
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Some Frequently Made Assertions  
 
 

About The War With Iraq  
 
 

– And The Reality 



1. By supporting President Bush in public, Prime Minister Blair has gained a 
lot of influence in private 

 
It is true that Prime Minister Blair and his communication advisers have been 
characteristically influential on how the decision-making should be orchestrated via 
the UN and communicated.  This had lead to some tongue in cheek suggestions that 
he is the best Secretary of State (the equivalent of Foreign Minister) that the US never 
had and would be the ideal leader for the Democratic Party (being a loyal backer of 
the war but progressive on social issues).1 
 
But there are, however, many things that Mr Blair has had no positive impact on.  
President Bush’s advisers were planning for ‘regime change’ in Iraq well before 9/11.  
Their aim was to better guarantee its supply of oil and, in their minds at least, catalyse 
regional transformation.  The Prime Minister has been unable to do is persuade the 
US to drop its goal of regime change and focus on disarming and containing Saddam.  
What influence Mr Blair has had has come at the expense of supporting the Bush 
Administration’s ‘khaki’ electoral strategy.  That strategy was successful in 
marginalising debate about domestic economic problems, the Administration’s role in 
and response to the many corporate scandals, and it frightened Democrats into 
thinking their only option was to be as tough with terrorists and dictators as Bush 
was.  Mr Blair has also been unable to persuade the Administration to use its weight 
with the Israeli government to restart the peace process – indeed, it is said that senior 
US defence official actively encouraged the Israelis to block Palestinian from coming 
to the UK for the event that Prime Minister Blair hosted in January 2003 in London.   
 
Thus the issue is not whether Mr Blair has influence or not, but whether he is using 
the influence for the right outcomes and whether the benefits, for society as a whole, 
are worth the costs.  As a former senior Clinton official has said:  “…in the eyes of 
the average American voter Mr Blair personifies sensible world opinion” who is 
uniquely able to “opine on Mr Bush’s vision of bringing freedom to Iraq”.2  He is 
“also critical in maintain bipartisan support for the war... Most Democrats see him as 
‘one of us’.  This is a powerful factor in the Democrats’ public acquiescence in Mr 
Bush’s tough line.”  Put more bluntly, which Democratic candidate for President 
could afford to seem less patriotic than a loyal and persuasive ally who stood 
‘shoulder to shoulder’.   
 
What Mr Blair should be saying to “Middle America”, direct and loud, is what one of 
the leading US hawks of an earlier generation, Zbigniew Brzezinski, has said 
recently:  “…our single-minded and, unfortunately rather demagogic fixation on Iraq 
is undermining the credibility as well as legitimacy of US leadership.”3 
 

                                                 
1 Blair for President, Thomas Friedman, New York Times, 18th December, 2002 
2 Bush’s future is in Blair’s hands, Linda Bilmes, Financial Times, 7th March, 2003 
3 ‘Legitimacy of American leadership’ eroded, Zbigniew Brzezinski, Financial Times, 4th 
March, 2003 



2. But if we push too much, the US will go it alone and that will be the death-
blow for the UN Security Council and the UN in general 

 
The vast majority of Americans are deeply concerned about a ‘go-it-alone’ war and 
rightly so.  Going it alone could be enormously expensive given that Europe, Japan 
and Arab countries may carry out their threat not to pay for this war, in direct contrast 
to the last Gulf war.  The US is assuming that it will get primary access to Iraqi oil 
and reconstruction work.   
 
More importantly, if the action is unilateral or seen to be defacto unilateral (i.e. UK 
plus one or two other small to mid-size countries) this could put the US economy at 
risk.  According to the FT, “Global fund managers are beginning to question the risks 
associated with investment in US markets of Washington decide to moves against 
Iraq without United Nations support.  The US economy relies so heavily on global 
capital that the consequences of a decision by George W. Bush to ignore the United 
Nations … could be severe for dollar-denominated assets.”4   
 
Even if the US did go it alone, this is no reason for joining them.  Take a human-scale 
analogy.  Someone on the street attacks another person.  There has been some 
provocation but the person then kills the attacker, just because they can.  Would 
future prospects for law and order be better safeguarded by everyone else joining in?  
Wouldn’t it be better to have witnesses and people who could say afterwards, ‘we 
should have done something different and never again’?   
 
The credibility of the UN has already been severely harmed.  An actual war which 
resulted from horse-trading and a UN Security Resolution as a fig-leaf cover would 
add considerable petrol to the fire.  (The consequences of war without a resolution 
would be even worse and are almost unimaginable!)  This disdain for the UN is not 
new – the US has often taken a ‘pic-n–mix’ approach to international agreements – 
but that trend is now extreme.  The list of international agreements that this US 
Administration has rejected includes the Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change, the 
International Criminal Court, the Convention on Biological Weapons, patent 
protection for pharmaceutical companies at a time of AIDS pandemic, a global 
tobacco heath treaty and more.  
 
We have to stop pretending that the US and we are natural ‘allies’.5  On some things 
we are and on some things we are not.  This US Administration represents the final 
ascendancy of the old Confederation of the South and given the weakness of the US 
liberals (there being no real “left of centre” party) the rest of the world needs to be 
vocal about when the US is going too far, not least to help the US public learn and 
adapt.  And as with western efforts in former Soviet Union, the absence of free media 
and other conditioning can be got around.   

                                                 
4 Fund chiefs query effects of war without UN, Deborah Hargreave, Financial Times, 7th 
March, 2003 
5 http://www.cato.org/dailys/03-11-03.html 



 
3. Saddam supports terrorism and after 9/11 we cannot tolerate the risks from 

someone like him 
 

There is no doubt that the terrorist attacks on the US were horrendous and have left a 
psychological scar on a country that felt it was immune to these type of events.  But 
that does not excuse the US government for using this public anxiety and anger as a 
cloak for military actions in other countries.  Terrorism is evil because it kills 
innocent people but so will this attack on Iraq, a point which the relatives of the 
British victims of terrorism brought home so clearly.6  Despite all their efforts to do 
so, and with the huge resources of the security services at their disposal, the US and 
UK have been unable to provide any convincing evidence whatsoever of a link 
between Saddam Hussein and Al Queda.  The link between other countries and Al 
Queda – Algeria, Saudi Arabia, and Pakistan – is much stronger but we are not 
invading them because this is not the way to fight terrorism.   
 
The tragic events of 9/11 should not be used as a convenient excuse for war.  It is a 
sad fact that US culture is predisposed to retributive justice.  Domestically, and taking 
results for the most recent year available, the US government killed as many prisoners 
as Iran and twice as many as Saudi Arabia or Rwanda.7   The international 
community has to have the maturity to resist supporting the only ‘super superpower’ 
in exporting this mentality internationally – an eye for an eye will eventually leave 
the world blind and is no way to run global society in the 21st Century.  Taking a 
more grown-up approach means accepting that good relationships with (and thus the 
intelligence support of) other governments and public, in particular moderate 
Muslims, is what really counts when fighting a group as committed as Al Queda.   
 
A moderate leader of 60 million Muslims in Indonesia, a man who supported the 
invasion of Afghanistan, is on record as saying8: “Who has the right to punish a 
nation?  The United Nations or the US?  If the US [went to war in Iraq] then it would 
become difficult to differentiate between moderates and redials.”  And as Kenneth 
Clarke, a contender for leadership of the Tory Party, reminded MPs:  “How many 
other terrorists will we recruit in the long standing battle against international 
terrorism which is going to be far harder to win? And what will we have done to the 
stability of Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, Egypt?  Next time a large bomb goes off in a 
western city, how far did this policy contribute to it? Next time an Arab or Muslim 
regime is toppled by a regime far more extreme, how far did this policy contribute to 
it?" 
 
 
 

                                                 
6 Tony Blair on “Tonight with Trevor MacDonald”, ITV, 10th March, 2003 
7 http://www.deathpenaltyinfo.org/dpicintl.html#interexec 
8 Voices of moderation lose sympathy for Bush, Interview with Hasyim Muzadi, Financial 
Times, 6th March, 2003 



4. His weapons of mass destruction (WMD) threaten us in the West and the 
only way to be safe is to get rid of him 

 
Iraqi weapons would not be able to reach outside the region.  This does not mean they 
are not a serious regional threat, but so do other countries in the region, Israel, Iran, 
and Syria included.  The solution is to put much greater effort into getting regional 
containment, deterrence and disarmament, as we are trying to do in other regions (e.g. 
India-Pakistan). 

 
Moreover, the evidence of the last decade is that containment is a “good enough”, and 
arguably better option than risky military adventure.  The last intrusive weapons 
inspections process destroyed many more WMD than the bombing beforehand.  
‘Intrusive inspection’ gives much better information than spy-planes and espionage, 
especially in a country which is as closed and frightened as Iraq.  Containment is the 
strategy we are using with North Korea and what we used with the former Soviet 
Union.  Stalin, who committed crimes much worse than Saddam, also possessed 
nuclear weapons in huge numbers.   
 
The West seems prepared to act, or at least to justify its action, because he is 
developing WMD.  Simultaneously, we seem willing to work with existing nuclear 
states like Israel and Pakistan.  These double-standards encourage countries like 
North Korea and Iran to speed up their nuclear programmes to overdrive – war 
against the ‘axis of evil’ is driving proliferation like no other policy we have ever 
seen before. 

 
Above all, we seem unable to learn from the same tragic error we keep making in the 
Middle East – giving militarily support to dictators or engineering regime change, 
ignoring the real needs of the people, then moving on to another country when things 
get too messy, simply to repeat the errors there.   This is particularly so in Iraq given 
that we, the British created it in 1918 and it was under our influence until 1958.9 
 
5. Saddam Hussein is a cruel dictator and we should get rid of him 
 
It is important to understand the past to understand the motivations of those who now 
use this case for war.  Most western governments, the US and UK included, 
supported Saddam right up to the point that he invaded Kuwait.  There were no 
official protests from our countries when he used chemical gasses on the Kurds – 
indeed his behaviour was excused at that time as ‘collateral’ consequences of 
safeguarding regional stability.  It is therefore hypocrisy of the highest order to use 
this excuse for military action now.   
 
Western democracies, often led by the US, have a long history of supporting dictators 
– Marcos in the Philippines, Suharto in Indonesia, Pinochet in Chile, Mobutu in 

                                                 
9 For centuries, we’ve been ‘liberating’ the Middle East.  Why do we never learn?  
Robert Fisk, The Independent on Sunday, 19th March, 2003 



Zaire, the list is a long one.  Even today, after the end of the Cold War, we support a 
range of tyrants around the world including the Algerian regime, the military 
dictatorship in Equatorial Guinea and several states in central east Europe.  OWOS 
does not believe it is right to tolerate dictators, and there are many positive things that 
can be done.  But we should not apply double standards and we should certainly not 
pretend that this is the reason for this war. 
 
6. We have a duty to help the people of Iraq out of their misery 

 
In the period since the last Gulf War, sanctions have resulted in about in about 7,000 
Iraqi children dying each month.  Dennis Halliday, former UN humanitarian 
coordinator in Iraq, says “that is genocide.”10   Whatever you call it, our governments 
have accepted this level of suffering by ordinary people in Iraq for over a decade so 
let us not pretend that our plans to attack Iraq represent a sudden outbreak of charity.  
War is the problem – not the solution for the ordinary people of Iraq, the vast 
majority of whom do not support Saddam.  Former US President Jimmy Carter, who 
opposes this war, says that even the first phase of the plan involves “3000 bombs and 
missiles on a relatively defenceless Iraqi population”.  He highlights how near 
military targets were to hospitals, schools, mosques and private houses11.  And if 
there actually is a full-scale ground assault, the UN expects a humanitarian tragedy of 
immense proportions.  The lack of international consensus in the last few months has 
further exacerbated this problem with much less coordinated planning than would 
otherwise have been the case.   
 
The Pope, the Archbishop of Canterbury, the head of many religious groups 
(including the one that President Bush belongs to) have all very clearly articulated 
why this is not a just or moral war.  The only exceptions are the religious 
fundamentalists on both sides.  Some Southern Baptists in the US who long for the 
“final days” support the war and no doubt on Al Queda’s side too, there are fanatics 
who believe that this war is morally right. 
 
7. This is not about oil! 

 
Most advocates of war when questioned on this resort to the well-tested PR strategy 
of indignant denial.  Their desire to neutralise this deeply troubling reality is 
understandable but the facts speak for themselves.  Oil companies and investors are 
scrabbling to be part of the bonanza and as many specialist business commentators 
like Phillip Ellis, head of oil and gas for Boston Consulting have said, of course oil is 
something to do with this war.  Indeed the company led by US Defence Secretary 
Cheney was one of several US companies to be awarded contracts to re-build Iraq 
even before the first shots are fired, a development described by the BBC as 
“nauseous”.12   This development is, however, global.  BP’s recent acquisition of the 

                                                 
10 http://www.commondreams.org/headlines/070800-02.htm 
11 Just War – or a Just War, Jimmy Carter, New York Times, 9th March, 2003 
12 Quoted in World Bank Press Release, 12th March, 2003 



Russian oil company Access-Renova – said to be a gift to Blair for his support for 
Putin’s on domestic issues – is heavily related to Iraq.13   As Larry Goldstein, 
President of the Petroleum Industry Research Institute said:  “If we go to war, it’s not 
about oil.  But the day war ends, it has everything to do with oil.”14  Whilst few 
westerns companies want to be involved directly, they are keen to milk this 
opportunity through partners for all they can get.  Indeed, some of the resistance by 
the French, Russian and Chinese to the US and UK plans may be as much motivated 
by unresolved disputes over how the oil will be shared as more lofty considerations 
about global security.   
 
Equally incontrovertible is the fact that the US economy is addicted to oil.  This US 
Administration includes a record number of former oil executives in key government 
positions –the President, Vice-President, National Security Adviser, Secretary of the 
Army, and Secretary of Commerce.  A senior government spokesman is on record as 
saying that the US public have a democratic right to use as much oil as it wants.   And 
right or not, this is just what the American public do!  With just over 5% of the 
world’s population, the US uses 26% of the world’s oil.  Cheap and easily accessible 
oil will run out by 2010-2020, just when US will be starting to really depend on 
foreign countries to supply 2/3rds of its oil, a complete reversal of the situation in 
1985.  Given the political risks of popular uprising in Saudi Arabia (remember Iran?), 
the US has decided to take action now.   
 
Does this mean it is moving quickly into energy efficiency and renewable energy?  
Hell no!  The US is the main obstacle to the Kyoto agreement on climate change.  
Like any addict, it has simply decided to increase its number and diversity of 
suppliers.  Taking de facto control of Iraq would give the US both huge quantities of 
oil, ability to break Saudi control over pricing and a base from which to take military 
actions in Saudi Arabia or elsewhere should oil or other strategic interests demand.  .   

 
8. Voicing concerns now only strengthens Saddam – we should wait and see 

what happens and stop causing difficulties for our leaders 
 
There are always ‘good’ reasons for staying quiet and for blaming the messenger.   
US and UK leaders face difficulties because they have sought to railroad their 
approach through the UN Security Council.  Experienced and sincere decision-
makers in many countries support reasonable action against Saddam Hussein, and in 
particular on the WMD disarmament issue.  Some are in the Security Council and 
others, like South Africa, are not.  The way forward remains as it always was – to 
work with these countries to develop a robust and meaningful message that Saddam 
Hussein cannot ignore.  The so-called ‘coalition of the willing’ – countries that are so 
economically, culturally or politically insecure that they cannot resist being over-
dependent on the US – is a much weaker alternative.  With that kind of robust 

                                                 
13 Pumping up BP, BusinessWeek, 24th February, 2003 
14 Black mischief?  The casus belli that dare not speak its name, Andrew Buncome, The 
Independent on Sunday, 19th March, 2003 



consensus, the kind of ‘dream’ scenario – a coup, a relatively low risk conflict, etc – 
becomes even more plausible, not less.  If there has to be some tension to get to this 
outcome, so be it. 
 
9. As a result of supporting the US on this, we can do get their support on other 

global security issues in the future 
 

This is living in cloud cuckoo land!  If the war is successful, President Bush will be 
elected again and he will not need ‘President’ Blair, who will not need the support of 
ordinary MPs, even in his party.    If the war fails or if, as is mostly likely, the 
immediate war succeeds but over time, terrorism and instability increases and ‘peace’ 
unravels, the other architects of this catastrophe will go off into the sun.  With 
guaranteed access to handsome lecturing fees and in as safe havens as they can find, 
who will worry these latter-day Lyndon B Johnson’s?  Who, today, hold Bush/Blair 
accountable for the unfinished business that characterises Afghanistan?   
 
Claims that the politics of ‘you scratch my back and I scratch yours’ would be more 
believable if we saw the Prime Minister Blair going into the heartlands of the US to 
challenge it on its lack of support for genuine WMD disarmament, the Israel-
Palestinian peace process, action to prevent climate change, action to really address 
developing world poverty and pandemics like HIV/AIDS, the International Criminal 
Court, and a host of related issues NOW!  And before he goes there, he could usefully 
reverse his personal decision to water down efforts by his own government to better 
control arms trading by UK registered dealers.15  Prime Minister Blair has, however, a 
worrying track-record of not going out on a limb when he has to challenge powerful 
conservative forces and corporate interests.  Rather, he seems to believe that by being 
close to powerful but often undesirable leaders – corporate captains like Bernie 
Ecclestone, Vladimir Putin, Silvio Berlusconi, etc – this has a special moderating 
influence on these people.  We should not indulge this delusion. 
 
10.  I have to trust Prime Minister Blair is being sincere and you have to trust 

me as your elected representative – that is what ultimately democracy means.   
 

This is a sad definition of democracy and not one to kill for!  Sincerity and delusion 
can go together.  Trust has to be earned.  President Bush has to say, unequivocally, 
that he wants disarmament and will put Iraq and its oil under UN control.  Blair has to 
say, unequivocally, that he is committed to building genuine international consensus 
not on a ‘clever’ second resolution but on a programme to deal with the complex mix 
of problems that make up this crisis.  He must say that he recognises that technical 
fixes are not the whole solution and when done in isolation, may be more of the 
problem.  He has to spell out what his war aims are and what they are not.  He has to 
acknowledge, at least to himself and his closest advisors, that he has tried to 
manipulate public opinion with scare stories and partial truths – the intelligence 

                                                 
15 http://www.saferworld.co.uk/submissions/DTI_legislation.PDF 



dossier being one we happen to know about.16  For sure, he is different from President 
Bush – he does genuinely believe in the idea of ‘international community’.  He may 
even believe in a democratic Iraq.  But he has to do a lot more to support these 
agendas, especially when he is opposed by ‘Big Brother’ and commercial interests. 
 
You, our MPs, have to show you are able to hold the Prime Minster accountable.  Our 
models of leadership are heavily influenced by the corporate world.  What Enron, 
WorldCom, Marconi and all the other corporate scandals have in common is that the 
people near the top treated their leaders as saviours and heroes who should not be 
challenged.17  Those who knew and should have ‘barked’ did not.  A mis-guided 
desire to be loyal, protect short-term stability, and generally accept the group-think – 
there are many reasons why.  But this approach must not be allowed to happen on this 
issue.   
 
That means you need to talk to your constituents, the media and your party leaders 
about how the world can’t deal with dictators and ‘rogue states’ without invading 
them.  And talk about how the world can’t deal with terrorism without acting as its 
recruitment sergeant.  These are complex problems that need societies to make some 
important changes and painful trade-offs.  The silver lining in this crisis is that it has 
demonstrated that ‘business as usual’ is no longer practical.  As influential agents 
who are free to travel and engage in genuine dialogue, we want you to take this case 
to Spain, France and Germany, to the heartlands of the US, to moderate Muslims here 
and aboard, and to the Russians and Chinese.   
 
Please listen, really listen, to what they have to say in reply.  And then come back and 
tell your constituents, the media and Mr Blair what you have learned.  About how to 
help Europe develop a common position on this issue and give a dangerously unipolar 
world some much-needed balance.  About how to reach out to the angry, frightened 
and notoriously ill-informed US public about the global security challenges that come 
with being an imperial power that is neither liked nor respected in most parts of the 
world.  About how to contain the risks of disaffection and radicalism in Muslim 
societies whilst dealing with the very real threat posed by Al Queda.  About how the 
Russians and Chinese can work with the West to undertake an effective cold war 
against rogue states that seek weapons of mass destruction.   
 
One thing OWOS think should happen is that once there as soon as there is a real 
consensus in the Security Council about this crisis, an individual of considerable 
stature such as Nelson Mandela, should be asked to go to Baghdad and broker a deal 
which allows Saddam to save some face as he disarms or resigns.   
 
Of course, none of this can be done in deadlines of weeks.  So we ask you to tell Mr 
Blair, in private if you don’t want to do it in public, that you will do everything in 

                                                 
16 http://www.guardian.co.uk/Iraq/Story/0,2763,890916,00.html 
17 Searching for a Corporate Saviour:  The Irrational Quest for Charismatic CEOs, 
Rakesh Khurana, Princeton University Press (2002) 



your power to stop him starting a war before there has been time to find a better way.  
And if you don’t believe that this can happen, like Hippocrates, it is better we do no 
harm.  ‘No war’ should be our default position if we are not able or don’t want to be 
bothered to address the real issues. 
 
11. And what will you do if I do this, or if I don’t? 
 
Not doing what you can will mean you let down your constituents, the people of this 
country and indeed the world.  As a result of the strategy our Prime Minister has 
taken, and the credibility that this has lent to the US, Britain has a huge responsibility 
to do the right thing.  OWOS is a small organisation but we reflect and are part of a 
large public groundswell.  As Kenneth Clarke said in the parliamentary debate:  “I 
cannot rid myself of doubts that the course to war we are now embarked on was 
actually decided on many months ago, primarily in Washington, and we've seen a 
fairly remorseless unfolding of events since that time…That's why middle England 
and a lot of very moderate political opinion in this country” had such doubts about 
military action.  We will keep naming and acclaiming those MPs who are able to rise 
to this challenge and keep reminding those who are not.  How voters decide to take 
this into account is for each and every one of us to decide in the coming months and 
years. 


