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Iraq: The Unjustified Occupation
     In January 2002, President George Bush Jr. delivered the State of the Union Address, labeling North Korea, and particularly Iraq, part of an Axis of Evil, which threaten the peace of the world.  Months later, in October 2002, President Bush outlined the threat of Iraq to our nation, bringing up many claims about their weapons capability, and links with al Qaeda; However, news today, long after Iraq had been invaded and occupied in March 2003, shows a lot of information to contradict both of these statements, making our reasons for the invasion of Iraq seem completely unjustified. No biological or chemical weapons were found in Iraq after its occupation. No nuclear weapon stockpiles were found either. Also, there was no link to be found between Saddam Hussein, the leader of Iraq, and Al Qaeda. The United States was not justified in invading Iraq because the United States found no biological or chemical weapons, nor the means of production for them, they have found no nuclear weapons or means of production for them, and no link was discovered connecting the terrorist group Al Qaeda to Saddam Hussein and Iraq.
     George Bush claimed that Iraq had been housing weapons of mass destruction, or WMDs. This would be a serious problem, since Iraq had been insisting for years that it had no WMDs, including stockpiled biological or chemical weapons, or Nuclear Missiles (“Iraq and WMD: Timeline” 2). About nine months after overthrowing Iraq’s leader, 
Obeso 2

Saddam Hussein, reports started to surface about the United States’ failure to find

anything.
     Iraq was accused of having biological and chemical weapons, and the means of using them. The C.I.A informed Secretary of State Colin Powell that Iraq had mobile germ warfare labs; however, according to the London Observer, A British biological weapons expert concluded that the trailers found simply existed for the purpose of producing hydrogen for artillery balloons. The biological weapons expert said, “They are not mobile germ laboratories. You could not use them for making biological weapons. They do not even look like them. They are exactly what the Iraqis said they were - facilities for the production of hydrogen gas to fill balloons” (Beaumont 1). United States Secretary of State, Colin Powell, blames the C.I.A for giving him faulty evidence on the subject, which lead him to present it as a reason for invasion. In President Bush’s State of the Union Address in 2003, Bush said: 

          “Twelve years ago, Saddam Hussein faced the prospect of being the last casualty in
          a war he had started and lost. To spare himself, he agreed to disarm of all weapons 
          of mass destruction. For the next 12 years, he systematically violated that 
          agreement. He pursued chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons even while 
          inspectors were in his country” (“President Bush’s State of the Union Address Part  

          V” 1).

Since the time reports began to surface in national and local news, they have shown this statement to be false. The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace states that 
intelligence “overestimated the chemical and biological weapons in Iraq” (Reynolds 2).
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Former chief US Weapons Inspector, David Kay, was the head of the Iraq Survey Group 

during the time of and after the invasion of Iraq. He stated that he didn’t believe there was any large scale production of bio or chemical weapons since 1991 (“US expert slams WMD ‘delusions’” 1). The new head of the Iraq Survey Group, Charles Duelfer, also made a report which agreed with Kay’s, saying that the Iraq Survey Group found no evidence that Iraq had stocks of biological or chemical weapons in 2003, and added that while some bio or chemical may have existed, the quantity was “not of a militarily significant capability” (“Report concludes no WMD in Iraq” 1). 
     In President Bush’s State of the Union Address in 2003, he stated that British intelligence discovered Saddam Hussein attempting to purchase large amounts of uranium from Africa (“President Bush’s State of the Union Address Part  V” 2). If this were true, then Iraq would possess the power to create nuclear weapons. In the year 2002, Vice President Dick Cheney sent former United States Ambassador Joseph Wilson to Niger, the African country from which Iraq allegedly attempted to buy the uranium in 1999. Wilson returned with a report saying that the former Prime Minister of Niger, Ibrahim Hassane Mayaki, only met with Iraq to discuss commercial relation expansions, but sold no Uranium to Saddam Hussein (Risen 1). Wilson said he was surprised when, almost a year after he had returned with this report, President Bush used the claim that Hussein had bought uranium from Niger to produce nuclear weapons (Rennie 1). This proves that the United States government had information that Iraq possessed Nuclear weapons long before invading Iraq. In correlation with this information, no evidence of 
the existence of nuclear weapon stockpiles in Iraq has been found. Charles Duelfer, head
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of the Iraq Survey Groups, states that Iraq’s nuclear weapons capability has declined 
since the Gulf War in 1991 (“Report concludes no WMDs in Iraq” 1). The combined evidence was enough to convince even President Bush. A day after Duelfer’s report, President Bush acknowledged that Iraq was in possession of no WMDs when the invasion of Iraq was ordered (Drash 1). Consequently, the logical deduction is that no WMDs currently exist in Iraq.
     The second reason that the United States adopted for invading Iraq was that Iraq had some sort of connection with the terrorist group, Al Qaeda, which attacked the United States on September 11th. If this were true, it would be a significant cause for invasion because Osama Bin Laden, the leader of Al Qaeda, had successfully escaped Afghanistan. His whereabouts were unknown; however, it would have been likely for him to seek refuge in Iraq if he had been in league with Al Qaeda. If this was the case, and Iraq had refused to surrender Bin Laden to the United States, an invasion of Iraq would be imperative. Vice President Dick Cheney had made several allegations to this fact. During a speech given by Cheney on June 14th, 2004, Cheney stated that Saddam Hussein “had long-established ties with Al Qaeda” (Pincus 2), and earlier in the year he stated that the evidence linking the two groups was “overwhelming” (Pincus 1). A letter written in 2002 by CIA Director George J. Tenet states, “We have solid reporting of senior level contacts between Iraq and Al Qaeda going back a decade” (Pincus 2). The same letter also makes the following claim: “Credible information indicates Iraq and Al 
Qaeda have discussed safe haven and non-reciprocal aggression” (Pincus 2). However, 
all these allegations were proven false. On June 16th, 2004, slightly over a year after the
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invasion of Iraq, the September 11 Commission reported that there was “no credible 
evidence” on any sort of collaboration between Saddam Hussein and Al Qaeda concerning the September 11th attacks (Eggen 1). This is significant, because in a Harris
Poll taken in late April, “49 to 36 percent, believe ‘clear evidence that Iraq was supporting Al Qaeda has been found” (Pincus 2). The day that the report from the September 11th Commission was given, Bush spoke to United States troops in Florida. He severely mitigated the old claim of a link between Iraq and Al Qaeda, stating that had “sheltered terrorist groups” (Pincus 3).

     Regardless of this evidence, opposition still arises. Some people may say, ‘The world is better off without Saddam Hussein.” Perhaps this is because he slaughtered his own people, and ruled oppressively. However, these people should consider that there are many countries that are ruled with dictatorships that we ignore, and rightfully so; our founding fathers advocated neutrality in foreign affairs, and it is not our right to decide who should be in power in a foreign country. According to a poll taken in Iraq on June 15th, 2004, 55 percent of Iraqis said they would feel safer if the United States troops left immediately (Solomon 2). Part of the opposition is likely to lie in the uninformed, since nearly half the country doesn’t know that Iraq was not involved in the September 11th attacks. If they were to educate themselves on the matter, they might change their minds. Some may believe that Saddam Hussein was some sort of terrorist, and a threat to the world. However, education on the subject goes hand-in-hand with this, as well. Iraq was shown to possess no WMDs; however, it was discovered that Iran and Libya have started 
nuclear weapons programs (“Kay: No evidence Iraq stockpiled WMDs” 2). Some say,
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including many in the White House, that Saddam had clear intent and capability to start a 
weapons program after the weapons ban was lifted (“Report concludes no WMD in Iraq” 1). This is merely a prediction, and can not be proven. No one can know with certainty

what someone is going to do before they do it. The world will never know if Saddam Hussein would have restarted his weapons program after the band was lifted. Furthermore, this seems to be more of a justification after the fact that WMDs were not found in Iraq; however, the fact of the matter is, we preemptively invaded a country who posed no threat to us with no provocation. Some people may condone the war, saying that evidence concerning the lack of WMDs and Al Qaeda links was not known beforehand. Let us humor that possibility, and assume it to be true. If that fact was true, then the United States has rushed into war with a nation before conducting thorough intelligence reports. More thorough research may have needed to be done; however, it was shown before 2003 that Iraq had purchased no uranium from Niger, proving a lack of nuclear capability (Rennie 1). Furthermore, there are allegations that the Bush administration had begun planning a strike on Iraq almost immediately after coming into office. Former anti-terrorism adviser Richard Clarke states that almost immediately after September 11th, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfield urged for a retaliatory strike on Iraq, and that President Bush urged him to find a way to link Iraq to the September 11th attacks (Stahl 2). Former Treasury Secretary Paul O’Neill says that documents existed containing plans for action in ‘Post-War Iraq’ as early as 2001 (“O’Neill: Bush planned Iraq invasion before 9/11” 1). Furthermore, Karen Kwiatkowski, former desk officer for the Office of Special Plans, states that the administration “bulldozed internal dissent, overlooked its 
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own intelligence and relentlessly pushed for confrontation with Iraq” (Cooper 2).  Lastly, some say that if we were to leave Iraq right now, it would be left in a worse state than it was when we first invaded. This is true; however, since our reasons for going to war were proven erroneous, this predicament should have never occurred. It is our responsibility to stabilize the nation of Iraq and depart from the country immediately.

     The presented information shows no justification for the United States’ invasion of Iraq. The United States found no biological, chemical, or nuclear weapons; evidence was presented concerning the lack of nuclear weapon capability before the State of the Union Address in 2003. No ties between Al Qaeda and Iraq were found. The United States had an obligation to retaliate against the terrorist group, Al Qaeda, who attacked us on September 11th, and there are allegations that this was known beforehand. Allegations were even made that the Bush Administration attempted to initiate a strike on Iraq almost immediately after taking office, and tried to link the September 11th attacks to Iraq. We started a preemptive war against a country which showed no threat or provocation to us, for no reason. We now are stuck with the responsibility of rebuilding a nation, while many United States troops die for a war with no substantial evidence backing its claims. The best solution would be to leave the country as soon as possible.
