution but 

President Bush wanted to be helpful to Prime Minister Blair and decided to pretend continued 

diplomacy on the United Nations Security Council.  

 

During the spring of 2003 the permanent members of the United Nations Security Council France, 

Germany and Russia tended to give the weapons inspectors more time to discover possible weapons 

of mass destruction. But the United States could not accept this proposal because it meant delay. 

Eventually, France took a quite new position. Thus, France intended to veto any second resolution 

justifying war. The French position was clear: nothing could justify war. So the passage of a second 

resolution was not likely to succeed. 
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On 9 March 2003 according to Bob Woodward in the Washington Post published on 21 April 2004 

President Bush called Prime Minister Blair for one of their regular conversations. On this occasion, 

Bush told Blair that he did not want the Labour government to fall. Furthermore, Bush told Blair 

that if it would help he would let Blair drop out of the coalition and they could find some other way 

for the United Kingdom to let its troops participate as a second wave, peacekeepers or something. 

Finally, Bush told Blair that he would rather go alone than have the Labour government fall. But 

Blair rejected Bush’s proposal claiming, 

  “I said I’m with you. I mean it.”93 

Thus, Blair commited himself to participate in a war with Iraq before the House of Commons had 

taken its position to a war with Iraq. In fact, the House of Commons was going to vote on 18 March 

2003. 

 

On 12 March 2003 Blair called Bush and asked him to try one more time to collect votes among the 

member states of the United Nations Security Council in order to pass a second resolution. Thus, 

Blair referred to the key votes of Mexico and Chile. Obviously, Bush was willing to give it a try and 

he called the presidents of the two member states and asked them to support a second resolution. 

But their answers were no. In fact, to win a vote on the United Nations Security Council 9 of 15 

member states must vote for a second resolution. In addition, none of the five permanent member 

states including the United States, the United Kingdom, France, Russia, and China must veto a 

second resolution. 

At the time the 15 member states of the United Nations Security Council were divided. Actually, 

four member states including the United States, the United Kingdom, Spain, and Bulgaria tend to be 

for a second resolution explicitly authorizing the use of military action. Whereas five member states 

including France, Germany, Russia, China, and Syria tend to be against a second resolution. Thus, 

there remained six undecided member states including Angola, Cameroon, Chile, Guinea, Mexico, 

and Pakistan that had not yet taken position. Obviously, the United States had no chance for 

winning over the six undecided member states because these member states concluded there was no 

point in trying to decide whether they would support a second resolution that France would veto. 

 

If the United States initiated a war with Iraq while the United Nations Security Council was still 

proposing further weapons inspections Prime Minister Blair would find himself in an impossible 
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position both at home and abroad. In order both to maintain his close alliance with Bush and to win 

over the sceptics in the United Kingdom and Europe Blair concluded that he would need a second 

resolution on the United Nations Security Council. Without a second resolution the number of 

rebels among Labour MPs could go up to more than 200 Labour MPs. 

This situation gave Blair reason to consider his position as prime minister. If more than 200 Labour 

MPs would vote against British participation in a war with Iraq then Blair would be obliged to 

resign having lost the confidence of his own party. Moreover, Blair had to take into consideration 

that if the Conservative opposition, which supported a war with Iraq, decided to take advantage of 

the Labour rebels to bring down the Labour government in a division of no confidence. 

On 17 March 2003 Blair told Bush over the phone, 

“I think I can win. I’m concerned about the margin of victory. I don’t want to depend 

on Tory votes. I want to win my own party strong. I know I’m not going to win them 

all. But I don’t want the Tories to be able to say without us, you would have lost, and 

I’m working hard on the Labour Party to make sure I get a very clear solid majority 

of the Labour votes.”94 

On 18 March 2003 Blair won by 396 to 217 votes in the House of Commons for British 

participation in a war with Iraq and a possible parliamentary crisis was over. So Prime Minister 

Tony Blair could continue as British prime minister.  

 

On 17 March 2003 President Bush held a televised speech, in which he announced an ultimatum to 

Saddam Hussein. The message was clear: Saddam Hussein and his sons must leave Iraq within 48 

hours. Their refusal to do so would mean war. There was no response from Saddam Hussein. So the 

diplomatic planning was over. The question is whether the Bush administration’s diplomacy on the 

United Nations Security Council had been a failure during the last six months or not. If the Bush 

administration’s diplomacy on the United Nations Security Council was supposed to be pretended 

diplomacy then the Bush administration and not at least the neoconservative advisers within the 

Bush administration had succeeded because they had finally got their war.  

 

On 20 March 2003 the United States and its coalition of the willing nations launched an invasion of 

Iraq. Operation Iraqi Freedom had begun. It was supposed to be a preemptive action but in fact it 

was a preventive action because there was no imminent threat. 
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Conclusion 
I have examined my research questions and have found some appropriate answers. The Bush 

administration decided to go to war with Iraq already in November 2001. The justification for a war 

with Iraq should be disarmament and regime change. Thus, the Bush administration claimed that 

Saddam Hussein posed a threat of weapons of mass destruction to the United States and the region. 

Furthermore, the Bush administration claimed that there was a link between Saddam Hussein and 

the al Qaeda terrorist network. Finally, for a while the Bush administration and not at least the 

neoconservative advisers claimed that there was a link between Saddam Hussein and the 9/11 

attacks. These claims proved to be false. In fact, the Bush administration could not provide evidence 

of Saddam Hussein’s threat of weapons of mass destruction based on unreliable intelligence. 

 

The neoconservative advisers pressed for regime change especially after the 9/11 attacks. Moreover, 

the neoconservative advisers succeeded in promoting the idea of preemptive action, which the 

assertive nationalists such as President George W. Bush and Vice President Dick Cheney adopted 

completely. Actually, the Bush administration launched the invasion of Iraq as a preventive action 

because of the lacking imminent threat. Finally, the neoconservative advisers advocated spreading 

of democracy in the Middle East with Iraq as a starting point. 

 

The Bush administration’s decision making process was two-sided. First, President Bush decided to 

go the route to the United Nations Security Council to pass a new resolution. Second, President 

Bush decided to ask Congress to pass a war resolution on Iraq. The United States insisted that the 

new resolution passed on the United Nations Security Council should authorize “all necessary 

means”, which was the code for war. But France was opposed to this term, so the United Nations 

Security Council made a compromise on the term “serious consequences”, which Saddam Hussein 

would be facing if he continued to violate his obligations to disarm. However, the United Nations 

Security Council did not define the term “serious consequences”. The lacking definition meant that 

the Bush administration attempted to pass a second resolution on the United Nations Security 

Council explicitly authorizing the use of military action against Iraq when Saddam Hussein was 

found in material breach of his obligations under Resolution 1441 and previous resolutions.  

 

Moreover, President Bush decided to ask Congress to pass a war resolution authorizing the use of 

military action against Iraq. Thus, President Bush wanted Congress to support him in order to 
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disarm Saddam Hussein but he did not recognize that he was obliged to seek a congressional 

approval. The point was to send a signal to the international community including the United 

Nations Security Council that Congress stood behind the Bush administration on the Iraq issue. 

Anyway President Bush wanted Congress to pass the war resolution before the midterm elections in 

November 2002 because the Republicans planned to challenge the Democrats on national security 

in the election campaign. Thus, the Bush administration would launch a propaganda claiming that 

the Republicans would be better than the Democrats to protect national security.  

Actually, the congressional Democrats were impacted by fear in the autumn of 2002. First, the fear 

of further terrorist attacks against American targets for which the Democrats expected to be held 

responsible if they did not approve the Bush administration’s war resolution on Iraq. Second, the 

fear of losing the midterm elections in November 2002 when they faced challenge on national 

security. 

In fact, the Republican administration succeeded in practising the political strategy divide and rule 

because the Democrats were divided in both chambers of Congress when they took position on the 

war resolution. Thus, congressional Democrats, who had unsafe seats, were facing a risk of losing 

reelection. A tough debate took place in Congress. Among others, Democratic Senator Robert Byrd 

opposed the idea of preemptive action or rather preventive action. In addition, Senator Byrd warned 

his Senate colleagues against giving the president unchecked power. Finally, the Bush 

administration made a compromise with a number of cooperative Democrats on a war resolution in 

Congress and the Bush administration won a heavy support. But there was a substantial opposition 

as well. So America did not speak with one voice. 

 

On the United Nations Security Council the Bush administration performed pretended diplomacy on 

the Iraq issue in order to gain support from the international community. Above all it was important 

to gain support from the British Prime Minister Tony Blair to renew the special relationship 

between the United States and the United Kingdom. But Prime Minister Blair faced dilemmas. On 

the one hand, he wanted to be loyal to the Bush administration but on the other hand he wanted to 

go the route to the United Nations Security Council in order to show his domestic opposition that he 

at least attempted diplomacy to disarm Saddam Hussein through the United Nations Security 

Council. Moreover, when a war with Iraq was inevitable Blair needed desperately a second 

resolution to be passed on the United Nations Security Council explicitly authorizing the use of 

military action because he faced heavy opposition within the Labour Party. Thus, Blair might lose 
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confidence within the Labour Party that could force him to resign. Moreover, there exists a 

transatlantic discrepancy between the neoconservative advisers in Washington advocating regime 

change in Baghdad and Prime Minister Tony Blair in London, who had to use disarmament as 

justification. Thus, the neoconservative advisers were under pressure from Blair facing Labour 

rebels, who would not accept regime change as a legal base for invasion of Iraq. Though the Bush 

administration was against a second resolution passed on the United Nations Security Council 

President Bush wanted to help Prime Minister Blair and was willing to continue pretended 

diplomacy seeking passage of a second resolution on the United Nations Security Council. 

The American performance of diplomacy on the United Nations Security Council was pretended 

because the Bush administration had already decided to go to war with Iraq unilaterally if 

necessary. Actually, the United Nations Security Council could not agree on a second resolution 

because France would veto any resolution authorizing military action. After all, Prime Minister 

Blair succeeded in winning the division in the House of Commons without a second resolution. 

 

Finally, the Bush administration interpreted United Nations Security Council Resolution 678 

authorizing “all necessary means”, which was the code for military action. Thus, the Bush 

administration claimed that a second resolution as a follow up to Resolution 1441 was not necessary 

because Resolution 678, which was still in force, included the legal base for the invasion of Iraq. 

Then the Bush administration concluded that the diplomatic planning was over. But whether 

diplomacy had failed in the Bush administration’s opinion is doubtful because diplomacy on the 

United Nations Security Council was only supposed to be pretended.  

 

In my opinion the Bush administration’s decision making process on the road to war with Iraq was 

bad because the executive branch represented by President Bush had too much power. Thus, I have 

experienced that a relatively small number of key actors in reality made the decision to invade Iraq. 

Furthermore, I have noticed that the presidency does not recognize the War Powers Act of 1973. 

Finally, I conclude that Congress should have the right to check the presidency to a further extent 

than it is the case today in order to secure a stable decision making process on a war issue. 
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116 STAT. 1498 PUBLIC LAW 107–243—OCT. 16, 2002 
Public Law 107–243 
107th Congress 
Joint Resolution 
To authorize the use of United States Armed Forces against Iraq.  
Whereas in 1990 in response to Iraq’s war of aggression against 
and illegal occupation of Kuwait, the United States forged a 
coalition of nations to liberate Kuwait and its people in order 
to defend the national security of the United States and enforce 
United Nations Security Council resolutions relating to Iraq; 
Whereas after the liberation of Kuwait in 1991, Iraq entered into 
a United Nations sponsored cease-fire agreement pursuant to 
which Iraq unequivocally agreed, among other things, to eliminate 
its nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons programs and the 
means to deliver and develop them, and to end its support for 
international terrorism;  
Whereas the efforts of international weapons inspectors, United 
States intelligence agencies, and Iraqi defectors led to the discovery 
that Iraq had large stockpiles of chemical weapons and 
a large scale biological weapons program, and that Iraq had 
an advanced nuclear weapons development program that was 
much closer to producing a nuclear weapon than intelligence 
reporting had previously indicated;  
Whereas Iraq, in direct and flagrant violation of the cease-fire, 
attempted to thwart the efforts of weapons inspectors to identify 
and destroy Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction stockpiles and 
development capabilities, which finally resulted in the withdrawal 
of inspectors from Iraq on October 31, 1998; 
Whereas in Public Law 105– 235 (August 14, 1998), Congress concluded 
that Iraq’s continuing weapons of mass destruction programs  
threatened vital United States interests and international 
peace and security, declared Iraq to be in ‘‘material and unacceptable 
breach of its international obligations’’ and urged the President 
‘‘to take appropriate action, in accordance with the Constitution 
and relevant laws of the United States, to bring Iraq into 
compliance with its international obligations’’;  
Whereas Iraq both poses a continuing threat to the national security 
of the United States and international peace and security in  
the Persian Gulf region and remains in material and unacceptable 
breach of its international obligations by, among other things, 
continuing to possess and develop a significant chemical and 
biological weapons capability, actively seeking a nuclear weapons 
capability, and supporting and harboring terrorist organizations; 
Whereas Iraq persists in violating resolution of the United Nations 
Security Council by continuing to engage in brutal repression 
of its civilian population thereby threatening international peace 
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and security in the region, by refusing to release, repatriate, 
or account for non-Iraqi citizens wrongfully detained by Iraq, 
including an American serviceman, and by failing to return property 
wrongfully seized by Iraq from Kuwait; 
Whereas the current Iraqi regime has demonstrated its capability 
and willingness to use weapons of mass destruction against other 
nations and its own people; 
Whereas the current Iraqi regime has demonstrated its continuing 
hostility toward, and willingness to attack, the United States, 
including by attempting in 1993 to assassinate former President 
Bush and by firing on many thousands of occasions on United 
States and Coalition Armed Forces engaged in enforcing the 
resolutions of the United Nations Security Council;  
Whereas members of al Qaida, an organization bearing responsibility 
for attacks on the United States, its citizens, and interests, 
including the attacks that occurred on September 11, 2001, are 
known to be in Iraq; 
Whereas Iraq continues to aid and harbor other international terrorist 
organizations, including organizations that threaten the 
lives and safety of United States citizens; 
Whereas the attacks on the United States of September 11, 2001, 
underscored the gravity of the threat posed by the acquisition 
of weapons of mass destruction by international terrorist 
organizations; 
Whereas Iraq’s demonstrated capability and willingness to use 
weapons of mass destruction, the risk that the current Iraqi 
regime will either employ those weapons to launch a surprise 
attack against the United States or its Armed Forces or provide 
them to international terrorists who would do so, and the extreme 
magnitude of harm that would result to the United States and 
its citizens from such an attack, combine to justify action by 
the United States to defend itself; 
Whereas United Nations Security Council Resolution 678 (1990) 
authorizes the use of all necessary means to enforce United 
Nations Security Council Resolution 660 (1990) and subsequent 
relevant resolutions and to compel Iraq to cease certain activities  
that threaten international peace and security, including the 
development of weapons of mass destruction and refusal or 
obstruction of United Nations weapons inspections in violation 
of United Nations Security Council Resolution 687 (1991), repression 
of its civilian population in violation of United Nations 
Security Council Resolution 688 (1991), and threatening its neighbors  
or United Nations operations in Iraq in violation of United 
Nations Security Council Resolution 949 (1994); 
Whereas in the Authorization for Use of Military Force Against 
Iraq Resolution (Public Law 102–1), Congress has authorized 
the President ‘‘to use United States Armed Forces pursuant to 
United Nations Security Council Resolution 678 (1990) in order 
to achieve implementation of Security Council Resolution 660, 
661, 662, 664, 665, 666, 667, 669, 670, 674, and 677’’;  
Whereas in December 1991, Congress expressed its sense that  
it ‘‘supports the use of all necessary means to achieve the goals 
of United Nations Security Council Resolution 687 as being consistent  
with the Authorization of Use of Military Force Against 
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Iraq Resolution (Public Law 102–1),’’ that Iraq’s repression of 
its civilian population violates United Nations Security Council 
Resolution 688 and ‘‘constitutes a continuing threat to the peace, 
security, and stability of the Persian Gulf region,’’ and that Congress, 
‘‘supports the use of all necessary means to achieve the 
goals of United Nations Security Council Resolution 688’’;  
Whereas the Iraq Liberation Act of 1998 (Public Law 105– 338) 
expressed the sense of Congress that it should be the policy 
of the United States to support efforts to remove from power 
the current Iraqi regime and promote the emergence of a democratic 
government to replace that regime; 
Whereas on September 12, 2002, President Bush committed the 
United States to ‘‘work with the United Nations Security Council 
to meet our common challenge’’ posed by Iraq and to ‘‘work 
for the necessary resolutions,’’ while also making clear that ‘‘the 
Security Council resolutions will be enforced, and the just 
demands of peace and security will be met, or action will be 
unavoidable’’;  
Whereas the United States is determined to prosecute the war 
on terrorism and Iraq’s ongoing support for international terrorist 
groups combined with its development of weapons of mass 
destruction in direct violation of its obligations under the 1991 
cease-fire and other United Nations Security Council resolutions 
make clear that it is in the national security interests of the 
United States and in furtherance of the war on terrorism that 
all relevant United Nations Security Council resolutions be 
enforced, including through the use of force if necessary; 
Whereas Congress has taken steps to pursue vigorously the war 
on terrorism through the provision of authorities and funding 
requested by the President to take the necessary actions against 
international terrorists and terrorist organizations, including 
those nations, organizations, or persons who planned, authorized, 
committed, or aided the terrorist attacks that occurred on September 
11, 2001, or harbored such persons or organizations; 
Whereas the President and Congress are determined to continue 
to take all appropriate actions against international terrorists  
and terrorist organizations, including those nations, organizations, 
or persons who planned, authorized, committed, or aided 
the terrorist attacks that occurred on September 11, 2001, or 
harbored such persons or organizations; 
Whereas the President has authority under the Constitution to 
take action in order to deter and prevent acts of international 
terrorism against the United States, as Congress recognized in 
the joint resolution on Authorization for Use of Military Force 
(Public Law 107–40); and 
Whereas it is in the national security interests of the United States 
to restore international peace and security to the Persian Gulf 
region: Now, therefore, be it  
Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This joint resolution may be cited as the ‘‘Authorization for 
Use of Military Force Against Iraq Resolution of 2002’’. 
Authorization for 
Use of Military 
Force Against  



Iraq Resolution 
of 2002. 
50 USC 1541  
note. 
VerDate 11-MAY-2000 13:44 Oct 23, 2002 Jkt 019139 PO 00243 Frm 00004 Fmt 6580 Sfmt 6581 E:\PUBLAW \PUBL243.107 APPS06 PsN: 
PUBL243 

PUBLIC LAW 107–243—OCT. 16, 2002 116 STAT. 1501 
SEC. 2. SUPPORT FOR UNITED STATES DIPLOMATIC EFFORTS. 
The Congress of the United States supports the efforts by 
the President to— 
(1) s trictly enforce through the United Nations Security 
Council all relevant Security Council resolutions regarding Iraq 
and encourages him in those efforts; and  
(2) obtain prompt and decisive action by the Security 
Council to ensure that Iraq abandons its strategy of delay, 
evasion and noncompliance and promptly and strictly complies 
with all relevant Security Council resolutions regarding Iraq. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION FOR USE OF UNITED STATES ARMED FORCES. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION.—The President is authorized to use the 
Armed Forces of the United States as he determines to be necessary 
and appropriate in order to— 
(1) defend the national security of the United States against 
the continuing threat posed by Iraq; and 
(2) enforce all relevant United Nations Security Council 
resolutions regarding Iraq. 
(b) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATION.—In connection with the 
exercise of the authority granted in subsection (a) to use force 
the President shall, prior to such exercise or as soon thereafter 
as may be feasible, but no later than 48 hours after exercising 
such authority, make available to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President pro tempore of the Senate his 
determination that— 
(1) reliance by the United States on further diplomatic 
or other peaceful means alone either (A) will not adequately 
protect the national security of the United States against the 
continuing threat posed by Iraq or (B) is not likely to lead 
to enforcement of all relevant United Nations Security Council 
resolutions regarding Iraq; and 
(2) a cting pursuant to this joint resolution is consistent  
with the United States and other countries continuing to take 
the necessary actions against international terrorist and terrorist 
organizations, including those nations, organizations, or 
persons who planned, authorized, committed or aided the terrorist 
attacks that occurred on September 11, 2001. 
(c) WAR POWERS RESOLUTION REQUIREMENTS.— 
(1) SPECIFIC STATUTORY AUTHORIZATION.—Consistent with 
section 8(a)(1) of the War Powers Resolution, the Congress 
declares that this section is intended to constitute specific statutory 
authorization within the meaning of section 5(b) of the 
War Powers Resolution. 
(2) A PPLICABILITY OF OTHER REQUIREMENTS.—Nothing in 
this joint resolution supersedes any requirement of the War 
Powers Resolution. 
SEC. 4. REPORTS TO CONGRESS. 
(a) REPORTS.—The President shall, at least once every 60 days, 
submit to the Congress a report on matters relevant to this joint 
resolution, including actions taken pursuant to the exercise of 
authority granted in section 3 and the status of planning for efforts  



that are expected to be required after such actions are completed, 
including those actions described in section 7 of the Iraq Liberation 
Act of 1998 (Public Law 105–338). 
President. 
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Æ 
(b) S INGLE CONSOLIDATED REPORT.—To the extent that the 
submission of any report described in subsection (a) coincides with 
the submission of any other report on matters relevant to this  
joint resolution otherwise required to be submitted to Congress 
pursuant to the reporting requirements of the War Powers Resolution 
(Public Law 93–148), all such reports may be submitted as  
a single consolidated report to the Congress. 
(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—To the extent that the information 
required by section 3 o f the Authorization for Use of Military 
Force Against Iraq Resolution (Public Law 102– 1) is included in  
the report required by this section, such report shall be considered 
as meeting the requirements of section 3 of such resolution. 
Approved October 16, 2002. 
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