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The “Secret and Personal” 2002 Crawford-Iraq
Memo to (Alleged War Criminal) Prime Minister Tony
Blair
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Raw Story 12 June 2005

The following “Secret  Personal  Memo was sent to Prime minister  Tony Blair  by British
Foreign Secretary Jack Straw. The Memo is dated Mar. 25, 2002, prior to Blair’s visit to
Crawford Texas to meet President Bush..

This memo is of crucial importance because it points to the key role of 9/11 as a pretext for
waging war on Iraq.

If 11 September had not happened, it is doubtful that the US would now be
considering military action against Iraq.

In addition, there has been no credible evidence to link Iraq with UBL [Usama
bin Laden] and Al Qaida. Objectively, the threat from Iraq has not worsened as
a result of 11 September. What has however changed is the tolerance of the
international community (especially that of the US), the world having witnesses
on September 11 just what determined evil people can these days perpetuate.

This document is transcribed from the PDF copy leaked to the British
press. To read in the original pdf format click here

(Comments, and Notes, The Raw Story, June 2005)
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SECRET AND PERSONAL / PM/02/019 /PRIME MINISTER

CRAWFORD/IRAQ

1 The rewards from your visit to Crawford will be few. The risks are high, both for you and
for the Government. I judge that there is at present no majority inside the PLP for any
military action against  Iraq,  (alongside a greater  readiness in  the PLP to surface their
concerns). Colleagues know that Saddam and the Iraqi regime are bad. Making that case is
easy. But we have a long way to go to convince them as to:

(a) the scale of the threat from Iraq and why this has got worse recently;

(b) what distinguishes the Iraqi threat from that eg Iran and North Korea so as to justify
military action;

(c) the justification for any military action in terms of international law; and

(d) whether the consequence of military action really would be a compliant, law abiding
replacement government.

2  The  whole  exercise  is  made  much  more  difficult  to  handle  as  long  as  conflict  between
Israel and the Palestinians is so acute.

http://www.globalresearch.ca/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/Screen-Shot-2015-11-09-at-08.18.22.png
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THE SCALE OF THE THREAT

3 The Iraqi regime plainly poses a most serious threat to its neighbours, and therefore to
international security. However, in the documents so far presented it has been hard to glean
whether the threat from Iraq is so significantly
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different from that of Iran and North Korea as to justify military action (see below).

WHAT IS WORSE NOW?

4 If 11 September had not happened, it is doubtful that the US would now be considering
military action against Iraq. In addition, there has been no credible evidence to link Iraq with
UBL and Al Qaida. Objectively, the threat from Iraq has not worsened as a result of 11
September. What has however changed is the tolerance of the international community
(especially  that  of  the  US),  the  world  having  witnesses  on  September  11  just  what
determined evil people can these days perpetuate.

THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN IRAQ, IRAN AND NORTH KOREA

5 By linking these countries together in this “axis of evil” speech, President Bush implied an
identity between them not only in terms of their threat, but also in terms of the action
necessary to deal with the threat. A lot of work will now need to be done to delink the three,
and to show why military action against Iraq is so much more justified than against Iran and
North Korea. The heart of this case — that Iraq poses a unique and present danger — rests
on the fact that it:

invaded a neighbour; has used WMD, and would use them again;

is in breach of nine UNSCRS.

THE POSITION IN INTERNATIONAL LAW

6 That Iraq is in flagrant breach of international legal obligations imposed on it by the UNSC
provides us with the core of a strategy, and one which is based on international law. Indeed
if the argument is to be won, the whol [sic] case
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against  Iraq and in favour (if  necessary)  of  military action,  needs to be narrated with
reference to the international rule of law.

7  We also  have  better  to  sequence  the  explanation  of  what  we  are  doing  and  why.
Specifically, we need to concentrate in the early stages on:
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making operational the sanctions regime foreshadowed by UNSCR 1382;

demanding the readmission of weapons inspectors, but this time to operate in a free and
unfettered way (a similar formula to that which Cheney used at your joint press conference,
as I recall).

8 I  know there are those who say that an attack on Iraq would be justified whether or not
weapons  inspectors  were  readmitted.  But  I  believe  that  a  demand for  the  unfettered
readmission of weapons inspectors is essential, in terms of public explanation, and in terms
of legal sanction for any subsequent military action.

9 Legally there are two potential elephant traps:

(i)  regime  change  per  se  is  no  justification  for  military  action;  it  could  form  part  of  the
method of any strategy, but not a goal. Of course, we may want credibly to assert that
regime change is an essential part of the strategy by which we have to achieve our ends –
that of the elimination of Iraq’s WMD capacity: but the latter has to be the goal;

(ii) on whether any military action would require a fresh UNSC mandate (Desert Fox did not).
The US are likely to oppose any idea of a fresh mandate. On the other side, the weight of
legal advice here is that a fresh mandate
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may well be required. There is no doubt that a new UNSCR would transform the climate in
the PLP. Whilst that (a new mandate) is very unlikely, given the US’s position, a draft
resolution against military action with 13 in favour (or handsitting) and two vetoes against
could play very badly here.

THE CONSEQUENCES OF MILITARY ACTION

10 A legal justification is a necessary but far from sufficient precondition for military action.
We have also to answer the big question – what will this action achieve? There seems to be
a larger hole in this than in anything. Most of the assessments from the US have assumed
regime change as a means of eliminating Iraq’s WMD threat. But none has satisfactorily
answered how that regime change is to be secured, and how there can be any certainty that
the replacement regime will be better.

11 Iraq has NO history of democracy so no-one has this habit or experience.

(JACK STRAW)

Foreign and Commonwealth Office 25 March 2002

NOTE

In the above document, UNSC refers to the United Nations Security Council; UNSCR refers to
UN Security Council Resolution. Such resolutions are considering binding international law.
UBL refers to [U]sama Bin Laden. PLP refers to the Progressive Labour Party. , the party of
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Blair’s government, including Straw.

The original source of this article is Raw Story
Copyright © Jack Straw, Raw Story, 2023

Comment on Global Research Articles on our Facebook page

Become a Member of Global Research

Articles by: Jack Straw

Disclaimer: The contents of this article are of sole responsibility of the author(s). The Centre for Research on Globalization will
not be responsible for any inaccurate or incorrect statement in this article. The Centre of Research on Globalization grants
permission to cross-post Global Research articles on community internet sites as long the source and copyright are
acknowledged together with a hyperlink to the original Global Research article. For publication of Global Research articles in
print or other forms including commercial internet sites, contact: publications@globalresearch.ca
www.globalresearch.ca contains copyrighted material the use of which has not always been specifically authorized by the
copyright owner. We are making such material available to our readers under the provisions of "fair use" in an effort to advance
a better understanding of political, economic and social issues. The material on this site is distributed without profit to those
who have expressed a prior interest in receiving it for research and educational purposes. If you wish to use copyrighted
material for purposes other than "fair use" you must request permission from the copyright owner.
For media inquiries: publications@globalresearch.ca

http://globalresearch.ca/articles/STR506A.html
https://www.globalresearch.ca/author/jack-straw
http://globalresearch.ca/articles/STR506A.html
https://www.facebook.com/GlobalResearchCRG
https://store.globalresearch.ca/member/
https://www.globalresearch.ca/author/jack-straw
mailto:publications@globalresearch.ca
https://www.globalresearch.ca
mailto:publications@globalresearch.ca

