Dear Editor, 

“Being a member of the government… I had to support the decision of the majority.”  (Tariq Aziz interview, 6 Aug.)  Could not those words as easily belong to that other deputy, John Prescott?  Both so loyally supported their respective leader.  As in Baghdad, so too in London, the leader chose the question; the cabinet perhaps, and maybe too the parliament, then voted; but the answer was the question.

In Oct. 2002, any UN resolution could have involved permutations of various levels of dipomacy and/or sanctions and/or inspections and/or threats of force.  Yet only one draft was on the table: resolution 1441.  Bush and Blair had chosen the question.  The 15 member states debated and voted yes or no, then to support whatever the (weighted) majority decided; but again, the answer was the question.  France, to name one, thus voted for something it did not like, on the basis, I suppose, that it was better than nothing.  But to say the resolution represented the opinion of the international community was illogical at best.

From Napoleon via Hitler to Saddam Hussein, majority voting has been the chosen instrument of so many dictators.  Is this really the best way of determining the collective will?  Must every political debate be reduced to the dichotomy: are you with me or against me?

Yours etc..
