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Letter from the Executive Board

Greetings Delegates,

It is with immense excitement and respect that we welcome you to the HCCC at this year's
edition of the Anthony Claret Model United Nations. This committee represents a dynamic
intersection of historical complexity and modern political strategy, presenting you with the
unique opportunity to delve into one of the most consequential geopolitical crises of the 21st
century.

The background guide we have prepared serves as your foundation, designed to introduce you
to the complexities of the agenda. However, as architects of history and stewards of
international law, your research must extend far beyond this document. Only through rigorous
preparation and deep understanding of your portfolio's position can you effectively navigate
the challenges this committee presents.

The agenda, "The US Invasion of Irag," places us at March 17, 2003 - a day when President
George W. Bush delivered his final ultimatum to Iraqi President Saddam Hussein, demanding
his departure within 48 hours. This moment represents the culmination of months of
diplomatic crisis, intelligence debates, and international division that would reshape global
politics for decades to come.

This is not merely a historical simulation; it is a crucible where international law, national
security interests, and humanitarian concerns collide with devastating real-world
consequences. As members of this committee, you will represent voices from across the
international spectrum, tasked with navigating the complex web of weapons inspections,
regime change policy, and multilateral diplomacy.

Key Expectations from the Committee:

1. Historical Accuracy and Context: The freeze date of March 17, 2003, is critical.
Understanding the political, legal, and intelligence context leading to this moment is
essential. UN weapons inspectors under Hans Blix were still conducting their work,
international opposition was crystallizing, and the legal basis for war remained
contested.

2. Directives Drive Action: Every military operation, diplomatic initiative, or intelligence
operation must be submitted through written directives. Your strategic thinking will be
tested through these crisis tools, requiring both bold vision and practical feasibility.
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3. Navigate Complex Alliances: This committee features unprecedented diplomatic
divisions - from the US-UK "special relationship” to the Franco-German-Russian
opposition, from reluctant coalition partners to regional Middle Eastern concerns. Your
ability to forge alliances and manage opposition will define your success.

4. Legal and Moral Complexity: Questions of international law, UN authorization,
weapons of mass destruction intelligence, and humanitarian intervention create layers

of complexity that simple military solutions cannot address.

This crisis committee will challenge you to grapple with intelligence assessments, diplomatic
negotiations, domestic political pressures, and international legal frameworks simultaneously.
Whether you seek to prevent war through diplomacy, ensure collective security through
multilateral action, or pursue national interests through coalition building, your decisions will
echo through history.

We look forward to witnessing the interplay of strategy, principle, and pragmatism that this
momentous period demands.

Good luck, and may wisdom guide your deliberations.

Warm regards,

Abbas Ahmed
Chairperson, HCCC
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Introduction to the Committee

Directives

They are the most powerful crisis tool a delegate can use. Via a directive, a delegate can take
discreet action using all of their portfolio powers and influence almost any sector of an agenda.
They are used for conducting real time actions with plausible motive (reason for the directive)
and execution (ability to achieve said motive) within your jurisdiction (portfolio powers).

For example, as the President of the United States of America, you could do a lot of things,
such as order an airstrike, arrange a world conference, or send spies to Russia. However, there
would be no plausible way you can acquire the Bank of China as it is nationalized by the
People's Republic of China. Similarly, while you could certainly do it, there would be no motive
for you to impose a ban on beef production and import across the USA unless in response to a
crisis update (for example, a cow-borne epidemic).

These bits of paperwork will set the direction of the committee and decide its ultimate success.
Keeping that in mind, below you shall find a structure of the same to help you understand how
to draft them and thus ensure maximum effectiveness. There are two types of directives —
covert and overt.

The covert directive is there to help you take individual action based on the powers available
to your portfolio.

An overt directive on the other hand is one which involves multiple delegates cooperating to
chart out a plan of action.

If the directive is covert, only the Executive Board will be able to read the contents of the
directive. Using their discretion, they will choose to either pass or fail the entire or certain parts
of the directive. They will also choose whether or not to have it reflected in the crisis update
and what effect it will have. If it is overt, the directive will be displayed in front of the entire
committee and discussed, after which the committee shall vote on it, with a simple majority
determining whether it passes or fails (or whether it goes to the Executive Board or not). While
this does not guarantee passage, it can show the Executive Board that the action is strongly
supported by a majority and increase chances of it passing.

Once you submit these directives, it will be the responsibility of the Executive Board to judge
the feasibility of the proposed measures and incorporate it accordingly into the subsequent
updates. While preparing either kind of update please keep in mind these six tenets — Who,
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What, Why, Where, When, and How. If you address these six points properly you shall have a
good directive capable of swaying the outcome of the committee. Directives will be accepted
only during the time where lines of communication are open and not at any other times, unless
deemed fit by the Executive Board.

The directives can be broadly classified into

» Covert operations (Covert directive)

» Joint ops (Joint Directive)

» Portfolio Request

» Understandings signed between factions/ nations (Treaties, MOUs etc.)
» Presidential Statements

» Overt directives

All the above-mentioned types are self-explanatory. It is completely fine if Joint operations are
intended to be of Covert nature. The Executive Board believes however that one of the types
requires clarification and that would be the usage of Portfolio Requests. Portfolio requests are
sent in when delegates require specific information that is crucial for their next course of
action.

This ideally collaborates with them requesting their government agencies to feed them the
required information, by conducting certain actions. Only such covert directives can be termed
as Portfolio requests. The EB will not entertain portfolio requests requesting random pieces
of information that would not be viable to present as a response. Next, the operations
themselves can be divided into intel ops and military or strategic ops, broadly. Sufficient
understanding of the situation on ground is necessary to implement the right type at
appropriate times.
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The Format for directives
Operation Name (Whatever you wish to call the intended action)
Status — (Whether it is covert or overt directive)
Primary Objective — (What your action intends to achieve immediately)
Secondary Objective — (What your action intends to achieve overall)
Mission Brief — (The details of the operation in a brief manner)
Plan of Action:

(This should be listed in the form of bullet points and should be detailed in nature so as to lay
out the entire plan from start to finish. Ideally one should account for all possible exigencies
and potential problems while drafting the points and address the same — this will help in
creating a watertight plan and increase its chances of success)

Personnel/Resources involved — (Who or what units and equipment shall be involved in the
operation)

Operation date(s) — (The date and time during which your operation will commence though it
is not mandatory to mention. If itis a time bound operation then the end date as well. If times
are mentioned it should be in the military format, i.e., 1200 hours for 12 pm)

Signed — (Your portfolio name if this is a private directive, the portfolio names of whoever has
drafted the directive in case it is joint).

Delegates need to note that updates will largely be based on the directives received, but not
all directives will be converted into updates and displayed to the committee. Having said that,
we'd like to clarify one extremely important concept for crisis committees:

Fog of War.

Fog of War, simply put, means that it is impossible to know the results of all action undertaken
by a particular group/cabinet/country immediately, as the success or failure will depend on a
lot of factors, most importantly, the timing of these actions and the time that would be taken
up for the actions to unfold. Therefore it is only practical that the delegates don't expect ALL
their directives’ statuses to be known throughout the course of committee. There will
definitely be instances where your directives would pass, but won't be reflected as updates
due to practical difficulties, and vice versa, where failed directives will make it to updates to let
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the people who have drafted it know about the consequences of their actions. The Executive
Board hopes that these crisis committee actions are understood in its absolute entirety by the
delegates, and this would eventually lead to easier and smoother functioning of both
committees. Please feel absolutely free to contact any of the members of the Executive Board
in case of queries.

Communigués

A communiqué is a tool used to talk to a portfolio not present in committee and obtain their
assistance and support for your goals. It is framed as a letter and is simply formatted with
From and To. It can be a part of a directive (to obtain certain resources for a directive) or a
standalone communiqué for all future actions. All communiqués are covert, i.e, secret in
nature. They can be both individual and joint. When the Executive Board receives a
communiqué, they take on the role of the recipient portfolio and assess it from their viewpoint.
If the offer being made and the request posed seems reasonably well phrased and profitable
to the recipient, the communiqué passes. If it does not, however, then the communiqué fails.
In the former case, information regarding the new resources the delegate has obtained will be
sent to the delegate by the Executive Board and/or will be reflected in full/in part in the crisis
update.

Press Releases

Press releases are used to share information with the entirety of the committee to announce
foreign policy changes, major movements in discussion, trade deals/treaties or discoveries
achieved via covert directives that can be used to influence the committee. Sometimes
agreements reached in

informal debate can be put up as a press release from a bloc to enable it to be discussed in
formal debate. While no questions can be asked unless especially permitted by the Executive
Board on a press release, it can always be explored and cross questioned in other delegates’
speeches. Press releases will be sent to the Executive Board, where we will either choose to
read it out or have the delegate announce it to the entirety of the committee. It should be
drafted using continuous writing unlike directives as it will have to be read out verbatim in

committee.
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About the Agenda

Post-Gulf War Context and Containment

Following Irag's defeat in the 1991 Gulf War, the international community established a
comprehensive sanctions and monitoring regime designed to prevent Saddam Hussein's regime from
reconstituting its weapons of mass destruction programs. UN Security Council Resolution 687 required
Iraq to destroy all chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons programs under international supervision,
while Resolution 688 demanded an end to the repression of Iraqi civilians.

The containment strategy combined economic sanctions, no-fly zones enforced by US and UK aircraft,
and periodic military strikes to maintain pressure on Baghdad. This approach succeeded in significantly
degrading Iraq's military capabilities and economic resources, but came at enormous humanitarian cost
to the Iragi population and created ongoing tension with regional allies and international partners.

UN Inspections and the WD Question

The United Nations Special Commission (UNSCOM) and later the UN Monitoring, Verification and
Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC) under Hans Blix conducted extensive searches for weapons of
mass destruction throughout the 1990s and early 2000s. These inspections revealed significant past
WMD programs but became increasingly controversial as Iragi officials were accused of concealment
and obstruction.

Hans Blix's UNMOVIC team returned to Iraq in November 2002 following the passage of UN Security
Council Resolution 1441, which offered Iraq "a final opportunity to comply with its disarmament
obligations". However, by the freeze date of March 17, 2003, Blix had reported that while Irag was
providing access to sites, significant questions remained about unaccounted weapons and
materials. Crucially, Blix emphasized that "inspectors are inspectors; they are not detectives" and that
the burden lay with Iraqg to prove the destruction of suspected weapons.

The Bush Doctrine and Regime Change Policy

The September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks fundamentally altered American strategic thinking, leading
to the articulation of the Bush Doctrine emphasizing preemptive action against emerging
threats. While no direct operational link between Iraq and the 9/11 attacks was established, the Bush
administration argued that the combination of WMD capabilities and support for terrorism made
Saddam Hussein's regime an unacceptable long-term threat.

The administration's case for military action rested on several pillars: intelligence assessments
claiming Iraq possessed chemical and biological weapons and was reconstituting its nuclear program;
alleged links between Iraq and international terrorist organizations; the humanitarian imperative to
end Saddam's brutal dictatorship; and the strategic necessity of establishing a democratic ally in the
heart of the Middle East.
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International Opposition and Diplomatic Crisis

The Bush administration's push for military action created the most serious transatlantic crisis since
the Suez Crisis of 1956. France, Germany, and Russia formed a coalition opposing immediate military
action, arguing that weapons inspections should be allowed to continue and that war could only be
justified with explicit UN Security Council authorization.

French Foreign Minister Dominique de Villepin received sustained applause at the UN Security Council
when he declared that France would veto any resolution authorizing force, stating "We will not allow
the passage of a planned resolution that would authorize the use of force". This opposition extended
beyond governmental positions - massive public demonstrations occurred worldwide, with millions
participating in coordinated protests on February 15, 2003.

Even within the "Coalition of the Willing," support was often reluctant and politically costly. British
Prime Minister Tony Blair faced the largest parliamentary rebellion of his tenure, with 199 MPs voting
against early military action. The diplomatic crisis revealed fundamental disagreements about the
nature of international law, the role of the UN, and the legitimacy of preemptive warfare.

Disclaimer: Post-Freeze Developments

For comprehensive context, the historical record shows that after March 17, 2003, President Bush's
48-hour ultimatum expired and Operation Iragi Freedom commenced on March 20 with massive air
strikes on Baghdad. These events and their consequences are mentioned only for background
understanding. In this committee simulation, they represent future outcomes that have not yet
occurred and remain within your power to influence or prevent.
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Timeline of Events
I. Post-Gulf War Context (1991-2001)

April 1991

UN Security Council Resolution 687: Established comprehensive disarmament requirements
for Iraq, demanding destruction of all WMD programs and long-range missiles under
international supervision.

1991-1998

UNSCOM Inspections: UN weapons inspectors conducted extensive searches, uncovering
significant chemical and biological weapons programs while facing increasing Iragi obstruction
and concealment efforts.

December 1998

Operation Desert Fox: US and UK conducted four-day bombing campaign against suspected
WMD sites after Iraq expelled UN weapons inspectors.

1998-2001

Containment Period: Iraq remained under comprehensive sanctions while US and UK enforced
no-fly zones. Intelligence agencies maintained assessments that Iraq was attempting to
reconstitute WMD programs.

Il. Bush Administration and 9/11 Aftermath (2001-2002)
January 2001

Bush Administration Takes Office: New leadership brought more aggressive stance toward
Irag, with regime change becoming official US policy.

September 11, 2001

9/11 Terrorist Attacks: Fundamentally altered US strategic thinking, leading to doctrine of
preemptive action against potential threats.

January 2002

"Axis of Evil" Speech: President Bush identified Iraq, Iran, and North Korea as states sponsoring
terrorism and seeking WMD, marking Iraq as priority target.

September 12, 2002
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Bush UN General Assembly Address: President challenged UN to enforce its resolutions
against Iraq or risk irrelevance, laying groundwork for military action.

October 2002

Congressional Authorization: US Congress passed joint resolution authorizing use of force
against Iraq by margins of 77-23 in Senate and 296-133 in House.

lll. The Diplomatic Crisis Unfolds (2002-March 2003)
November 8, 2002

UN Security Council Resolution 1441: Passed unanimously, offering Iraq "final opportunity" to
comply with disarmament obligations and warning of "serious consequences" for continued
violations.

November 27, 2002

UN Inspectors Return: Hans Blix's UNMOVIC team and Mohamed ElBaradei's IAEA team
resumed inspections in Iraq after four-year absence.

January 27, 2003

Blix Report to UN: Chief weapons inspector reported Iraq had not fully embraced disarmament
but noted improved access to sites.

February 5, 2003

Powell UN Presentation: Secretary of State Colin Powell presented intelligence case for Iraqi
WMD programs, including intercepted communications and satellite imagery.

February 14, 2003

Blix Second Report: Reported continued Iraqgi cooperation on access but noted significant gaps
in accounting for suspected weapons materials.

February 15, 2003

Global Peace Demonstrations: Estimated 10-15 million people participated in coordinated
worldwide protests against potential Iraq war.

March 5, 2003

France Announces Veto Threat: Foreign Minister de Villepin declared France would veto any
Security Council resolution authorizing force.
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March 7, 2003

Blix Final Report: Weapons inspectors reported no evidence of ongoing WMD programs but

emphasized many materials remained unaccounted for.
March 16, 2003

Azores Summit: Bush, Blair, and Spanish PM Aznar met to coordinate final diplomatic push
before military action.

IV. Post-Freeze Context (18-20 March 2003)
The following developments occurred after the committee's freeze date:

March 18, 2003: UN weapons inspectors evacuated Iraq; massive parliamentary rebellion
against Tony Blair in UK.

March 19, 2003: Bush announced beginning of military operations against Irag.

March 20, 2003: Operation Iragi Freedom commenced with air strikes on Baghdad.

Freeze Date - March 17, 2003

On March 17, 2003, President George W. Bush delivered a televised address giving Iraqi
President Saddam Hussein and his sons 48 hours to leave Iraq or face invasion. This
ultimatum represented the culmination of months of diplomatic crisis and effectively marked
the end of multilateral efforts to resolve the Iraq crisis through the United Nations.

At this moment, UN weapons inspectors under Hans Blix were still in Iraq conducting their
work, having found no evidence of active WMD programs but unable to account for materials
from previous declarations. The UN Security Council remained deadlocked, with France,
Germany, and Russia maintaining their opposition to military action while the US, UK, and
Spain pushed for explicit authorization of force.

The freeze date captures the international community at a critical decision point: whether to
allow more time for inspections and diplomacy, authorize collective military action through
the UN, or accept unilateral action by the US-led coalition outside the multilateral framework.

Stakeholder Analysis

In July 1962 the USSR secretly agreed with Cuba to deploy Soviet nuclear missiles on the island
to deter a U.S. invasion. On Oct 14 a U.S. U-2 spy plane photographed these medium- and
intermediate-range missile sites under construction. This discovery precipitated an
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emergency confrontation. The remainder of this analysis breaks down the primary
stakeholders (U.S., USSR, Cuba) — including their internal decision-making bodies — and
secondary actors (allies and international bodies), outlining each party's interests,
motivations, constraints, and possible actions. (Any outcomes or agreements after Oct 16 are
noted as forward context and not treated as contemporaneous facts.)

United States

Leadership & Decision-Makers: President George W. Bush led a national security team
including Vice President Dick Cheney, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary of
State Colin Powell, National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice, and CIA Director George
Tenet. The administration was divided between those favoring immediate military action
(Cheney, Rumsfeld) and those seeking broader international support (Powell, Rice).

Strategic Interests: The US aimed to eliminate what it believed were Iraqi WMD programs, end
Saddam Hussein's dictatorship, establish a democratic ally in the Middle East, and
demonstrate American resolve in the post-9/11 era. The administration argued that the
combination of WMD capabilities and support for terrorism made Iraq an unacceptable long-
term threat to American security and regional stability.

Constraints and Concerns: Despite military superiority, the US faced significant diplomatic
isolation, with key allies opposing military action. Intelligence assessments were contested,
with questions about the reliability of WMD evidence. Domestic opinion was divided, and the
economic costs of invasion and occupation were enormous. The administration also

confronted the challenge of post-war reconstruction and the risk of regional destabilization.

Options and Courses of Action: At the freeze date, US options ranged from last-minute
diplomatic compromise to immediate military action. The administration could seek additional
UN resolutions, extend ultimatum deadlines, proceed with "Coalition of the Willing" despite
UN opposition, or consider more limited military strikes. The preference was clearly for
comprehensive regime change through full-scale invasion.

Iraq

Leadership: President Saddam Hussein controlled Iraq through the Ba'ath Party apparatus,
with key figures including his sons Uday and Qusay Hussein, Deputy Prime Minister Tariq Aziz,
and military commanders. Despite international pressure, Saddam maintained control over

Iragi decision-making and showed no indication of willingness to flee the country.
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Strategic Interests: Iraq's overriding goal was regime survival and maintaining national
sovereignty. Saddam calculated that any signs of weakness might invite domestic rebellion or
regional exploitation. He sought to divide the international coalition, demonstrate Iraqi
resilience, and preserve Ba'ath Party control through whatever means necessary.

Constraints: Irag's military was significantly degraded from the Gulf War and years of
sanctions. The country was largely isolated diplomatically and economically. Saddam faced the
dilemma that full compliance with UN demands might reveal regime weakness, while non-

compliance invited military action.

Possible Actions: At freeze, Iraq could make last-minute concessions on weapons inspections,
offer limited political reforms, mobilize for defensive warfare, or attempt to provoke
international incident to complicate US military planning. Saddam's strategy appeared focused
on survival through resistance rather than compromise.

United Kingdom

Leadership: Prime Minister Tony Blair led a Labour government facing significant domestic
opposition to military action. Key figures included Foreign Secretary Jack Straw, Defence
Secretary Geoff Hoon, and Attorney General Peter Goldsmith, who was still developing legal
advice on the war's legality.

Strategic Interests: Britain sought to maintain the "special relationship” with the US while
preserving international law and UN authority. Blair genuinely believed in the WMD threat but
also calculated that British influence required staying aligned with American policy. The UK
aimed to provide multilateral legitimacy to US actions while constraining American
unilateralism.

Constraints and Concerns: Blair faced massive parliamentary rebellion, with 199 MPs voting
against early military action. Public opinion was strongly opposed to war without UN
authorization. The legal basis for military action remained questionable, and Blair needed to
maintain Labour Party unity while supporting an unpopular American president.

Options and Courses of Action: Britain could continue supporting US policy regardless of UN
approval, demand additional time for inspections, seek compromise resolutions in the Security
Council, or distance itself from American military planning. Blair's commitment to Bush made
withdrawal from coalition politically difficult.

France, Germany, and Russia
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Leadership: French President Jacques Chirac and Foreign Minister Dominique de Villepin led
international opposition alongside German Chancellor Gerhard Schroder and Russian
President Vladimir Putin. This coalition represented the most serious challenge to American
hegemony since the end of the Cold War.

Strategic Interests: France sought to preserve UN authority and international law while
constraining American unilateralism. Germany aimed to establish independent foreign policy
while maintaining transatlantic ties. Russia pursued multipolar international system while
protecting commercial interests in Irag. All three opposed the precedent of preventive war
without explicit UN authorization.

Constraints and Concerns: The opposition coalition risked transatlantic crisis and potential
American retaliation. France and Germany needed to balance opposition to war with NATO
solidarity. Russia faced pressure from domestic business interests with Iragi contracts. None
possessed military capability to directly prevent American action.

Options and Courses of Action: The opposition could maintain Security Council vetoes,
propose alternative resolutions extending inspections, organize international diplomatic
pressure, or accept American action while preserving legal objections. France had explicitly
threatened to veto any war resolution.

United Nations and Hans Blix

Role: UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan attempted to preserve institutional authority while
managing superpower tensions. Hans Blix's UNMOVIC represented international law and

multilateral decision-making in direct tension with American unilateralism.

Strategic Interests: The UN sought to maintain relevance and authority in face of American
challenge. Blix aimed to complete weapons inspections professionally while avoiding political
pressure from all sides. The institution's credibility depended on demonstrating independence

from superpower manipulation.

Constraints: The UN lacked enforcement capability and depended on member state
cooperation. Blix faced impossible expectations to definitively prove negative (absence of
WMD) while working under severe time pressure. The Security Council's permanent member
vetoes made consensus impossible.

Options and Courses of Action: The UN could extend inspection timelines, demand Iraqi
compliance with specific benchmarks, authorize limited military action, or accept institutional
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marginalization. Blix could provide definitive assessment of Iragi compliance or request
additional time and resources.

Coalition Partners

Key Actors: Spain's José Maria Aznar, Italy's Silvio Berlusconi, Australia's John Howard, and
Poland's leadership provided crucial political support for American action. These leaders faced
domestic opposition but maintained atlanticist orientation.

Strategic Interests: Coalition partners sought to maintain alliance relationships with the US
while managing domestic political costs. Smaller powers calculated that supporting American
hegemony provided long-term security benefits despite short-term political risks.

Constraints: Most coalition governments faced significant public opposition to military
action. Parliamentary systems required ongoing political management of anti-war sentiment.

Economic and military contributions were limited compared to US capabilities.

Options: Partners could provide political support without military contributions, offer limited
military assistance, demand specific roles in post-war planning, or withdraw support if
domestic costs became unsustainable.

Regional Middle Eastern Powers

Key Actors: Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Jordan, Turkey, and Israel all had vital interests in Iraq's future
but varied significantly in their preferred outcomes.

Strategic Concerns: Regional powers feared Iraqi instability could spread, refugee flows could
destabilize neighbors, and American occupation could inflame Islamic public opinion. Israel
supported regime change but worried about regional reactions. Turkey feared Kurdish
independence movements.

Constraints: Most regional governments depended on American security guarantees but faced
populations sympathetic to Irag. Public opinion throughout the Middle East was strongly
opposed to American military action.

Options: Regional powers could provide bases and logistics support, maintain neutrality,
actively oppose American action, or attempt to mediate alternative solutions.
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Legal Frameworks

The legal framework governing the potential use of force against Iraq in March 2003 rested on
fundamental principles of international law, UN Charter provisions, and contested
interpretations of Security Council resolutions. This complex legal landscape created
significant disagreement among international lawyers and governments about the legitimacy
of military action.

UN Charter Framework

The UN Charter establishes the foundational legal principles governing the use of force in
international relations. Article 2(4) prohibits "the threat or use of force against the territorial
integrity or political independence of any state,” while Article 51 preserves "the inherent right
of individual or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs”. These provisions create a
strong presumption against the use of force except in cases of self-defense or with Security
Council authorization under Chapter VII.

The Charter's collective security system envisions the Security Council as the primary authority
for authorizing force to maintain international peace and security. Article 42 explicitly
empowers the Council to "take such action by air, sea, or land forces as may be necessary to
maintain or restore international peace and security," while Article 41 provides for non-
military enforcement measures including economic sanctions and diplomatic isolation.

Security Council Resolution 687 and the Gulf War Ceasefire

The legal foundation for ongoing international involvement in Iraq rested on Security Council
Resolution 687 (1991), which established the ceasefire terms ending the Gulf War. This
resolution required Iraq to destroy all weapons of mass destruction and long-range missiles,
accept international monitoring, and comply with UN inspections. Crucially, Resolution 687
maintained that any violation of its terms would constitute a breach of the ceasefire
agreement.

The resolution created ongoing legal obligations for Iraq that remained in effect through 2003.
However, it did not explicitly authorize automatic resumption of hostilities in case of violations.
Instead, it established a framework requiring further Security Council deliberation on
appropriate responses to Iragi non-compliance.

Security Council Resolution 1441
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Resolution 1441, passed unanimously on November 8, 2002, represented the most recent
Security Council determination on Iraq's legal obligations. The resolution found Iraq in
"material breach" of Resolution 687 and other disarmament obligations, while offering "a final
opportunity to comply" with UN demands. Critically, the resolution warned of "serious
consequences” for continued violations without explicitly authorizing military force.

The resolution's ambiguous language reflected compromise between those seeking explicit
war authorization and those opposing immediate military action. The US and UK interpreted
"serious consequences” as implicit authorization for force, while France, Germany, and Russia
insisted that any military action required additional Security Council approval. This
fundamental disagreement about Resolution 1441's meaning created the central legal
controversy of the crisis.

The Doctrine of Preemptive Self-Defense

The Bush administration's legal justification for potential military action rested partly on an
expanded interpretation of self-defense under Article 51 of the UN Charter. This "Bush
Doctrine" argued that the traditional requirement for an actual armed attack was inadequate
in an era of WMD proliferation and international terrorism.

Under this theory, states possessed the right to act preemptively against "emerging threats"
before they fully materialized. Applied to Iraq, the administration argued that the combination
of WMD capabilities, support for terrorism, and demonstrated aggression created sufficient
justification for preventive military action. However, this interpretation significantly expanded
traditional self-defense concepts and was rejected by most international lawyers and many
allied governments.

Humanitarian Intervention

Some legal scholars and government officials argued that Irag's systematic human rights
violations provided additional justification for military intervention. This theory of
humanitarian intervention suggested that gross violations of human rights could justify
military action even without Security Council authorization, particularly when the Council was

prevented from acting by permanent member vetoes.

However, humanitarian intervention remained highly controversial in international law, with
no clear consensus on its legal validity. Moreover, the Bush administration's primary
justification for action focused on WMD and terrorism rather than humanitarian concerns,
making this argument secondary to other legal theories.

Abbas Ahmed Page 19 of 22
Chairperson, The Historical Continuous Crisis Committee



ACMUN'25 Operation Iragi Freedom
Anthony Claret School

Congressional Authorization and Domestic Law

Under US domestic law, Congress had provided explicit authorization for military action
against Iraq through the Iraqg War Resolution passed in October 2002. This resolution satisfied
US constitutional requirements for congressional approval of military action and provided
domestic legal authority for presidential use of force.

However, domestic authorization did not resolve questions of international legality. The
relationship between national and international law remained complex, with most legal
authorities arguing that domestic authorization could not override international legal
obligations under the UN Charter.

Regional Security Arrangements

Some coalition partners argued that regional security arrangements provided additional legal
justification for action against Irag. NATO's Article 5 collective defense provisions and various
bilateral defense agreements were cited as potential sources of legal authority for military
action.

However, these arguments were generally viewed as weak substitutes for UN authorization.
NATO had not invoked Article 5 regarding Iraqg, and bilateral agreements typically required
either Security Council authorization or clear cases of self-defense that were difficult to
establish given Iraq's limited current military capabilities.

Legal Consequences of Unilateral Action

The legal implications of proceeding with military action without explicit Security Council
authorization were significant and contested. Opponents argued that such action would
violate the UN Charter, undermine international law, and set dangerous precedents for future
conflicts. Supporters contended that existing resolutions provided sufficient authority and that
Security Council deadlock could not prevent legitimate defensive action.

These legal disagreements reflected deeper questions about the nature of international law,
the role of the UN system, and the balance between national sovereignty and collective
security. The crisis thus represented not merely a dispute about Iraq policy but a fundamental
challenge to the post-World War Il international legal order.
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The Way Forward

SETTING STANDARDS FOR THE COMMITTEE

The Iraq crisis of March 2003 represents one of the most complex and consequential moments in
modern international relations. Your performance in this committee will be measured not only by your
strategic acumen but by your ability to navigate the intricate web of legal, political, and moral
considerations that defined this pivotal moment.

Research Excellence: This crisis demands deep understanding of intelligence assessments,
international law, diplomatic history, and regional dynamics. You must grasp not only the stated
positions of your portfolio but the underlying interests, constraints, and domestic pressures that
shaped decision-making. The WMD intelligence debate, the evolution of UN inspections, and the
development of the Bush Doctrine are essential background for effective participation.

Legal and Diplomatic Sophistication: Unlike military-focused crisis committees, this simulation
requires sophisticated understanding of international law, UN procedures, and diplomatic
protocols. Your directives must reflect awareness of Security Council dynamics, alliance relationships,
and the complex interplay between domestic politics and international commitments.

Historical Responsibility: Your decisions will shape not only the immediate crisis but the broader
trajectory of international relations, Middle Eastern stability, and the future of multilateral
institutions. Consider the long-term consequences of precedents you establish regarding preemptive
warfare, UN authority, and alliance relationships.

Embrace Complexity: This committee offers no simple solutions or clear moral choices. Intelligence
was contested, legal interpretations varied, humanitarian concerns competed with stability
considerations, and allied relationships faced unprecedented strain. Your strategies must acknowledge
these complexities rather than seeking simplistic resolution.

The world watches as you grapple with questions that continue to shape international relations today:
When does sovereign equality yield to humanitarian intervention? How should democratic societies
balance security concerns with legal constraints? What obligations do allies owe each other when
fundamental interests diverge?

Your deliberations will determine whether this crisis strengthens or weakens the international system
established after World War II. The stakes could not be higher, and the world awaits your leadership.

This background guide represents the culmination of extensive research into one of the most significant international
crises of the modern era. While it provides essential context and analysis, your success depends on continuing research,
strategic thinking, and diplomatic skill. The future of international relations rests in your hands.
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Congratulations, delegate!

If you've made it this far in the background guide, you're already a cut above the rest or at least you
have the patience to read through pages of context and suggestions. That's half the battle won. Now,
let's talk about what we expect from you in this committee.

First, research is your best weapon. We expect thorough preparation, nuanced arguments, and an
ability to engage in intellectual sparring that's both sharp and respectful. This isn't just another MUN
where you throw around big words to sound diplomatic; this is your stage to shine as a delegate who's
done their homework. Healthy competition is encouraged, so long as it doesn’t turn into the Hunger
Games.

Second, let's address the elephant in the room or rather, the chatbot. Al. Yep, it's 2025, and if you're
not leveraging technology to up your game, you're playing on hard mode. Unlike the majority of EBs in
the Bangalore circuit, we're not here to gatekeep your tools. Use the internet. Use Al. Heck, this very
guide had a little Al magic sprinkled into its making. But here’s the catch: feed garbage, and you'll get
garbage. No amount of ChatGPT wizardry can mask half-hearted prompts or lack of effort. If you're
relying on Al, make sure it reflects the level of brilliance we know you're capable of. We see everything

in committee, trust us, we do.

Third, don't forget to have fun. Yes, fun. Over the next two days, we want to see fiery debates, moments
of witty humor, and collaborative problem-solving. Remember, the CCCisn't just about the geopolitical
drama, it's also about finding common ground amid differences. Think of this committee as a Netflix
drama: gripping, dramatic, sometimes a little over-the-top, but always with a purpose. In fact, it's a bit
like Squid Game: intense, competitive, and occasionally leaving you questioning your life choices but
with (hopefully) less bloodshed and more diplomacy. Just remember, alliances can make or break you,
and the person you're sitting next to could be your greatest ally or your fiercest rival.

Finally, let this be your reminder: standards in this committee are high, and so is the potential for
greatness. Whether you leave with awards or just some really great memories, what matters is how
much you learn and grow here. So come prepared, stay curious, and don't forget to enjoy the ride.

P.S.: Al can't write perfect directives or resolutions for you, but it can help you sharpen them. The real
magic, though, is still all you.
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