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 INTRODUCTION:


In attempting to evaluate the current American intervention in Iraq, one is confronted by variegated interests, intentions and rationale attempting to explain and justify the War in Iraq.  Such interests and claims are not only dialectical, but are often contradictory and irreconcilable.  What follows in this paper is an illustrative, if not exhaustive portrait of the two sides of debate behind the current war in Iraq.  I will attempt to elucidate the flaws in rhetoric, the internal patronage and loyalties of administrators, the ironic sacrifice of security for parochial gain, and the underlying hypocrisy of an administration that will stop at nothing to advance its own interests.  This paper will follow a framework of deontological and consequentialist ethics.  While the former treats means as indicative of the ethical viability of an act, the latter treats ends as the only true way to understand ethics.  This paper will therefore also seek to evaluate the deontological rhetoric of the Bush administration’s arguments for intervention, while observing the facts and figures, death tolls and bank rolls of consequence that betray an ethical failure.  

I henceforth posit that the prevalence of deontology in the rationale of the Bush administration is indicative of their focus on the present, and their myopic inability to forecast the consequences of their current foreign policy.  Consequentialism evaluates at the present, but attempts to foresee the ends of current action.  In the case of Neville Chamberlain, his appeasement of Hitler underscored the greatest of intentions.  Chamberlain thought that by allowing Hitler to have Czechoslovakia he would temper his desire to continue his conquest.  Deontological ethicists would argue that Chamberlain was ethical in his decision in that he had the correct intentions.  Consequentialist ethicists would observe, however, that such appeasement of Hitler necessarily impelled him to invade Europe and kill millions of innocent civilians.

While the Bush administration is arguing on the basis of intentions, it is readily apparent that the consequences of our current engagement in Iraq are dire.  The death toll is climbing on both sides, the change affected is minimal, and the current chaos is only fomenting further disunity in a national already plagued by a lack of political structure.  Philosophy tells us that we must attempt to articulate that which believe to be just; Empiricism tells us that deontological rhetoric has allowed leaders to dragoon nations into protracted engagements, but empiricism also tells us that such engagements also failed.  

What follows is an attempt to promulgate my belief that the American intervention in Iraq was unprovoked, wrong on the basis that it advances the parochial interests of the few at the expense of the many, and tenuously justified by an administration myopically focused on the present.  Looking forward, consequentialism tells us that if we do not change our methods today, we will face the repercussions tomorrow.  America must not continue its endeavor at state building in Iraq.

 BACKGROUND:

The State of Iraq

While Iraq was, at one point, part of the Ottoman Empire, during the course of World War I Iraq was occupied by the British.  By 1932 Iraq was able to eventuate its independence, and by 1958 it was proclaimed to be an outright “republic.”
  Despite the fact that a number of military “strong men” ruled the nation thereafter, the most recent having been Saddam, Iraq was nonetheless politically republican.  In 1990, Iraqi aggression on the Kuwaiti border brought an American-led coalition with United Nations’ support into the Middle East.  Following the liberation of Kuwait, the UN issued a dictate mandating Iraq to disarm, relinquishing all of its weapons of mass destruction and long-range missiles and allowing inspections.  Over the subsequent 12 years, Iraqi noncompliance with regard to inspections gave impetus to the Bush administration, however such impetus was falsely attributed to a more politically viable message of “anti-terrorism.”
  Despite the fact that links between Afghanistan and Al Qaeda were tenuous if even existing, the current administration posited that intervention in Iraq was imperative for the preservation of national security.  As such, despite popular divide over the war, coalition troops still remain in Iraq.  According to the most recent Gallup Poll, forty-seven percent of Americans still believe that it was a mistake to invade Iraq.
   Additionally, fifty-one percent of Americans believe that U.S. led troops will still occupy Iraq in three years.  Despite the divide, the Bush administration rhetoric has managed to preserve confidence in American troops.  Despite 1,502 American casualties, and 1,674 in total among the coalition troops, forty-three percent of Americans still maintain that the U.S.-led coalition is winning the war. 
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Graph: U.S. Deaths in Iraq since March 2003

Through exploitative rhetoric and fear mongering, the Bush administration has managed to advance popular support of their hawkish foreign policy, and have managed to secure its own internal economic interests, and despite arguing for its expansion and preservation, such foreign policy has undermined American national security.

 Ubiquitous Rhetoric of Imperialism & Past Failings

Immanuel Kant:

The case of America in Iraq is not new, and the arguments at attempted justification are by no means original.  Dating back as far as Antiquity, realist arguments attempting to justify preemptive action have proven popular, but rarely effective.  Immanuel Kant alluded to this notion in his eighteenth century work entitled, Perpetual Peace.  In Perpetual Peace, Kant invoked the classical realist argument to explain the occurrence of local conflicts.  In that growing power destabilized the local power structure because the weaker state would be motivated to preempt the growing state before its power had become insurmountable the growth of larger states often proved enough for smaller states to preempt them through violent means.  As such, in the eyes of the smaller state, waiting was akin to weakening, because the enemy was only growing stronger.  “If a neighboring power grows so formidably great (potentia tremenda) as to cause anxiety, can one assume that it will want to oppress others because it can; and does this give the lesser powers a right to (unified) attack on it, even without previous injury?”
 

Thucydides:

Although Kant never proffered a moral judgment as to whether smaller states ought to preempt larger states, his implicit invocation of the Melian dialogue in the aforementioned quotation alludes to the fact that he accepted the inevitability of conflict inspired by proximity.  States will oppress others if they can, and proximity only compounds this tendency.  In Antiquity, as the Athenians explained to the Melians before conquering them, “of the gods we believe, and of men we know, that by a law of their nature wherever they can rule they will.  This law was not made by us, and we are not the first who have acted upon it; we did but inherit it, and shall bequeath it to all time, and we know that you and all mankind, if you were as strong as we are, would do as we do.”
  The implication was that action followed ability not by accident, but by necessity of human nature.  This belief and this line of argument was the bedrock for dominance in Antiquity, but is the bedrock for imperialism in today’s geopolitical system.  The fact that the Bush Administration still invokes this argument is indicative of its atavistic tendencies, and retrospective reasoning.  If it was done before then the Bush Administration argues that precedent provides them with a mandate to ensure its continuation irrespective of its past effectiveness. 

This argument, while inverse to the case of American hegemony, helps elucidate the fact that Bush Administration rationalizations for involvement in Iraq are not new, are not specifically tailored to the case of Iraq.  While the administration would have you believe that their policy recommendations and analyses are specific and unique to Iraq, they are in fact nothing but regurgitated arguments from centuries past.  The Bush Administration argued repeatedly that its initial reason for engagement in Iraq was in the interest of protection.  It was preemptive because the Administration feared the reprisal of time and continued growth.  This argument, despite their attempts to whitewash it with morality, is nothing but an imperialist claim that follows nearly verbatim from the imperialism of ancient Greece.  

Alexander Hamilton:

Additionally, Alexander Hamilton enumerated a similar set of vices in trying to explain conflict in the late eighteenth century.  In his November 14, 1787 Federalist Paper 6, Hamilton highlighted specific influences that had continued to cause conflict between states.  Firstly, Hamilton invoked the classical notion of libido dominandi, or the lust for dominion, to explain the desire in human nature for “pre-eminence and dominion,” and alluded to the Peloponnesian War in mentioning “jealousy of power.”
  In The History of the Peloponnesian War, the author, Thucydides, attributed Spartan motivation for conflict as fueled by their fear of growing Athenian power, and their need to preempt if they hoped for success.  Hamilton agreed that such fear was the thrust behind imperialist endeavors, but this was explanatory and not mitigating.  Namely, knowing that fear was often the propellant for conflict helped him understand why conflict came about, but did not help him justify its existence.  The ubiquitous human lust for domination was the impetus behind imperialist tendencies.  While America did not have such tendencies at the time, Hamilton’s perspicacity in fearing this libido dominandi was not only illustrative of genius, but sadly clairvoyant in that 200 years later the Bush Administration would fall victim to the same lusts, and turn to imperialism as its only mean of foreign policy.
Vladimir Lenin:

Although the practice of imperialism is centuries old, the conception of imperialism as an outgrowth of capitalism is a relatively new notion, and a notion that one can attribute to Lenin.  Lenin composed his famous essay on the vices and inherent contradictions of capitalism.  Lenin saw imperialism as the telos or end of capitalism.  Namely, all capitalism is bound to become imperialism when its demands outstretch its resources and it is forced to turn abroad to sustain itself.  In his essay, entitled “Imperialism, the highest Stage of Capitalism,” Lenin attempted to explain pre-WWI imperialism in the world.   He attributed imperialism to capitalism, with monopolies as the transformative agents between capitalism and imperialism.  As such, free markets and free competition were the forces behind the creation of an environment conducive to monopoly.  Monopolies, in turn, created and impelled imperialist tendencies.  

Lenin argued that capitalism followed a specific pattern of growth and exploitation.  As with the growth of capitalism the means of production would become concentrated into the hands of a few people, monopolies would necessarily be established.  The creation of monopolies in turn would lead to the production of cartels aimed at the prevention of competition.  As a result of such cartels, finances and created capital would therefore be concentrated in the hands of a few major banks, and these banks would therefore begin to control the economic power in the given society.  The exportation of such capital would create international “spheres of influence,” and create the ties of international monopolist associations.  These agreements in capital would in turn create territorial divisions among the capitalist agents, these territorial divisions would foster the development of imperialist powers, and these imperialist powers would divide up the world among themselves and struggle over these “spheres of influence.”
  

Lenin saw capitalism as inherently contradictory because while it was founded on the principle of the free market, it inevitably resulted in the creation and struggle between monopolies.  As these monopolies would necessarily exceed the abilities and resources of their location, nations supportive of such practices would turn to imperialism as a means of acquiring the necessary resources for sustainability.  Imperialism was therefore the natural result of capitalism.

While Marxist-Leninism is often seen as extremist, it could not be more apposite in the current case of American involvement in Iraq.  While Bush Adminstration officials argue that the war is aimed at other ends, it is hard to deny the fact that American capitalism did not play some part in the engagement in an oil rich stronghold in the Middle East.  Iraq was a target for geopolitical reasons, but it was also a target for economic reasons, and these are the reasons espoused by Lenin in his seminal work.  Capitalism and the American tendency to overstep its resources impelled it to take drastic measures to ensure its security and its sustainability.  American military engagement in Iraq is therefore an illustrative example of American capitalism on the periphery of its sustainability.  America has transgressed its ability to survive without exerting its military influence abroad, and has transgressed its mandate in engaging in Iraq.  Lenin could not have been more sagacious in his argument that capitalism will lead to imperialism.  We are seeing the evidence of his argument with each headline in the news.  Each explosion in Basra underscores his preeminence, and corroborates his expansion of Marxism.  

Empirical Corroboration: Parallels of Imperialism in American Foreign Policy
Vietnam & Iraq:

 
In reviewing current American policy in Iraq, it is apposite to review past foreign policy endeavors that lacked public support and continued despite a divided national populous. In evaluating and contrasting the cases of Vietnam and Iraq one can see stark parallels and frightening congruencies that foreshadow dangerous possibilities.  If one views the number of American deaths beginning at the outset of invasion, one can note the fact that the death toll per month in Iraq today drastically exceeds that of Vietnam in 1961. Over the first 24 months in both incursions, the death tolls fluctuated, but saw a steady increase.  While the increases are by no means linear, one can objectively note that Iraqi death tolls are undoubtedly higher than those over the respective months at the outset of the Vietnam crisis in 1961. 
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Additionally, if one allows this pattern to be viewed over a longer-term scope, one can see the frightening fact that insofar as Iraq and Vietnam are similar engagements, the forthcoming death tolls are only bound to increase as the military campaign becomes more protracted.
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Operating within the framework of deontological ethics, one can see that the Bush administration’s arguments gain credence because of their focus on today’s results.  What they fail to predict, however, are the repercussions of growing divisions within a tattered nation.  Protracted engagements do not sustain a level of difficulty; difficulty and danger are compounded each day.  Consequentialists look ahead to observe the possible spike in the number of deaths.  While current levels are relatively low, the forecast is ominous, and the remedy, as should have been the case in the 1970s, is disengagement. 

Panama “Just Cause”& Iraq:

While the case of Vietnam is illustrative of imperialist tendency in American foreign policy, such empirical evidence is removed in time and place.  While Vietnam still remains a salient example of American imposition abroad and American failure abroad, this is not the only example.  In far more recent history the United States sought the familiar tactic of intervention in Central America.  
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General Manuel Noriega’s Headquarters

On December 20, 1989 the U.S. conducted its first combat jump since World War II, dropping soldiers into Panama to capture and deliver Manuel Noriega to “competent authority.”
  It was also the first time American troops had been deployed and used abroad since the invasion of Vietnam.
  The Noriega regime had been tenuously holding onto power, and an unsuccessful coup by the Panamanian Defense Forces (PDF) had left the country in a state of bloody disarray.  Subsequently, distrustful and wary of another insurgency, Noriega sought to legitimate his position by increasing his reliance on narcomilitary units.
  While the arguments of the administration promulgated that Noriega’s growing reliance on military units was calling into question the security of American troops and citizens, such claims were tenuous and hardly the grounds upon which to stage an international manhunt at the expense of Panamanian sovereignty. Manuel Noriega was forced to surrender himself to the Vatican embassy in Panama, surrounded by U.S. troops.  He was thereafter extradited to the United States to face charges of drug trafficking.  While the U.S. does not stage military insurgency movements in other nations for the capture and extradition of drug leaders, in the case of General Manuel Noriega, geopolitical and economic incentive created impetus for an international hunt, and the disbursal of nearly 13,000 troops.

INTENTIONS OF INTERVENTION: BUSH ADMINISTRATION ARGUMENTS
Arguments for Imperialism

Members of the Bush administration vouch for intervention abroad in the same way that past realists have vouched for military engagement and imperialism.  Neo-imperialism espouses the argument that in today’s world of rampant disorder, imperialism is the only panacea.  One such proponent of this theory is Sebastian Mallaby, the author of the March 2002 Foreign Affairs article entitled, “The Reluctant Imperialist – Case for American Empire.”  In this article, Mallaby argues that past power vacuums were combated not by foreign aid and nation building, but by imperialism.  His argument does not discount the effects of foreign aid, but it articulates the need to move beyond aid if aid is not achieving the desired ends of development.  While since 1960 life expectancy in developing countries has risen from 45 to 64 as a result of increased foreign aid, and while illiteracy rates have fallen from 47 to 25 percent globally, he argues that this is not sufficient.
  As he notes that states’ populations are increasing, and increasing populations are often correlated with violence and internal strife, terrorism becomes an outgrowth of the inability to control such disorder.   While he argues that imperialism is the last resort to foreign aid and nation building, he states nonetheless that if their failure persists then it becomes incumbent upon the powerful to impose themselves to institute change. 


This conception of imperialism is as a necessary means of foreign policy, and merely an engaged attempt at development, is not only fallible, but dangerous in what it implicates.  While perhaps there is a point that foreign aid does not always achieve the desired ends, imperialism is not the method to follow.  Who is to determine when foreign aid fails?  How is one to draw the line?  Why is imperialism the next step?  What gives the United States the mandate to impose its conception of development upon others.  Whether one conforms to the conception of cultural relativism, it is neither politically nor morally justified to infringe upon another state’s sovereignty, no matter what the ends.  Mallaby’s argument is frightening in its invocation of militarism, and fallible in its reliance on individual determinations of development to rationalize when states ought to increase their role in development, and to what extent that increase will involve military engagement. 


Even more hawkish, in his July/August Foreign Affairs article entitled, “Give War a Chance” Edward N. Luttwak posits a claim that war is a necessary means to political resolution and sustainable peace.
 Although war is costly, Luttwak argues from a realist perspective that war is inevitable and must “run its course.”  As such, it is necessary to apply such wars appositely, and when they begin, not to intervene prematurely.  While Luttwak is supportive of war, his argument too would fall short of supporting the Bush administration’s attempt to justify a war in Iraq.  He argues that war should run its course because it is cathartic and sometimes a necessary component to development.  In the case of Iraq, if the Bush administration justifies its intervention on the basis that Saadam was a threat and was creating instability within its borders, even Luttwak would have argued against military engagement.  He explicitly states in his article that many times UN, NATO, and even unilateral interventions are often premature and therefore deny these nations the transformative effects of war.  In the case of the Balkans, he demonstrates that intervention created short-term peace, but long-term turmoil in that the issues were not allowed to play out and relationships were merely polarized.  Thus the conflict is stifled, but not extinguished.  In that it continues to smolder, tensions remain latent, and disaster inevitable.  Even Luttwak, a hawkish academic arguing in favor of war as offering transformative effects, would argue against the Bush administration’s intervention in Iraq.  If their arguments fail to be remedied with one of the most extreme proponents of war, then the fallacy of their arguments is ever more salient. 


While not nearly as hawkish as Mallaby’s argument, many other scholars have provided reasons and a rationale for when and why states ought to engage militarily in developing countries.  For example, as later argued by Robert Rotberg in his article entitled “Failed States in a World of Terror,” the creation and perpetuation of failed states is a recipe for terrorism.  As such, it becomes imperative that nations prevent other states from failure, and ensure reconstruction as necessary to stunt the growth of international terrorism.  As seen in the July/August edition of Foreign Affairs, Rotbert argues that state failure grows because of a deterioration of economy and the growth of absolute control of government by corrupt leaders. He posits indicators of failure such as loss of border control, high levels of corruption, starvation, rapid economic decline, and rising domestic hostilities that can result in civil war.
   


In viewing the Bush administration’s justification for engagement in Iraq, while one can view Mallaby and Rotberg’s arguments as applicable, they are by no means adequate or sufficient for American involvement in Iraq.  Rotberg goes so far as to explicitly list those states that, in accordance with his criteria, have failed.  While he cites Angola, Afghanistan, Burundi, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Liberia, Sudan, and Sierra Leone, he does not mention Iraq.  Even if Iraq were listed as a “failed state,” Rotberg never states that military engagement would be necessary.  Although he argues that nations should freeze the state’s overseas assets, enforce “smart sanctions” and ostracize the corrupt leader from the international community, he never states that the government should put Marines on the ground.
  Rather, if a state has failed, transitional governments ought to be constructed to achieve cease-fires and provide security to the people.  As such, even those in the Bush administration who harbor beliefs similar to those espoused by Rotberg would be unjust and wrong in arguing for American military involvement in Iraq.  The existence of such putative theories, and the failure of such putative arguments only legitimates the fact that arguments for imperialism cannot stand.  While the Bush administration can posit such arguments in explanation of their engagement in Iraq, such arguments hark on fallible theories that are replete with holes.  Even if one develops a line of reasoning for “failed states,” the Bush arguments fail in that Iraq was never one such “failing state.”  This realization undermines the espoused arguments and rationale of the current administration’s position on the issue of Iraq.
Institutions Must Be Created


In looking at J.S. Mill’s “Considerations on Representative Government,” one is struck by the profound applicability of his assertions to today’s case of Iraq.  With an adroit ability to foresee both sides, the arguments posited in the opening pages of his essay elucidate the two sides that one could take on the issue concerning the current American engagement in Iraq.  On one hand, one could side with the Bush administration’s belief that institutions of government are not autochthonous.  Such a belief is predicated on the notion that stable institutions do not arise from the ground ipso facto, but must be earned and created with fortitude and resolve.  As stated by Mill, “men did not wake on a summer morning and find them [governments] sprung up.  Neither do they resemble trees, which, once planted, ‘are ay growing’ while men ‘are sleeping’.  In every stage of their existence they are made what they are by human voluntary agency.”
  Thus not only do governments necessitate engagement and commitment at the outset, but they necessitate such commitment throughout the process of their creation and their perpetuation.  Enduring success requires protracted involvement, and Mill’s commentary alludes to this fact.  Institutions do not grow without nourishment, and it is argued perspective of the Bush Administration that American involvement in Iraq fertilizes such development.  However, such a belief in the necessity of involvement is not sufficient.  While he does not offer a moral judgment on the issue, Mill articulates that in order for such fomentation of institutions to be met, other requisite factors must be concurrently met. 

Democracy Building Could Work With Local Support

However, Mill also argues that “the people for whom the form of government is intended must be willing to accept it; or at least not so unwilling, as to oppose an insurmountable obstacle to its establishment.”
  Thus, while the creation of stable institutions may necessitate outside influence, or engagement on some level, this must be accompanied by local acceptance.  In the case of Iraq, even if the former requirement were met, the Bush administration would be myopic to ignore the possibility that some of the Iraqi people do not want Americans to be there.  Vast majorities of the Iraqi people do not want, and in fact never wanted, the patriarchy and domineering presence of the American military within its borders. 

While local support can be tested, and troops can be committed, it becomes imperative that administrations first evaluate the adaptability of the nation in which one wants to institute change.  This evaluation of the potential adaptability of the nation exposes fallibility and subjectivity that can lead to nuanced repercussions.  On one level it allows the Administration to operate with a carte blanche in that they are privy to greater information and can thus argue that their evaluation of institution adaptability is more informed and infallible than an evaluation conducted in the public.  This argument, however, also allows the public the ability to scapegoat the administration in that they will only see results, and will infinitely hypothesize about counterfactuals. In summary, Mill clairvoyantly and appositely articulated a nuanced view of two distinct sides of an argument that still persists today.  His observations are profoundly sagacious and illustrative of many of the complaints with regard to America’s role in Iraq.

Arguments for State Building: The Democratic Peace

Those who vouch for the necessity of involvement in Iraq are often privy to, and supporters of, the Kantian notion of “Democratic Peace.”  This theory, first made famous by Kant in the 1790s, was a putative theory in the late eighteenth century.  Kant argued that as states moved toward democracy, and states became intertwined, a series of factors inherent to democracy would make conflict less likely.  Interdependence between states, popular elections, and the fact that leaders were inextricably linked to their constituents made it such that they would be more likely to act in concert with popular opinion, and popular opinion rarely supports acts of violence. 


As such, in line with this belief that increased democracy means increased peace, those who advocate international intervention do so on the basis that they are promoting democracy and therefore peace.  This liberal viewpoint that democracy is antecedent to peace is three pronged, and has variable explanations.  Firstly, as argued by Schumpter, democratic capital leads to peace because people always prefer the benefits of free trade to those of costly war.  Thus, as states become increasingly democratic, they choose to trade and enter economic relations with other democratic states.  As these relations develop, and as their economic ties grow stronger, so too their propensities for war grow weaker. Thus peace is the outgrowth of material interests and freedom of trade.  Secondly, as argued by Machiavelli peace comes less as a result of economic ties, and more as a result of fear of domination.  Machiavelli argued that republics are the best form of state for imperial expansion because peoples support armies that they own, and want expansion to satisfy ambitions and release political energies.  Thus, as the number of democracies increases, nations should be more likely to engage in war, but as a result of this increased propensity in theory, they are less likely to do so in practice because they will fear domination.  Thirdly, Kant argued in his theory of liberal internationalism that there exists a democratic peace, or specifically, a “separate peace” among liberal states.  When states gain republican constitutions, and develop into “pacifistic federations” of liberal republics, a new set of standards will develop that will perpetuate peace.   States will be civil republics with market economies, they will establish peaceful unions between republics, and cosmopolitan law will develop based on universal hospitality.  As such, peace is not only prescribed as an outgrowth of democracy, but peace becomes the duty of democratic states.


Regardless of which of the three conceptions of liberal democracy one could follow in arguing that democratic development leads to peace, this belief is not sufficient to justify intervention abroad.  The fallacy that the end justifies the mean is a fallacy that dates back to the Sophists of Antiquity.  America is wrong in having intervened in Iraq, and despite Kantian rationalization, this fact cannot be overlooked.

Argument that Intervention Is “Statist” and not “Economic”
Stephen Krasner, Stanford professor and current Deputy Secretary of State for Policy Planning in the U.S. State Department, has previously sought to explain American interventions in the Third World during the Cold War.  Krasner argues that these conflicts, namely Guatemala, Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Chile and Vietnam were “statist” rather than economic.
  Krasner chose to refute structural Marxism by citing the economic disparity between cases for American intervention.  Krasner cites passive U.S. response to dangers posed by economic nationalism, and especially U.S. involvement in Vietnam despite domestic instability and economic upheaval.  In short, while Marxism argues that imperialism comes at the beck and call of capitalism, and is always a means to achieving the necessary aims for sustainability, in the cases Krasner cites, he articulates that all demonstrate poor means-ends calculations from a realist perspective.  In that none of the cases are rational, completely illogical, it follows in his argument that they must be derived from state, or ideological, rather than economic interests.


Krasner’s argument, however, relies on a singular conception of economic interests when in fact these interests are variegated, nuanced, and specific to people and organizations.  Thus, while there may be disparities between cases, there are concurrently disparities between loyalties within the administration.  If certain people hold greater sway, or certain leaders have clout or ties of patronage, then the disparities in policy may betray these ties.  Rather than seeing the disparity as evidence for “statist” tactics, Krasner ought to consider the possibility and probability that interests vary, and interests influence policy.  As such, it is equally likely that American foreign policy during the Cold War was indicative of internal interest groups and stemmed from economic ties.  If this is the case, then Krasner’s argument against structural Marxism is fallible, and while not entirely without merit, it is drastically exaggerated and sadly optimistic.  American policy today, as it did during the Cold War, is primarily dictated by economic interest and the underlying loyalties that impel and influence such interest.  As such, American foreign policy is governed by capitalism, and as Lenin predicted, necessarily ends in imperialist tendency.  

COUNTER ARGUMENTS: DISPROVING THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION

Democracy Will Fail Where it Does Not Apply


Mill thus posits the belief that institutions such as democracy can be instituted and created so long as there is local support, and perseverant efforts to create a stable form of government.  He also, however, posits the opposite possibility.  Sometimes these conditions are not enough. Specifically, “there are also cases in which, though not averse to a form of government – possibly even desiring it – a people may be unwilling or unable to fulfill its conditions.”
 Thus, while perseverant effort and local support are the necessary conditions for institutional change, these conditions may not be sufficient.  Certain institutions may be simply incompatible with certain culture, lifestyle, ethos, and mores. As argued by Mill, “No one believes that every people is capable of working every sort of institution.  Carry the analogy of mechanical contrivances as far as we will, a man does not choose even an instrument of timber and iron on the sole ground that it is in itself the best.  He considers whether he possesses the other requisites which must be combined with it to render its employment advantageous, and in particular whether those by whom it will have to be worked, possess the knowledge and skill necessary for its management.”
  Thus, prior to imposing an ideal form of government on another people, such as the Bush administration has attempted to do in Iraq, one must first consider whether or not this institutional form is even applicable or sustainable in the given environment.  While steel or timber may be an ideal material for certain constructs, it certainly does not apply to all.  Democracy is another such form.  While from a Western perspective it is thought to be the ideal form, when it is bought at the cost of American lives and American dollars, and when it is purchased against the wills of those receiving its “blessings,” one must ask whether such an imposition is necessary or just.  In the case of American involvement in Iraq, we can unequivocally answer that it is not.  To cite Mill, such a form combines neither an advantageous employment of Americans abroad nor of Iraqis at home.

Democracy Will Fail When Constituents Lack Volition or Desire for Change

Contrarily, the Iraqi people, “may prefer a free government, but if from indolence, or carelessness, or cowardice, or want of public spirit, they are unequal to the exertions necessary for preserving it.”  If they will not fight for it when it is directly attacked and if they can be deluded by the artifices used to cheat them out of it, then “though it may be for their good to have it even for a short time, they are unlikely long to enjoy it.”
  Such local constituencies are imperative to the stability of institutions.  Not only does apathy undermine the process of election and representative selection, it also provides leaders with a disincentive to adhere to the wants and desires of their constituents.  As Stanford University professor Michael Tomz has articulated in his forthcoming article in the Journal of Conflict Resolution, there exist audience costs associated with decisions in democratic leadership that exist to a lesser extent in political institutions without representation.
  Namely, in a monarchy, the king is not accountable to his people nearly as much as a president, because the king does not have to worry about reelection.  As such, following from such a belief and observation of audience costs in democratic systems, it becomes incumbent upon the electing body, the people, to preserve this ability to temper power in leadership.  So long as voters are engaged and voters are politically active, leaders are impelled to act in accord with their wishes because if they do not, they will be the ones to suffer.  Mill wisely alluded to this in his 1867 essay on the Considerations on Representative Government.  “Representative institutions are of little value, and may be a mere instrument of tyranny or intrigue, when the generality of electors are not sufficiently interested in their own government to give their vote… popular election thus practiced, instead of a security against misgovernment, is but an additional wheel in its machinery.”
  Thus while the Bush administration blindly argues for the merits of democracy, these merits alone are not sufficient to ensure its success or preserve its existence.  Much of the ability and necessity of engagement still rightly rests on the shoulders of the Iraqi people.  It should be their duty and their privilege to affect their own political change on their own terms.

Culpability is Inescapable: It Is Your Fault

Even if members of the Bush Administration support the Kantian notion of democratic peace, and even if one is able to convincingly demonstrate that the ends of democracy do not justify the means of intervention, members can still attempt to distance themselves from the actual process of decision making through arguments like those espoused by Valenta.  As posited in his article on the role of the “bureaucratic politics paradigm” in decision making, Valenta argues that actions do not stem from one actor, but rather stem from a process of “pull and haul” between elites and heads of state.  As such, no one leader is omnipotent or culpable directly, but it is an internal game of “tug-of-war.”
   Modeled after Graham Allison’s notion of “where you stand depends on where you sit,” in the case of Iraq, the decision for intervention is not attributable to one person, but to a composite set of interests and loyalties.  Decision making, within this framework, is not a rational outgrowth of theories and goals, but is the externality of dysfunctional interactions between agencies of government and individuals.  Thus from this argument, it is difficult to apply culpability to specific individuals.  As such difficulty in assigning guilt exists, it follows that those individuals are able to garner immunity under the shadow of the institution and body within which they work.  Immunity implies that there is a lack of recourse, whether political or personal, and as such, leaders are unrestrained in their ability to act according to their desires.  As men can be known to seek personal happiness at the expense of reason or morality, it follows that when leaders are allowed immunity in office, they are morally unrestrained and are thus inclined to follow their capricious desires in determining foreign policy.  Looking at Halliburton and its subsidiaries, Bush’s business background, and numerous other ligaments of desire and personal interest in the political sphere, it is salient to note that the current administration is not only privy to their ability to operate with impunity, but also is taking full advantage of it by engaging in Iraq. 
Hypocrisy of Imperialists

While America brandishes its big stick, and commands respect and change abroad through its hawkish tactics, it is a nation predicated on liberal ideas, individual liberties, and idealistic perspectives.  Stemming back to George Washington’s 1789 Farewell Address in which he articulated the imperative that America not involve itself in entangling alliances and brandish its sword except in the most necessary of times, American foreign policy has been pacifistic and isolationist.  


Recently, not only have Americans in office turned to the sword, but also they have begun to overtly and starkly contradict the foundation of American institutions, and the foundation of American liberalism.  While the Monroe Doctrine posits that states shall not be imperially involved in the Western Hemisphere, Americans turn a blind eye to the standard they have created; they create a double standard; they accept the notion of exceptionalism and they act imperialistically in the Middle East, and specifically in Iraq.
  While the Bush Administration is forced to deal with disapproval from states like France and Spain, it is no wonder.  The salience of American hypocrisy is clear, and it is only a matter of time before military balance will not be sufficient to counter the opposition and enemies that such hypocrisy engenders on a daily basis.


Additionally, while America is founded on the classical ideas of liberalism that harp on the nineteenth-century theories of Alexis de Tocqueville and John Stuart Mill, it has recently begun to contradict the very notions that underlie its system of rights and liberties.  Liberalism as an intellectual framework is reliant on the belief that social change can occur through individuals when government is constrained.  Vis-à-vis fascism or socialism, liberalist theory is founded on the belief in the individual’s rights and liberties, and the individual’s sovereignty.  Intervention abroad and the engagement in Iraq hypocritically undercut such a notion.  While liberalism may not be dead, current American foreign policy is calling into question American adherence to the credo that is the bedrock of American institutions. 

Stanford: A Possible Remedy to the Hypocrisy
While Stanford professor Stephen Krasner has only recently been appointed Deputy Secretary of State for Policy Planning in the State Department, the scope of his position is to advise the Secretary of State on issues of foreign policy, and he will undoubtedly begin to affect change within the administration.  Krasner wrote an article for Foreign Policy magazine in January 2001 entitled “ Think Again: Sovereignty” in which he articulates and exalts the perpetuation of state sovereignty.  He argues that despite notions that the sovereign state is dead, conventional norms of sovereignty have always been challenged but remain attractive.  He argues that national borders will invariably be the fault lines of conflict, and while international organizations may augment state sovereignty, they do not change it fundamentally.  Sovereignty remains the notion that states are autonomous and independent from one another.  As such, the principle of nonintervention is preeminent, and no states possess the right to intervene in any other states.
  

Stemming from this belief, one would hope that as newly appointed Deputy Secretary of State for Policy Planning, Stephen Krasner will seek to uphold the values of sovereignty he asserts in his article.  Such adherence would necessitate a fundamental shift in current American foreign policy.  Currently, American foreign policy is in stark violation of Krasner’s conception of sovereignty as a guarantee of the sanctity of national borders and the assurance of nonintervention.  Such foreign policy is also in stark violation of the liberal concept of sovereignty of person.  Not only did American engagement in Iraq violate Iraqi borders, but also military intervention undermined Iraqi sovereignty.  Cultural invasion and the imposition of exogenous ideas violated the personal sovereignty of the Iraqi individual.

If Krasner adheres to such stipulated beliefs on sovereignty, he will be resigned to suggest that Bush revise his policy of American exceptionalism.  One cannot promote sovereignty on paper while violating it in practice.  Thus, it is my belief that Krasner may offer himself as a mitigating influence to the hawkish tendencies of the Bush administration.  He could prove a remedy to the hypocrisy of imperialism, however, only time will tell.

 CONSEQUENCES: THE EFFECTS OF AVARICE IN OFFICE

No Control Over Reconstruction Funds


While the Bush administration earmarked $22 billion for the rebuilding of Iraq, there is little oversight with regard to the allocation of such funding.  As the money streams into Baghdad, there are few authorities to ensure that money is not pocketed, and the result if rampant bribery and black marketing.  Leading anti-corruption groups involved in reviewing such oversight claim that nearly 20 percent of money allocated by the United States Government for reconstruction is being funneled into the pockets of Halliburton subsidiaries or Iraqi officials.


Such bribery, however, is not the sole work and doing of Americans abroad, but rather is the profitable result of American opportunism abroad.  Programs such as the Oil-For-Food program that was instated during the Saddam Hussein-regime fomented the creation of clientalistic ties between officials and elites through which money could be funneled.  This system of patronage and relationship has not died.  Americans in Iraq have managed to piggyback on such a web of corrupt ties to facilitate the spread of U.S. funding.  The corrupt webs that were woven in order to profit from international support projects like that of the Oil-For-Food campaign are now being used by the Americans who once argued against their existence.
  Such practice is not only profitable, but also exploitative and hypocritical. 

Contracts: Halliburton and its Gains

Additionally, not only are reconstruction funds being funneled in to the hands of the few in Iraq, but also the windfalls of American exploits abroad are finding their way into the pockets of administration officials and business leaders tied to the GOP.  According to Factcheck.com, an independent website sponsored by the University of Pennsylvania, one can find specific information with regard to Halliburton.  According to Senator John Edwards, while Dick Cheney was CEO of Halliburton prior to entering the Bush administration, they paid “millions of dollars in fines for providing false information on their company, just like Enron and Ken Lay.”
  While the windfall of impunity is one thing, the economic windfall of having former CEO Cheney in the White House is salient and disturbing.  Halliburton is currently under investigation for three operations that occurred during the time when Cheney was CEO, and has recently failed to disclose accounting internal changes despite SEC oversight.
  Halliburton, operating under contracts between 30 and 40 million dollars in Iran, claims that its subsidiary in the Middle East, Halliburton Products and Services Ltd. Fully complies with U.S. sanctions laws.  The claim however, is dubious and being revised.  Additionally, both U.S. and French authorities are investigating whether Halliburton and its subsidiaries in Nigeria have been paying bribes and accepting kickbacks in the order of $12 billion.  Additionally, Halliburton engaged in trade with Libya that resulted in its being fined for millions of dollars.
  In short, the precedent for abuse of power is outstanding, and the opportunity to continue such exploitation could not be better in the case of Iraq.  It would be myopic and naïve to believe that such trends end in the fact of opportunity.   Opportunity only serves as a catalyst for the continuation and perpetuation of such trends.
 CONCLUSIONS


In having evaluated the claims of the Bush administration with regard to current intervention and military engagement in Iraq, one can see that ethical justification on the basis of deontology is not sufficient alone.  Empirical data and history illustrates that men are necessarily avaricious.  Thucydides articulated in antiquity that it is a necessary component of human life that strong men rule where they can and weak men suffer what they must.  These arguments, however, are sophist in nature, and promise little to progress.  While the Bush administration has harped on rhetorical tactics and techniques proven throughout the ages to inspire fear and bolster cause, history has also shown such tactics to produce only short term gains, and gains that are parochial.  As such it becomes incumbent upon members of society to observe such violation, and to oppose it.  While such people are often seen as dissidents and extremists, history and consequence have proven such men to be patriots.  In New York, Alexander Hamilton argued for the ideals of Constitutional ratification in his famed Federalist Papers.  He did so, however, only to be mocked by his contemporaries as pessimistic and unfaithful, believing too much in the vice of men.  History has proven Hamilton sagacious.  Hamilton questioned the putative notions of republicanism, the ability of each man to exalt public good over his own private interests and the idealism upon which America was founded, and he remained steadfast in his iconoclastic beliefs.  Hamilton became the father of realism in American politics, and along with Madison and Jay, he was able to “secure the Blessings of Liberty.”  We must observe such resolve as is apparent in our Founding Fathers, and apply it to today’s harrowing world.  Only through voicing the fallacy of argument, through denoting contradiction within policy, and through exposing the imbedded interests of leaders can one come to observe true intentions in policy.  While the Bush administration articulates such intentions, foresight tells us to observe consequences, and history tells us that such consequences are real.  One must look beyond the present to observe the ethics of consequence.  Doing so will reveal the frightening realization that American intervention abroad is undermining the very intentions espoused in its defense.  Given the circumstances, political change is our only ethical recourse. 
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