
L’intervention des Etats-Unis en Irak du 26 juin 1993 
  

  
« Le 9 avril, trois avions F-16 et un F-4G américains ont essuyé des tirs de batteries anti-aériennes 
avant de répliquer en larguant des bombes à fragmentation dans le nord de l’Irak…Le 18 avril un F-
4G américain a tiré un missile sur un radar irakien au sud de Mossoul… Enfin le 26 juin, les Etats-Unis 
ont tiré vingt-trois missiles de croisière contre le siège des services secret irakiens, accusé d’un 
attentat manqué deux mois plus tôt, au Koweït, contre l’ancien président G. Bush. L’attaque 
américaine a fait 6 morts selon Bagdad. Washington reconnaît que trois missiles ont manqué leur 
objectif. L’implication du régime irakien dans cette tentative d’assassinat était considérée comme 
indiscutable par le F.B.I., la C.I.A. et le ministère de la justice. Les autorités américaines ont invoqué 
la légitime défense pour expliquer que les Etats-Unis aient agi seul et n’aient sollicité 
qu’ultérieurement l’approbation du Conseil de sécurité », (Maurice Torrelli, « Chronique des faits 
internationaux », R.G.D.I.P., 1993, p. 1004). 
  
Aucune condamnation ni approbation de l’opération n’est intervenue de la part du Conseil de sécurité, 
au sein duquel une discussion a néanmoins au lieu. 
  
  

Positions officielles des Etats 
  

  
  
Etats-Unis 
  
« Mr. President, I come to the council today to brief you on a grave and urgent Matter […]. On April 14 
1993, while President Bush was beginning a three-day visit to Kuwait City, Kuwaiti authorities thwarted 
a terrorist plot, seizing a powerful car bomb and other explosives and arresting 16 suspects. The 
ringleader of this plot were two Iraqi nationals […]. Based upon that investigation, the United States 
Department of Justice and the Central Intelligence Agency have concluded that Iraq planned, 
equipped and launched the terrorist operation that threatened the life of an American President », (27 
June 1993, S/PV.3245, provisional, p 3). 
  
« As President Clinton indicated last night, this was a direct attack on the United States, an attack that 
required a direct United States response. 
  
 Consequently, President Clinton yesterday instructed the United States Armed Forces to carry out a 
military operation against the headquarters of the Iraqi Intelligence Service in Baghdad. We responded 
directly, as we are entitled to do under Article 51 of the United Nations Charter, which provides for the 
exercise of self-defence in such cases. Our response has been proportionate and aimed at a target 
directly linked to the operation against President Bush. It was designed to damage the terrorist 
infrastructure of the Iraqi regime, reduce its ability to promote terrorism and deter further acts of 
aggression against the United States », (27 June 1993, S/PV.3245, provisional, p 6). 
  



« Nevertheless, although we took action under Article 51 of the United Nations Charter, there is a 
broader context of which members of the Security Council are only too well aware […]. My 
Government’s policy remains constant: we insist on full Iraqi compliance with all United Nations 
resolutions. Through a policy of firmness and consistency, including readiness to use force if 
necessary, the international community must frustrate Iraq’s efforts to ignore the will of the Council », 
(27 June 1993, S/PV.3245, provisional, p 8). 
  
« The United states has conclude that there is no responsible prospect that new diplomatic initiatives 
or economic measures can influence the current Government of Iraq to cease planning future 
attacks… Accordingly, as a last resort, the United States has decided that is necessary to respond to 
the attempted attack and the threat of further attacks by striking at an Iraqi military and intelligence 
target…», (lettre du 26 juin adressée au Conseil de sécurité, S/26003). 
  
Irak 
  
« It is to be noted that for similar purposes certain organs within the United States Administration 
found in this story a pretext for an act of aggression against Iraq in pursuance of the United States 
policy of containment against Iraq and its role», (27 june 1993, S/PV.3245, provisional, p11). 
  
France 
  
« My delegation appreciates the fact that the United States Government has set before the Council the 
elements that led it to conclude that the Iraqi Government was directly involved in the preparation of 
an attempt against the live of a former President of the United states during his recent visit to Kuwait, 
an attempt that my government has condemned […]. The French Government fully understand the 
reaction of the United States and the reasons for the unilateral action by United States forces, in the 
circumstances under which it was carried out. Having always condemned all forms of terrorism, my 
government approves policies that combat it», (27 June 1993, S/PV.3245, provisional, p 13 – voir 
position identique tenue par le Ministre des affaires étrangères citée in J. Charpentier, “Pratique 
française du droit international 1993”, A.F.D.I, 1993, p 1018). 
  
Japon 
  
« Given such circumstance, my government considers that there existed an unavoidable situation in 
which the United states Government could not help but take action », (27 June 1993, S/PV.3245, 
provisional, p 16). 
  
Pays non-alignés (Cap vert, Djibouti, Maroc, Pakistan, Venezuela) 
  
«The caucus is firmly opposed to, and condemns, terrorism in all its forms and manifestations, 
whether directed or promoted by or against individuals or States. In this context, the Caucus was 
particularly concerned at the reported Iraqi intelligence plan to assassinate the former president of the 
United States during his visit to Kuwait. The members of Caucus urge the exercise of restraint by all 



States, consistent with the principles of the Charter and in particular for the maintenance of 
international peace and security and the avoidance of the use of force inconsistent with the purpose of 
the United Nations », (ld., p. 17). 
  
Brésil 
  
« We have taken note of the information conveyed to the Council by the United States Government on 
the military action it decided to undertake, in exceptional circumstances, in response to the recent 
assassination attempt against former President George Bush We also note that the United states 
Government has stated that it considered such action necessary, as last resort, with a view to 
preventing the further occurrence of such acts. It is with particular concern that we take note of the fact 
that the United States Government indicates that there is clear and compelling evidence of the 
involvement of the Government of Iraq in the assassination attempt, a violation of the most basic 
norms of international behaviour », (27 June 1993, S/PV.3245, provisional, pp. 17 et 18). 
  
Hongrie 
  
« The action taken by the United States yesterday in Baghdad was justified, according to the 
information available to us, by the grave nature of the latest instance of the government of Iraq’s 
behaviour on the international scene », (27 June 1993, S/PV.3245, provisional, p 18). 
  
Chine 
  
«China has always held that disputes between or among countries should be settled through peaceful 
means of dialogue and consultation. We are opposed to any action that can contravene the Charter of 
United Nations and norms of international relations », (27 June 1993, S/PV.3245, provisional, p 21). 
  
Royaume-Uni 
  
« The United States government has clear evidence of the involvement of the Iraqi intelligence 
services in the assassination attempt. We regard the American response as entirely justified. We 
believe that State terrorism must be met with an unambiguous response and must be deterred by all 
proper and legitimate means », (27 June 1993, S/PV.3245, provisional, p 21). 
  
« Force may be used in self-defence against threats to one’s nationals if: (a) there is good evidence 
that the target attacked would otherwise continue to be used by the other State in support of terrorist 
attacks against one’s nationals; (b) there is, effectively, no other way to forestall imminent further 
attacks on one’s nationals; (c) the force employed is proportionate to the threat», (The secretary of 
state for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, debate in the House of Commons, cité in G. Marston, « 
United Kingdom materials on International Law 1986», B.Y.I.L., 1993, p 733) . 
  
  
  



« There are three instances in which that force may be used in self-defence. The first is where there is 
good evidence. There was evidence that the Iraqi intelligence headquarters would otherwise have 
continued to be used by Iraq to support terrorist attacks against nationals of another country – in this 
case America. The second circumstance is where there is effectively no other way to forestall further 
imminent attacks- on US nationals in this case. The third situation is where the force employed is 
proportionate to the threat. Because the attack was aimed at the Iraqi intelligence headquarters and 
because- thank goodness! – The main part of the attack landed there, we believe that it was 
proportionate. » 
  
(The secretary of state for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, debate in the House of Commons, cité 
in G. Marston, « United Kingdom materials on International Law 1986», B.Y.I.L., 1993, p 733) . 
  
Russie 
  
« In the view of the Russian leadership, the actions by the United States are justified since they arise 
from the right of States to individual and collective self-defence, in accordance with Article 51 of the 
Charter of the United Nations », (27 June 1993, S/PV.3245, provisional, p. 22). 
  
Nouvelle Zélande 
  
«Any nation that seeks to assassinate the Head of State or a member of the senior political leadership 
of another State commits an act of aggression. Such actions are at the most serious end of the scale 
because Heads of States symbolise the sovereignty and integrity of their country », (27 June 1993, 
S/PV.3245, provisional, p 23). 
  
Espagne 
  
«Spain roundly condemns any manifestation of terrorism, especially when – as in this case- agents of 
a foreign country are involved. […] «In this case, moreover, those actions come on top of others 
undertaken or carried out over the past several years by the government of Iraq […]».«In this light, we 
understand the action the United States Government felt forced to take in the exceptional 
circumstance of this case […] », (27 June 1993, S/PV.3245, provisional, p. 24). 
  
Pays-Bas  
  
« In the light of the continuing, provocative behaviour of the Iraqi administration, and of what was 
shown by US in the aforementioned session of the Security Council, the Government considers the 
rocket attack understandable; However, it is not convinced by the American argument that in this case 
an appeal can be made to the right of self-defence in accordance with Article 51 of the Charter of the 
United Nations […] », (Lettre adressée par le Ministre des affaires étrangères au Parlement, le 29 juin 
1993, in: Siekman, « Netherlands State Practice for the Parliemantary Year 92-93», N.Y.I.L., 1994, p. 
460). 
  



«The Dutch Government is of the opinion that one must be extremely cautious when dealing with the 
concept of self-defence. It may not be interpreted outside the terminology used in the Charter, 
precisely because that would involve a significantly larger authorisation for the use of force without the 
prior involvement of the Security Council. Therefore, in the judgement of Dutch Government, which 
supports a much narrower interpretation of Article 51, the criterion of self-defence in Article 51 has not 
been met. Even if an incumbent President had been involved, that would not have made a difference, 
because the criteria would not have been met. The Government has called the action understandable 
– and not justified- because in this case force was used, which is normally within the mandate of the 
Security Council, as response to a very serious act […], (Déclaration du Ministre des affaires 
étrangères au Parlement, le 1er juillet 1993, in: Siekman, « Netherlands State Practice for the 
Parliemantary Year 92-93», N.Y.I.L., 1994, p 460-461). 
  
«The Minister did not wish to employ the word “justified”, so as not to enter into a legal discussion […] 
», (Déclaration du Ministre des affaires étrangères au Parlement, le 1er juillet 1993, in: Siekman, « 
Netherlands State Practice for the Parliemantary Year 92-93», N.Y.I.L., 1994, p 461). 
 


