
I RAQ war has almost eclipsed 
news in the media about 
Afghanistan. The Taliban 
government was toppled 18 

months ago but peace in Afghani-
stan is distant yet. Jean- Paul Sartre 
once said, "When the rich wage 
war, it is the poor who die" and 
among those who manage to 
survive, he might have added, 
thousands suffer and are dis-
placed. The people in Afghanistan 
have not enjoyed peace since 1979.

 The Karzai government has no 
effective control beyond Kabul. His 
government is weak and is unable 
to disarm the militias and warlords. 
President Karzai said openly to 
media that he did not know who all 
his ministers were, "you cannot 
run a government that way." This is 
because he is Pushtun but many of 
key Ministers are Tajiks and 
Uzbeks. Deep-rooted suspicion 
among ethnic groups in the coun-
try remains.

Afghanistan is divided into 
v a r i o u s  e t h n i c  z o n e s .  T h e  
Pushtuns are the dominant group -
- about half of the population. 
Then come the three big minori-
ties, the Tajiks, Hazaras and 
Uzbeks. After them come a host of 
smaller groups such as Baluch and 
the Turkoman. These groups speak 
different languages and there is no 
national language. All the distinct 
ethnic groups have homelands of 
their own. The Pushtuns have the 
south of the country, the Hazaras 
its mountainous central knot, the 
Tajiks the north-east and the 

Uzbeks the central north. The 
Baluch squeeze into south-west 
and the Turkoman are in north-
west. 

This ethnic mix coupled with 
suspicion on each other compli-
cates attempts to form an effective 
national government in Afghani-
stan. Furthermore there is an 
external consideration here. All of 
these ethnic groups with the excep-
tion of the Hazaras (they are 

Shi'ites and have religious links 
with Iran) have direct ethnic kin-
ship links beyond Afghanistan's 
borders. Therefore relations 
between Afghanistan and its 
neighbours -- Pakistan, China, 
Iran, Tajikstan, Turkmenistan and 
Uzbekistan -- are far more than just 
political. They are also to a greater 
or lesser extent driven by domestic 
political considerations.

The B-52s and a fighting force of 
11,500 allied troops are expected to 
keep a lid on the Taliban, the rem-
nants of Al-Qaeda, errant warlords 
who still control vast areas of north 
a n d  s o u t h  o f  A f g h a n i s t a n .  
Mujahideen leader Gulbuddin 
Hekmatyar has been hooked on a 
culture of violence, power and self-
interest.  In recent days a witness 
said that the Taliban stopped and 
searched the Red Cross convoy and 
selected a westerner to send a 
message to NGO community that it 
is no longer safe for them to oper-
ate beyond Kabul. An Italian was 
killed sometime ago near Zabol 
and the killing was followed by a 
warning from Mullah Dadullah, a 
hardliner that the Taliban had 

r e g r o u p e d  u n d e r  M u l l a h  
Mohammad Umar with plan to 
attack US-led coalition troops with 
vigour and ferocity.

Maki Shinohara, an official with 
UN High Commissioner for Refu-
gees, said that the killing sent a 
shockwave through the NGO 
community and forced a reap-
praisal of activities in central and 
southern Afghanistan. People 
returning to Afghanistan need 

more than tents. They need 
schools, medical services, and 
advice on how to cultivate the land. 
But this is becoming difficult 
because the incidents of fighting 
and killing indicate that the 
Talibans are becoming more 
active.

Although the Talibans were 
driven away by US forces in coop-
eration with Northern Alliance,  
security remains a big and continu-
ing problem. President Hamid 
Karzai narrowly escaped assassi-
nation when a government soldier 
attempted to kill him as he was 
leaving the grounds of the gover-
nor's residence in Kandahar. Last 
month rockets were fired into 
International Security Assistance 

Force headquarters in Kabul. 
Miraculously nobody was killed. 
Each week the death toll creeps up 
as the low-intensity conflict con-
tinues in the country.

The chronic absence of security 
outside Kabul remains an obstacle 
to economic growth, the nation's 

transition to democratic national 
government and consolidation of 
Kabul authority. Attempts to build 
a 70,000 strong national army to 
take on the Taliban and the war-
lords appear shaky. To compound 
the situation, the Defence Minister 
Mohammad Fahim, a Tajik, has 
reportedly a fractious relationship 
with Karzai. Afghan national army 
graduates refuse to go to areas such 
as Gardez in Paktia province where 

they could be involved in fighting 
with the Taliban supporters. All 
this makes Karzai's plan to decom-
mission the regional militias num-
bering about 100,000 unworkable.

Despite injections of interna-
tional aid, not one major construc-
tion project has reportedly been 
completed. Work on the Kandahar 
to Kabul highway has been very 
slow and out of 1100 kilometres,  
500 are likely to be completed by 
next year. Criticism and disillu-
sionment with the Karzai govern-
m e n t  c o n t i n u e  t o  s p r e a d .  
Burhanuddin Rabbani, the former 
President who heads the Jamat-e-
Islami party and plans to run for 
President in 2004 says that no 
progress will be achieved until 
Afghanistan has a strong central 
government that can establish 
security with warlords.

Professor Faizullah Jalal, the 
director of international law at 
Kabul University reportedly said 
that "the government of Karzai had 
lost its way and doubted the coun-
try would be ready to move to 
democracy at any time soon. Out-
side Kabul nothing has changed. 

There are no jobs, schools are in a 
state of disrepair and health ser-
vices non-existent."

Afghanistan's strategic location 
is unique in the region. It is where 
South Asian countries, Central 
Asian nations, Iran and China 
come together. So developments in 
these countries can have an effect 
on Afghanistan and developments 
in Afghanistan can spill over into 
these countries. 

Afghanistan's geopolitical  
location makes it the receiver and 
transmitter of political and reli-
gious trends in the region. Iran and 
Russia remain deeply suspicious of 
US involvement in Afghanistan. 
They think that the long-term goal 
of the US has been to establish its 
dominance over the oil wells of the 
Persian Gulf and the Caspian Sea. 
The presence of the US in Iraq has 
confirmed this aim.  The uneasi-
ness in Iran and Russia of the pres-
ence of the US in the region has an 
effect on Afghanistan because 
politically it means that any stabil-
ity in Afghanistan must have bless-
ings from Tehran and Moscow.

The US now realises that 
reforms cannot take place soon in 
Afghanistan. Generations of 
nursed-hatred against each other 
of the ethnic groups would pro-
duce instability without a strong 
military presence to keep things 
calm. Warlords are difficult to 
handle because of support from 
their kinship outside borders. 

War can get rid of regimes but to 
rebuild a nation of diverse groups is 
very hard. The US has confronted a 
stark reality that it is easy to win a 
war but to restore peace is difficult.  
More so when Washington is no 
more welcome in Afghanistan than 
was Moscow in 1979.  

The limits to US power in 
Afghanistan are now visible. The 
question today is when and how 
the US will acknowledge this real-
ity.

Barrister Harun ur Rashid is a former Bangladesh 
Ambassador to the UN, Geneva.
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Some JS committees at last
Tokenism will be self-defeating

A FTER 18 months of indifference to the formation 
of parliamentary standing committees which 
ought to have automatically come into being 

thfollowing the inaugural session of the 8  parliament, 11 
out of 45 such bodies have been constituted day before 
yesterday. The sense of relief that should have been 
evoked by the news is, however, missing. First of all,  
these committees, five of which are specifically on min-
istries, the rest being of composite nature, have been 
constituted in a unilateral manner giving rise to an oppo-
sition allegation that they were not consulted. The ruling 
party has kept in reserve for the main opposition party 
Awami League two slots in each ten-member body and 
three in a fifteen-member one. This would more or less 
be a representation proportional to the AL's strength in 
parliament. Significantly though, no slot of chairman-
ship has been given to the Awami League. Our view on 
the subject has been that the ruling party should go the 
extra mile to offer chairmanship of some important com-
mittees, like the public accounts committee for one, to 
the opposition.

It is regrettable that even as a matter of form, the JS 
secretariat did not circulate the agenda on formation of 
parliamentary standing committees to all MPs. The 
opposition has termed the government's constitution of 
the standing committees as 'undemocratic'; but it is not 
without significance that their latest boycott of parlia-
ment had ensued when the committees were being 
formed. Understandably, some three years ago during 
the AL rule, a consensus was reached on proportional 
representation to standing committees in a joint meet-
ing of the two sides under the auspices of the UNDP's 
programme for strengthening the parliament.

The parliamentary committees are the rock-bed of a 
transparent, answerable and accountable system of 
democratic government. They act as oversight bodies 
and also help in the law-making by scrutinising various 
bills. However, since the committees decide by majority 
on issues, the ruling party has a natural safeguard there. 
Moreover, the committee decisions are not binding on 
the ministries, these are recommendatory. All this is 
reason why the ruling party should be generous and 
extra-accommodative to the opposition's demands for 
berth in the committees.

Resignation by Clare Short
Exposing frailty of Iraq rebuilding effort

W HETHER the resignation by Clare Short, Brit-
ish Development Secretary would be a big 
blow to Tony Blair's leadership or not, there is 

no doubt that his Labour party is facing a big ideological 
crisis. Labour has only recently faced some setbacks in 
local elections, but Ms Shorts' accusation of breaking 
promises about involving the United Nations in running 
Iraq very clearly demonstrates that there is something 
more than meets the eye. Earlier Blair was able to con-
vince Ms Short not to resign from his cabinet last March 
after an equally serious threat over the cause of invading 
Iraq. It was indeed a bit strange that when a senior leader 
like Robin Cook actually took the bold step, she recon-
ciled. 

Ms Short may had failed then to act upon her threat, 
but now she has come up with even more serious allega-
tions against Tony Blair and Jack Straw, the Foreign 
Secretary. She claims that both of them have had 
secretly negotiated with the UN Security Council about 
the legality of the occupation forces and the need for a 
UN role in establishing a legitimate Iraqi government. 
What's so unusual about this latest allegations is that if 
Ms Short could compromise on the basic causes of the 
invasion without UN intervention, then why could she 
not compromise on the future role of the occupation 
forces in Iraq? Whatever the reasons might be for that, 
but Blair's spokesperson has already rejected that she 
was not given any assurances about the legality of the 
war or the reconstruction efforts, that had not been ful-
filled. That explains the state of frailty the rebuilding 
effort is in at the moment. 

The voice of dissent over the reconstruction effort is 
visibly clear which obviously raises grave concern about 
the viability of the work to be done. On one hand, the rift 
between the most important British official in the 
rebuilding work and the government gets exposed in 
public, on the other the rift between Pentagon and 
White House becomes clear over the change of chief 
administrator of future Iraq. We can simply hope, even if 
it's in vain, that in this game of power play and uncer-
tainty, the interests and safety of the Iraqi people would 
be at the forefront of all future plans and not be compro-
mised.    

To win war is easy but peace is difficult in Afghanistan

HARUN UR RASHID

SYED MAQSUD JAMIL

E VERY administration bears 
the mark of its leader. The 
leader either by his policies 

or by his personal style makes it his 
own legacy. This is true of both 
constitutionally elected leaders 
and brutal dictators. Saddam's Iraq 
was his own creation. So is post-
Clintonian America, strongly 
molded by the combative person-
ality of its President, G.W. Bush. It 
is natural. History, in fact, is the 
biography of the leaders. The world 
is a beholder of President Bush's 
attitude and beliefs in the resolute 
actions of America. Every President 
is however judged by the standard 
set by the Presidents who ruled 
Ame r i c a  i n  t h e  pa s t .  Af t e r  
Rutherford B. Hayes and Benjamin 

thHarrison, US Presidents of 19  
century, he is another President 
who lost on popular vote, but won 
on Electoral College counts. 

The personal vindication was 
lacking in his assumption of office. 
He was rightly diffident in the 
beginning about assertively thrust-
ing his personality. Nine/eleven 
changed everything. The carnage 
unencumbered him. He came out 
in his elements and came smoking. 
The world has seen the last of a low-
key and circumspect G.W. Bush. 
After the high-tech war in Iraq, the 
world is hearing much about Road 
Map from the Bush administra-
tion. I tend to think that the neces-
sity of the road map was felt after 
the Twin Tower attack. The econ-
omy has always been the bane of 
the Bushes. It is the economy that 
doomed the second term bid of 
Senior Bush. However, unlike the 
son, the father followed the path of 
consensus in conducting Gulf War 
1. My assumption is that the youn-
ger Bush may not have the flair or 
the depth for the academics or the 
intricacies of the economy. It 
released him from being tied down 
in a vexatious duty of spurring on 
the unwilling horse -- the recession 
hit American economy. 

A far greater duty of hunting 
down America's enemies now 
demands his leadership. Besides, 
who can ignore the logic that the 
economy takes a down turn after a 
long boom. Sadly though, the 
boom occurred during Clinton's 

eight years. The President is now 
on a mission of permanently rid-
ding America of the fear of terrorist 
attack. I assume the psychology is 
like this, 'Let no evil ever dare to 
harm America as long as there is a 
world'. The countries from where 
they rise, or the countries that 
harbour or shelter them, are to be 
permanently tethered to the might 
of America.

That is what I read from his 
words and actions. Therefore, 
President Bush's Road Map is set to 
roll heavily over the Middle Eastern 
and Muslim countries. A miscar-
riage of history has brought this 
misery on them. Their woes started 
in Palestine and with the creation 
of the State of Israel. The misfor-
tune is partly of their own making, 
an offspring of the error of judg-
ment. Bad governance has only 
perpetuated it. Arab world's collu-
sion with the British against the 

Ottoman Turks was circumstan-
tially plausible, but historically 
fatal. Saddam's annexation of 
Kuwait has made the Arab world 
even more vulnerable. It offered 
America a handle and President 
G.W. Bush is using it to grievous 
effect. Saddam was all along a 
secular ruler and never dallied with 
the Islamic terrorists. Yet, the 
might of the coalition forces fell 
heavily on him. The rational they 
pursued sanctimoniously are that 
Saddam's Iraq has weapons of 
mass destruction and it has rogu-
ishly violated many UN resolutions 
including the November resolu-
tion of 1441.

It's almost a month since 
Saddam's regime fell. Weapons of 
Mass Destruction have not yet been 
discovered. However, an occupying 
force appropriates the right of being 
the sole privy to facts. There is no 
justifiable way of proving that Iraq 
violated resolution 1441 without 
allowing the UN inspectors to com-
plete their mission. Besides if the 

violation of UN resolution offers the 
moral ground for a military cam-
paign and occupation of a country, 
then the State of Israel would have 
been chastised long ago into meek 
compliance for the violation of at 
least 60 UN resolutions. The road 
map would have rolled over Tel Aviv. 
But Ariel Sharon is remaining haugh-
tily impervious to human pleas of 
treating the lives and the properties 
of the Palestinians with respect. He is 
collecting the toll of unremitting 
vengeance by cruelly pursuing 
murderous reprisals against inno-
cent Palestinians. The consequences 
are tragic, where innocent life is not 
respected. Protest finds expression 
in the desperate acts of suicide 
bombings. The road map is not 
rolling over Israel. It rolled over 
Saddam's regime, and that is not all, 
it flattened Iraq. The country lies 
devastated, destroyed. A once pros-
perous country with a per capita 

income of 7,000.00 US Dollar has 
been pauperized. I watch with inter-
est the coalition forces' expression of 
dismay over the poverty of Iraq. It is 
indeed deeply saddening. But half-
truths do not tell all the fact. Twelve 
years of UN sanctions tells the other 
half of the truth. Saddam was not 
touched; rather the sanctions 
pushed the Iraqis to poverty. 

The road map, I presume, can 
turn in any direction, towards any 
country, which is seen as threat to 
Israel and looks like a breeding 
ground of terrorists. Now that the 
US troops have been pulled out of 
Saudi Arabia, it will come under 
greater scrutiny. Its funding of 
Islamic organisations is a suitable 
probing ground for America. The 
Saudis would be doing well to 
conduct their patronage watch-
fully. The coalition forces would 
not need a far-fetched pretext to 
observe that terrorist activities in 
Palestine draw sustenance from 
the Saudis. For that matter, the 
brain and the fervour behind 

Islamic fanatics grow in abun-
dance in Egypt. Hosni Mobarak's 
Egypt is long a trustingly obliging 
nation of America. In the absence 
of pluralist political system, 
Mobarak has many bitter enemies. 
He has to conciliate the militant 
anger simmering beneath civic 
order. The failure of his regime 
means the Islamic militants taking 
over Egypt. It will surely not be 
welcome either to Israel or to 
America. 

The road map can as well run 
into Syria. It is not subservient to 
America, and its military capability 
is intact. Its influence in Lebanon, 
toleration of Hizbollah, aggravated 
further by its resolute stand on 
Golan Height, have made Syria a 
recalcitrant country in the Middle 
East. Syria is sort of a road-block for 
Israel in its goal of total control of 
the region bolstered by frontiers 
without fangs.  I have the feeling 

that Bashar will listen more keenly 
to Abdullah of Jordan and to Tur-
key in trying to save his regime. 

Iran is the most unwieldy road-
block for the coalition road map. It 
has an ethnic homogeneity of 
overwhelmingly Shiite Iranian 
population. The democratic struc-
ture is emerging stronger with 
regularly held elections. Besides, 
the cleric rulers are not oppressive, 
nor are they lavishly corrupt. Iran, 
at the same time, is economically 
growing stronger, with trading 
partners in European countries, 
China and India. Most of all, unlike 
the hotheaded Mullahs of Afghani-
stan, the Iran of Ayatollahs is much 
discrete in conducting their affairs. 
They also have a good record of not 
meddling in the problems of its 
neighbours. Peace and time will 
further strengthen Iran. Besides, it 
is advancing technologically and 
can ultimately become capable of 
attaining potent military weapons. 
This is not compatible with the 
objective of the road map. A weak 

and unstable Iraq riven by ethnic 
squabbling and hostilities is the 
most likely outcome. This may spill 
over into Iran, considering the 
fraternal ties of Iraqi Shiites. It will 
be to America's advantage to lean 
hard on Iran. The road map may 
also have a frontier with Turkey, 
since the Kurds are much in favour 
with America. It will not be easy for 
America to gloss over Turkey's 
non-compliance during Iraq war. 
Turko-American relationship will 
have a busy time containing the 
irritants. 

Pakistan has precarious position 
as an obliging nation. The Republi-
cans have a tradition of tilting 
towards Pakistan. It is working very 
hard in protecting its ties with 
America as an obliging nation. 
Pakistan's porous border with 
Afghanistan has the most difficult 
terrain. These are the hideouts for 
the Muslim militant organisations. 

America's toleration of its nuclear 
and other weapons programme 
will depend on how hard and 
sincerely Pakistan tries to police 
the border and flush out the terror-
ists. Pakistan's madrassas are the 
traditional breeding ground of 
Muslim militants. This is not to 
America's liking. Pakistan has to 
sanitise the madrassas. The most 
alarming thing for Pakistan is that, 
a single person, Pervez Musharraf, 
marshals its sincere anti-terrorist 
activities. After him the deluge may 
come. Things may radically go 
against Pakistan. 

The situation in Afghanistan is 
not inspiring. Hamid Karzai's 
authority does not go beyond 
Kabul. Minority Tajiks control the 
administration. The Pushtuns are 
grumbling. Gulbuddin Hekmatyar 
is back to fan the tribal animosities. 
Pakistan will have a hard task to 
contend with. Failure will have a 
heavy price. The road map is well 
focussed on Pakistan.

President Bush is in a way like 
President Truman. Straight talking, 
single-minded, and resolute, 
Truman did not hesitate to 
threaten Soviet Russia to withdraw 
from parts of Iran. Or else, he 
threatened, 'I am going to drop that 
goddam thing over you'. The Sovi-
ets blinked. But Truman had a 
global vision and the wisdom to act 
on it. He was a provider for Ameri-
can friends, cared about Trans-
Atlantic and global alliance against 
communism. The ideology of free 
world mattered with him. He never 
pushed America's friends to 
fences. President G.W. Bush looks 
far from being a Truman on these 
grounds. America's friendly ties 
with traditional allies are strained. 
It has deteriorated to an extent 
where Colin Powel is speaking of 
grave consequences for France. 
Indeed, friends and foes keep 
changing. Colin Powel's irate 
statement could have been appro-
priate had America won new 
friends of comparable standing. 
Rather, it has made foes of friends, 
without winning over its detrac-
tors. 

America need not take pains 
over it, so long the world is submit-
ting to its might. It is however banal 
when might is only feared, but not 
held in regard. Such circumstances 
do not serve the honour of Amer-
ica. Great countries are great 
because their might is lionised by 
the fairness and the discretion of 
their action. The road map may 
enforce submission, but may fail to 
build a durable and just peace in 
the Middle East. 

To sum it up, we will have to look 
closer at President Bush. He loves 
the American war machine. It is his 
natural turf. He did splendidly well 
in conducting the Iraq war. It is in 
the projection of America's might 
he thrives. Simply, he is doing what 
he does well. But it would be facile 
to believe that America's presi-
dency is all about successfully 
conducting war. The world knows 
that the makers of war do not serve 
well if they fail to build peace. Let 
us see how good he is at building 
peace.       

Syed Maqsud Jamil is General Manager of 
Summit Group.

BOTTOM LINE
War can get rid of regimes but to rebuild a nation of diverse groups is very hard. The US has confronted a stark reality 
that it is easy to win a war but to restore peace is difficult.  More so when Washington is no more welcome in 
Afghanistan than was Moscow in 1979.  ... The limits to US power in Afghanistan are now visible. The question today 
is when and how the US will acknowledge this reality.

Road map rolls over Middle East 

OPINION

MOHAMMAD AMJAD HOSSAIN

HIS refers to "A diplomat's T letter" published in The 
Daily Star on 7-5-2003. It is 

quite logical for a diplomat to 
reflect the position of the govern-
ment he represents. The British 
High Commissioner wrote that 
Saddam Hussein did not disarm 
rather continued to build up his 
military and security arsenal dur-
ing the last 12 years. But this is a 
myth as has been reflected in the 
reports by UN Chief Weapons 
Inspector Hans Blix and EL 
Baradei, Director General, Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency 
placed in the Security Council in 
March. Some of the American and 
British intelligence reports proved 
to be fabricated and travesty of 
truth. Lawmakers in the Congress 
in Washington and the House of 
Commons in London raised ques-
tions about the authencity of such 
intelligence reports and sought 
thorough enquiry into presenting 
such false information to the world 
body. Robert Fish in a commentary 
to the Independent newspaper in 

UK wrote, 'Fantasies and illusions 
were given credibility by a kind of 
superpower moral override'. Till 
the end of aggression by coalition 
forces led by the United States not a 
single biological or chemical 
weapon was fired by Iraqi regime in 
self-defence, while it received 
thousands of missiles and bombs. 
In this connection, I would like to 
quote from an article by Scott 
Ritter, a former UN Chief Inspec-
tor, who said that "the fact that 
these protective suits were not 
needed by coalition forces is a 
cause for celebration. But the total 
lack of chemical weapons on the 
battlefield, combined with the 
inability of the coalition, to date, to 
uncover any of the massive stock-
piles of prohibited weapons or 
weapons-manufacturing capabil-
ity, raises disturbing questions 
about what was supposed to be the 
main justification for the Ameri-
can-led military action: Disarming 
a recalcitrant dictator."

Let us see what kind of weapons 
the United States and Great Britain 
used against defenceless Iraqi 
population during aggression. The 
Daisy Cutter is a conventional 

bomb weighing 15000 pounds, 
Massive  Ordnance Airburst  
(MOAB) weighing 21000 pounds is 
a bigger and more deadly weapon, 
Cluster bomb, the size of 120 foot-
balls, is capable of placing 12400 
explosive duds -- de-facto anti-
personnel landmines. On the first 
day of air strikes (20 March) the US 
and British forces flew 1000 sorties 
and fired 1000 cruise missiles 
against Iraq with the purpose of 
damaging and demoralising 
Saddam's forces. Now the question 
arises as to who actually possess 
the weapons of mass destruction -- 
what is the difference between a 
daisy cutter bomb and a weapon of 
mass destruction? What is the 
difference between a cruise missile 
and a weapon of terror? Banned 
depleted uranium was used in the 
weapons used against Iraq -- 320 
metric tons of depleted uranium 
was left on the battlefield by the US 
after the first Gulf war in 1991. 
Amnesty International criticised 
the coalition for using cluster 
bombs on the civilian population 
in Iraq during the aggression this 
time. What a tragedy! Do you have 
any answer to the use of banned 

weapon of mass destruction by the 
coalition forces? Actually the inva-
sion of Iraq by US led coalition 
forces including the British has no 
legal or moral justification whatso-
ever and it is illegal, uneven and 
unwarranted.

 Resolutions 678, 687 or 1441 
adopted by the Security Council of 
the United Nations did not author-
ise any member country of the 
world body to wage war against 
another member country without 
provocation. Resolutions 678 
adopted on 29 November and 
resolution 687 adopted on 3 April 
1991 related to Iraq-Kuwait war. 
The resolutions called on both Iraq 
and Kuwait to respect the inviola-
bility of the international bound-
ary, requested the Secretary Gen-
eral to submit plans for the deploy-
ment of a United Nations observer 
unit, and decided that weapons of 
mass destruction should be 
destroyed etc. etc. Section C of the 
resolution 687 deals with the elimi-
nation of Iraq's weapons of mass 
destruction and ballistic missiles 
with a range greater than 150 kilo-
meters, together with related items 
and facilities. Resolution 1441 in 

November 2002 asked Saddam 
regime to accord full and uncondi-
tional access to UN inspectors at 
any on-site inspection and advised 
use all necessary means in case of 
non-compliance of the resolution. 

On 7 March 2003 Hans Blix and 
El-Baradei, presented their reports 
to the Security Council on inspec-
tion pursuant to UNSC resolution 
1441. Chief Inspector Blix reported 
that destruction of al-Samud 
missiles by Iraq constituted sub-
stantial measures of disarmament 
in Iraq. Hans Blix welcomed the 
initiative taken by Iraq and 
described Iraq's response as pro-
active. He, however, denied that 
there was any proof of US claim 
that Iraq had been concealing 
banned weapons while IAEA 
Director General Baradei spoke of 
no evidence for revival of nuclear 
programmes. No evidence of 
import of aluminum tubes meant 
for nuclear weapons or any indica-
tion of import of uranium was 
found. He categorically said that 
Iraq did not try to procure uranium 
from African country of Niger, as 
claimed by the United States. After 
these presentations there should 

not be any illusion or wishful think-
ing for the discovery of weapons of 
mass destruction in Iraq. 

Had the resolutions, as indi-
cated by British High Commis-
sioner in his letter, been given full 
legality the need for placing of 
second draft resolution, which was 
amended by Britain, in the Security 
Council had not arisen. The British 
High Commissioner must be aware 
that two junior Ministers, the 
leader in the House of Commons, 
Mr Robin Cook, who was a former 
British Foreign Secretary, and 
Elizabeth Wolmhurst, Deputy 
Legal Advisor in British Foreign 
Office, who served for long thirty 
years, resigned on protest over the 
legality of British government's 
decision to go to the theatre of war. 
By launching aggression against 
Iraq unilaterally by the United 
States and Great Britain the very 
charter of the United Nations was 
violated. Chapter seven of the 
charter explicitly states that the 
Security Council shall determine 
the existence of any threat to 
peace, breach of peace, or act of 
aggression and shall make recom-
mendations, or decide what mea-

sures shall be taken. No individual 
member state of the United 
Nations has right to attack any 
country unless it is attacked.

There is no justification for a 
foreign power to invade a country 
in violation of international law on 
the pretext of liberating its people 
from the clutches of a dictator. 
There are many examples that the 
people in many countries in the 
world got rid of dictators by them-
selves. Dictator Nicolai Ceausescu 
of Romania in Eastern Europe 
presided over the country with iron 
hand for over two decades. During 
his rule people suffered in terms of 
human misery, families uprooted, 
communities destroyed, orphan-
ages filled with children broken in 
body and spirit. And the people 
revolted to overthrow the regime in 
December 1989. On 25 December 
Ceausescu along with his wife were 
executed by a summary military 
court. The Filipinos also saw the 
dictatorial regime of Marcos. He 
could not face the wrath of the 
people and fled to America to save 
his life on 25 February 1986. In 
Bangladesh, we saw a dictator in 

General Ershad, who ruled the 
country ruthlessly for about nine 
years, but he had to surrender to 
the will of the people in 1991. 
Therefore, one can establish the 
fact that a dictator may succeed in 
remaining in power by applying 
force for certain period but not 
forever. The people of a country 
ultimately decide their fate. No 
outside power is necessary to 
change regime. 

It is true that British Prime 
Minister stressed the importance 
for creation of UN Trust Fund out 
of oil revenues for Iraqis to be 
administered by UN, but his sol-
emn pledge appears to be lost in 
the oblivion because of America's 
tricky game. The awarding of 
contracts to American companies 
by US AID for reconstruction of 
Iraq clearly demonstrates the fact 
that US administration is not 
attaching any importance to the 
United Nations. Yet Britain may 
not say anything against as it 
seems.

Mohammad Amjad Hossain is a former diplomat.

In response to 'a diplomat's letter'

America need not take pains over it, so long the world is submitting to its might. It is however banal when might is 
only feared, but not held in regard. Such circumstances do not serve the honour of America. Great countries are great 
because their might is lionised by the fairness and the discretion of their action. The road map may enforce 
submission, but may fail to build a durable and just peace in the Middle East. 
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