U.S. Foreign Policy in Iraq                                                            29



1. INTRODUCTION 


The history between the United States and Iraq is both long and complex.
 Today, however, the two countries stand poised for conflict, as the U.S. considers taking action against Iraq in at attempt to neutralize any potential WMD programs or arsenals. Before the Bush Administration moves forward with this proposal, however, all factors and alternatives should be taken into consideration, along with any benefits, costs, opportunities and/or risks that they might yield.   To this end, I have developed a decision-making model based on certain strategic criteria in order to evaluate the four most salient U.S. policy options regarding Iraq. 

Currently, the United States is experiencing a noticeable shift in foreign policy decision-making. In September 2002, the National Security Council (NSC) released the new “National Security Strategy” for the United States. The NSC says the Strategy is based on an American internationalism reflecting “the union of our values and our national interests” the aim of which is to “help make the world not just safer but better.”
 The report itself says that if the U.S. saw that a country or organization was developing WMD
 and, also, that the country might use those weapons against the U.S., then the United States would be willing to take pre-emptive action in order to neutralize that threat. Although this action would not necessarily mean war or acting unilaterally, neither option would be out of the question. 

This new strategy is an important factor in the dilemma currently facing the United States.  Specifically, the question is whether the United States should engage in preemptive action against Iraq.  The argument itself is quite delineated; there are those who have run out of patience and, therefore, believe Iraq has run out of chances, unwilling to predicate national security and public safety on the assumption that Iraq is an honest and rational actor. Conversely, there are those who feel that diplomatic options have not been exhausted and that engaging Iraq (especially pre-emptively) would lead to a slippery slope, giving the U.S. carte blanch to engage any country or organization it considers a “threat”, however broad that definition may be. 

In order to begin the decision-making process, my model is based on  separate benefits, costs, opportunities and risks (BOCR) models which assume calculated weights.  Further, each model is evaluated using the strategic criteria of economic, social, political and military (ESPM) considerations. The question asked (i.e. goal) is the following: What should the current United States policy be towards Iraq?

For the given goal, the four most salient, viable options are the following:

(1) 
The U.S. should make a unilateral, pre-emptive attack against Iraq

(2) 
The U.S. should attack Iraq only with Allied support and/or help

(3) 
The U.S. should exhaust diplomatic options by working with UN weapons inspectors to ensure inspections

(4) 
Sanctions against Iraq should be removed 


The overall synthesized reveals Option 3 (work with UN weapons inspectors to exhaust diplomatic options) to be the best alternative.  Overall, it has the lowest risk and is ranked the second-best choice when independently evaluated under the benefits, costs and opportunities criterion.  Although Option 2 and Option 1 are ranked second and last respectively, these two options combined surpass the ranking of Option 3 (meaning that, combined, the Option of engaging Iraq surpasses that of exhausting diplomatic options). After Option 3, actually, the other options are fairly equal, with Option 2 only slightly edging out Option 4.  


Nevertheless, the model may not adequately capture the difference of the subnet criteria when considered over the short-run vs. long-run.  For example, Removing Sanctions may improve the quality of life of the Iraqi people in the short-run, but may serve to diminish their standard of living in the long-run (due to the greatly decreased hope of regime change).  Similarly, engaging Iraq may increase oil prices in the short-run but, in the long-term, prices may actually decrease with regime change and Middle East stabilization. 

2. THE ISSUE


For over ten years now, Iraq has been under economic sanctions as a condition of UN resolutions mandating UN weapons inspectors access to determine if the country is creating and/or storing WMD.   In that time, Saddam Hussein has not only refused to comply with UN Security Council resolutions (which would result in the lifting of the sanctions), but has also further worsened the Iraqi people’s situation by failing to create or implement policies that would improve employment opportunities, economic growth, educational opportunities, health care and more.  While Hussein claims the sanctions led to the deaths of 1.7 million Iraqis between 1991 and 2002
, he himself is partly, if not largely, responsible for the disparate conditions in the country. 

Many agree that Hussein has maintained an alarming level of economic disparity in the country, while telling the Iraqi people that the United States and her allies are responsible for their poor quality of life.  Meanwhile, as many Iraqi and world citizens continue to suffer under what the Western world views as misdirected blame, Saddam Hussein has perpetuated a record of aggression and recklessness that includes routinely firing on the Northern Watch Combined Task Force and locating air-defense weapons near non-military targets.
  The feeling, however, is mutual—allied planes have bombed radar and missile sites in no-fly zones nearly fifty times this year alone; the U.S. and U.K. coalition’s mission (established after the Gulf War) is to patrol both a northern and southern zone in an attempt to protect Iraqi minorities.
 Trumping all these contentions, however, is the growing opinion (personified in the Bush administration) that Hussein is developing or already has developed Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD).  


Over the past decade, Hussein has perpetuated a cat-and-mouse game of inviting UN weapons inspectors into the country, only to place conditions or threats upon them once they arrive.
 Because of this decade-long ploy, there is an ever-growing opinion that Saddam Hussein has no intention of complying with UN Resolution 1284. On the other hand, there are those that feel that diplomacy has not been exhausted in this case, and that the most prudent course of action would be to continue to work with UN weapons inspectors to give compliance every chance.  Recently, Iraq has stated that it welcomes UN weapons inspectors and would give them unfettered access. However, has Hussein deceived the UN once too often to allow for any more chances? Or, has the United States simply adopted a position where they won’t take “Yes” for an answer?


Iraqi ambassador to the United Nation Mohammed Aldouri stated Iraq’s case in this way:

“After so many years of fear from war, the threat of war and suffering, the people of Iraq and their government in Baghdad are eager for peace. We have no intention of attacking anyone, now or in the future, with weapons of any kind. If we are attacked, we will surely defend ourselves with all means possible. But bear in mind that we have no nuclear or biological or chemical weapons, and we have no intention of acquiring them. We are not asking the people of the United States or of any member state of the United Nations to trust in our word, but to send the weapons inspectors to our country to look wherever they wish unconditionally. This means unconditional access anywhere, including presidential sites in accordance with a 1998 signed agreement between Iraq and the United Nations — an agreement that ensures respect for Iraq's sovereignty and allows for transparency in the work of the inspectors. We could never make this claim with such openness if we did not ourselves know there is nothing to be found.”

However, is this “too little, too late”? More importantly, though, is any Iraqi offer sufficient in light of their record of deceit?  The question that remains, regardless of the findings of UN weapons inspectors, is whether it can ever be completely determined if Iraq is concealing WMD or programs to create WMD. 

If this is the case, however, are sanctions sufficient to keep Iraq “in-check”? To a large extent, sanctions have only served to strengthen Hussein’s hold on his people, as their impoverishment is maintained while being fed hatred for the United States and her allies.  All this has created is an atmosphere where the children of the Gulf War have grown up with little education, poor health care, few opportunities, and little to lose.  Simultaneously, Hussein has given these now-young men and women someone to blame: the United States.  As the situation continues, the psychological and demographic profile of Iraq’s people moves further and further away from the possibility of democracy.  Any future policy of the United States should, therefore, include a program of information dissemination that would serve to counter Hussein’s propaganda campaign.  Positive relations with the Arab world are needed now more than ever.


However, there is the issue of whether the U.S. would want to “provoke” Iraq.  On July 31, 2002, the U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations consulted with an expert panel regarding U.S. response to the situation in Iraq.  Panel member Robert Gallucci, Dean of the Georgetown School of Foreign Service, suggested that a military strike would only serve as provocation for the Iraqi government’s continued work on WMD.
  Nonetheless, the United States faces the obvious reality that, given Saddam Hussein’s past and present actions of aggression, it is probable that the Iraqi government will continue to pursue and create WMD with or without a military strike against them. 


Without question, however, a military strike against Iraq must involve consideration of the whole region.  To begin, within Iraq itself, the United States must make use of Iraqi opposition forces, united in the Iraqi National Congress.  The United States Congress, in the Iraq Liberation Act of 1998, has already authorized millions of dollars to help train and equip the INC in their shared goal of ousting Saddam Hussein.
  The INC had already developed a plan (championed by many military leaders and Congressmen alike) that calls for the United States to train a limited number of Iraqis, integrate that operation with U.S. airpower, and confront Hussein on the ground with opposition forces that would draw the Iraqi army out and defeat them.
  Iraq’s neighbors, especially Saudi Arabia and Turkey, must be considered as well.  Both countries are heavily invested in a plan that would allow for a unified Iraq to emerge.  Several senior Turkish officials have noted that stability and economic viability in the region is very important to the country.
 

Charles Deulfer, former deputy executive chairman of the UN Special Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM), stated to the U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations that, "Limited actions by the international community will have limited effects.  The threat will continue to grow and in the meantime the opportunity for a positive Iraq continue to slide into the future. This is clearly an issue where the United States must lead, one way or the other."
  Indeed, the U.S., if she chooses to pursue action against Iraq, may not only be taking the lead, but may be going it alone as well.  Depending on the eventual, decided reaction of U.S. allies as well as the reaction of the UN, the U.S. campaign against Iraq may very well be a solo venture.

While it can only be assumed that the economic costs of a military campaign against Iraq will be high, the alternative reality of a hostile nation harboring WMD can only be imagined.  After more than a decade, a policy of containment has failed, yielding only a still-aggressive dictator, an impoverished nation, a finger of blame for the Iraqi people’s suffering pointed at the U.S. (and U.N.) by much of the Arab world, and a rogue state dancing dangerously close to WMD.  As the Economist recently noted in regards to “the case for war”, “…[W]ishful thinking in the face of mortal danger is bad policy.”  
  In this case, continued wishful thinking on the part of the United States and its allies may not only be a bad policy, but a dangerous one as well.   

Timeline


In order to give a deeper understanding of U.S. – Iraqi relations, it is necessary to understand a history of some key events:

1972

-Former Vice-President Saddam Hussein forcibly comes to power, executing over 400 members of the ruling Baath party. 

1988

-While Iraq and Iran agree to a cease-fire after the first 6 years of the eight-year Iran-Iraq war, Hussein takes the opportunity to rebuild his military, aided by “funds and technology from Western Europe and the United States.” 

1990

- In August, Iraqi troops invade and occupy Kuwait. A U.S.- led international coalition threatens to remove Hussein and his troops from Kuwait by force. 

1991

- In January, the Coalition begins using both air and ground force against Iraqi forces after a U.N. demand to withdraw from Kuwait is ignored. In April, a cease-fire is agreed to and U.N. sanctions begin (the sanctions are to remain in place until the conditions of the cease fire, which include ending Iraq’s WMD program, are met.


1995

- The U.N. begins the “oil-for-food” program when it is feared that the sanctions are reducing Iraqi civilian quality of life to a point where access to food and medicine are compromised. Under the program, Iraq is permitted to buy food and medicine using proceeds from oil exports, even though the exporting of oil was banned under the embargo. 

1998

- In November, the U.N. weapons inspectors are withdrawn; the U.N. claims Hussein has made it “impossible for them to verify whether Iraq has chemical, biological or nuclear weapons, as prohibited by the 1991 agreement”. In December, “Operation Desert Fox”, executed by U.S. and British forces, begins four days of airstrikes against Iraqi weaponry targets.
  

2002

- President Bush initiates his idea of the “Axis of Evil” in his State of the Union address in January. The Axis includes Iran, North Korea and Iraq and begins the White House-led campaign to gain support for U.S. action against Iraq. The next few months have administration officials make several public appearances calling for a “regime change” and threatening military action if weapons inspectors are not allowed full access and if Iraq’s WMD program and reserves are not destroyed. In rebuttal, Iraq accuses the United States of using duplicity in an attempt to protect Israel and gain control of Iraqi oil. President Bush says Hussein is “the world’s worst leader” and is “a man who must be brought to justice”.

Ground Rules for Iraqi Inspections


Additionally, it is pertinent (especially given the Alternatives) to understand the “rules” for Iraqi WMD inspections, recently agreed upon during a meeting in Vienna between UN weapons inspectors and Iraqi officials—
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The U.N. Monitoring, Inspections and Verifications Commission (UNMOVIC) and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) have the right to determine the number of inspectors required for any site. 
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Iraq will be informed of the designation of sites not previously declared by Iraq or previously inspected, only when inspectors arrive at the sites.
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Iraq will ensure that no prohibited material, equipment, records or other relevant items be destroyed except in the presence of inspectors. 
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Iraq will “guarantee the safety of air operations in its air space outside the no-fly zones”
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Iraq will “take all steps within its control to ensure the safety” of any operations inside the no-fly zones.
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UNMOVIC may wish to resume the use of U-2 or Mirage overflights, using past arrangements.
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UNMOVIC and IAEA may conduct interviews with any person in Iraq whom they believe may have relevant information. Iraq will “facilitate” the interviews, but the weapons inspectors will choose the “mode and location” for the interviews.

[image: image8.png]



The UN will use its former offices in Baghdad, but can also set up regional inspection offices in places such as Basra and Mosul. 
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Iraq will provide security for all inspectors, as well as “secure and suitable accommodations” from an Iraqi-designated list.
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Iraq will provide free escorts to facilitate access to sites to be inspected and a 24-hour hotline to be staffed. 
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Weapons inspectors can use any means for voice or data transmission including satellite and/or inland networks with or without encryption capability.  This would be facilitated by Iraq and “there will be no interference by Iraq” with communiqué.
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Without cost to inspectors, Iraq will provide protection of all surveillance equipment, construct antennae for remote transmission of data and, if requested, Iraq will allocate frequencies for communications equipment.
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 Where possible, weapons inspectors will split any samples taken so that Iraq may receive a portion. “Where appropriate,” inspectors will send samples to more than one laboratory for analysis. 

3. CREATING THE MODEL


The model for determining U.S. policy regarding Iraq was designed using a benefits, opportunities, costs, and risk model.  The benefits model indicates which alternative would be most beneficial while the opportunities model shows which alternative would provide the greatest opportunities.  Similarly, the risk model designates which alternative has the highest associated risk, and the costs model shows which alternative would be most costly. 


It is important to recognize, however, that the model is being created and evaluated in regards to a U.S. policy option.  Therefore, Benefits does not necessarily indicate which Alternative would be most beneficial to other countries, including Iraq.  Foreign policy decisions, while giving consideration to those extraneous influences that impact it, such as today’s global environment and intricate network of allied relationships, NGOs, IGOs, public opinion (both domestic and world), etc. are, nonetheless, inherently self-centered with regard to the state.  Consequently, while no responsible foreign policy decisions are made in a vacuum without regard to repercussions or reaction beyond one’s borders, they are nonetheless more self-serving  than globally benevolent. 

Thusly, Benefits indicates the benefits of a given U.S. policy option. The model assumes that the United States desires to and will be changing its policy regarding Iraq in the coming months, and that anti-Hussein rhetoric combined with ignored U.N. resolutions and ineffective sanctions will no longer suffice. The Bush administration has sent this message from its inception. 

The Costs include both the monetary and human costs of a given alternative, but more intangible costs as well, such as public opinion and foreign reaction. Further, the model includes both Risks and Opportunities. Both are included not only because of the unknown variables inherent in the problem, but also because each Alternative provides significant and unique opportunities as well as risks, all variable and speculative. 

Discussion of Alternatives

Therefore, given the following Alternatives:

(1) 
The U.S. should make a unilateral, pre-emptive attack against Iraq

(2) 
The U.S. should attack Iraq only with Allied support and/or help

(3) 
The U.S. should exhaust diplomatic options by working with UN weapons inspectors to ensure inspections

(4) 
Sanctions against Iraq should be removed 

A simplified, brief cost/benefit (or pro/con) analysis of the options  reveals the following:

Option 1
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Pro: Pro: A unilateral, pre-emptive attack may do the most to “disarm” Iraq of potential WMD, by seeking and destroying any        weapons-making programs or facilities by air or ground force. Additionally, it would serve well the U.S. goal of regime change.
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Con: A unilateral, pre-emptive attack might alienate the United States from her allies (and future allied support), might threaten the legitimacy and/or future viability of the U.N., may provoke Iraq into using any current WMD as retaliation and, further, might cause a potential increase both in terrorism and/or negative Arab sentiment towards the United States. Additionally, a unilateral strike would place all cost concerns and future Iraqi nation-building upon the U.S.

Option 2
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Pro: Attacking only with Allied help and/or support would be a slightly more cautious approach that would still target potential Iraqi WMD threats without alienating American allies or threatening the viability of International Governmental Organizations (IGOs, such as the U.N.) Moreover, it would share the burdens of monetary cost and future peacekeeping/nation-building. 
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Con: Attacking Iraq, even with allied help, would still result in Iraqi retaliation that might result in use of biological or chemical WMD.  Additionally, this action might serve to further polarize the Arab and Western worlds.

Option 3
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Pro:  Exhausting diplomatic options by working with U.N. weapons inspectors would not only uphold the future viability of the UN (and respect for the UN Security Council), but might also serve the intended purpose of determining if/where Iraq has WMD or means to proliferate WMD. This option serves to respect sovereignty, limit cost, and champion diplomacy.
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Con: Having a decade-long history of non-cooperation with U.N. weapons inspectors, allowing Iraq to continue to draw out the situation may simply give them more time to create WMD, while also mocking the usefulness and viability of the United Nations.

Option 4
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Pro: Removing sanctions might result in an improved quality of life for the Iraqi people, since many believe that the UN sanctions have little to no effect on Hussein and, instead, merely serve to hurt the Iraqi people and give credence to Hussein’s villianization of the United States.
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Con:  Removing sanctions might serve to remove a great deal of credibility from the U.N. as an organization, to threaten future sanction enforcement attempts, and to reduce the viability of future UN operations.  Further, removing sanctions might relinquish any leverage that the UN has on Hussein’s power and capacity to proliferate and use WMD, giving him a dictatorial carte blanche.  

Strategic Criteria


The BOCR model is evaluated using the strategic criteria of Economic, Social, Political and Military (ESPM) considerations.  Further, each strategic criteria is divided into its own subcriteria as follows:

Economic Subcriteria
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Monetary Cost of War – The fiscal costs of war. As per Dr. Morton Halperin, a senior fellow on the Council for Foreign Relations, "There can be no question the military cost of [war] will be enormous."
 This subcriterion  is largely related to the monetary cost to the United States for war, both because Option 1 would not provide for Allied monetary support, and Options 1 or 2 might not result in UN support or an international alliance willing to help defray the cost as they did at the time of the Gulf War. This is an important consideration, and one that has not been adequately discussed by the Bush administration; specifically, what the budget costs of another war with Iraq would be, and whether the war would be funded by new taxes, a decrease in domestic spending, or would simply result in an even larger budget deficit. 



Recently, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimated that a unilateral war with Iraq would cost an estimated $9 - $13 billion in military deployment, $6 - $9 billion per month to carry out to completion and an additional $5 - $7 billion to transport the forces back home. With the addition of the inevitable peacekeeping mission at $1 - $4 billion per month, the CBO estimates that the total for three months of combat and five years of subsequent occupation would be over 270 billion dollars. 
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Change in Oil Prices – It is likely that oil prices will change regardless of which Alternative is chosen.  In the short run, oil prices might increase if we and/or our allies go to war against Iraq.  In the long run, however, a war might serve as a pathway to regime change in Iraq, thus freeing up oil reserves and lowering the price of oil. Conversely, increased negative Arab sentiment might lead to either an oil embargo or OPEC cutting back on production in order to increase oil prices.  Also, the immediate effect of lifting sanctions might lead to a decrease in oil prices, but may also serve to reinforce and strengthen the Hussein regime, thus creating the possibility  of a future increase in prices, dependent on Hussein’s actions. 
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Focus Shift Away from U.S. Economy- Dissenting voices in the United States are concerned that engaging Iraq in war might be a disservice to the United States and its citizen by focusing attention away from domestic problems, the most important of which is the downturn of the U.S. economy. 

An October 2002 NYT/CBS poll revealed the following: 
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Further, when asked how a war with Iraq would affect the U.S. economy (i.e., make it better, worse, or keep it about the same), 37% of those polled felt a war would worsen the economy, while only 23% felt it would improve it.
 

Social Subcriteria
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Public Opinion
- Public opinion is a very salient factor when a nation is considering engaging in a war or military action.  To begin, public sentiment affects not only the decisions and actions of government officials and policy makers, but also those responsible for the “dirty work”, such as U.S. troops.  Remembering the importance of public sentiment during such military actions as the Vietnam War, the importance of public opinion cannot be dismissed. A reprint of an October 5, 2002 NYT/CBS public opinion poll yielding a general idea of current U.S. public sentiment can be found in Attachment 1.  



To be sure, this is a war that would likely be fought as much on the nightly news as on Iraqi streets.  In an October 2002 interview, University of Pittsburgh’s Posvar Chair in International Security Studies Dr. William Keller states as much.  Unlike the situation during the Gulf War, Dr. Keller feels that “[t]his time, [Saddam] is much more likely to withdraw his forces into Baghdad and force the U.S. into a nightmarish scenario where we would be fighting house to house and street to street, and he would pack the most significant targets with women and children.”  This scenario, U.S. casualties included, might just end up a horrific combination of street combat, casualties and CNN coverage.  Given the ambivalence toward engagement now, one can only wonder what effect the graphic realities of war would have on American public opinion. 
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Iraqi Civilians – It would be negligent not to consider the effect of the given Alternatives on the Iraqi civilians.  Obviously, engaging Iraq in war (Options 1 and 2) would result in an undeterminable number of Iraq civilian casualties, not to mention effect on both the country and civilians in the aftermath of war.  Conversely, while working to remove sanctions (Options 3 and 4, in essence) might increase the standard of living for Iraqi civilians in the short one, the long-term effects of Iraq remaining under the Hussein regime cannot be determined.

Political Subcriteria
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Regime Change – A main priority for the Bush administration is to oust Saddam Hussein from power; this is only possible, however, if the U.S. aligns itself with either Option 1 or 2.  A deeper consideration of this subcriterion, however, reveals the following questions: What if the U.S. is unable to topple the Hussein regime, even if they are successful in destroying what they believe to be stores of WMD? What if Hussein flees the country and either rules in absentia or remains as a future threat to Iraq upon his return? How does the U.S. plan to accomplish an actual regime change, given the problems we have seen in similar situations, such as Afghanistan?  Who will fund the new ruling regime of Iraq-- U.S. taxpayers? 



Further, the question must be asked how concerned the Administration is for the state of a post-Saddam Iraq.  When asked last month by TIME magazine about the condition of an Iraq after Hussein, given the current shambles of the Iraqi opposition, a senior Administration official replied simply, “Personally, I don’t care.” 
 This reaction seems alarming at best from an Administration who has stated more than once that a benefit of pre-emption would be to institute democracy in Iraq. With no history of democracy, however, nor any supporting infrastructure, how does the Bush administration see this vision coming to fruition? With the unlikely expenditure of the immense amount of resources (including time, money and personnel) needed to even attempt to bring democracy to Iraq aside, it is actually most likely that a post-Saddam Iraq would fall prey to various warring factions, including the Kurds in the north and the Shiites in the south (a majority of 64%, who might become an attractive ally to Iran). 



Although, Bush himself has made it clear that, while the stated policy towards Iraq is regime change, if Saddam were to meet all the UN conditions? Well, “…that, in itself will signal the regime has changed,” said President Bush.
 One can only wonder how much sincerity lies behind that statement, and if a policy change of the Saddam regime would indeed serve to satiate American hegemonists. 
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Allies Reaction - Even though the Bush administration has given the impression that the United States is the sole power in a unipolar world, it is negligent to pursue a U.S. foreign policy that dismisses the reaction of U.S. allies. The prudent alternative, if the U.S. remains steadfast in her path to war, is to choose Option 2. However, what are the consequences of choosing Option 1? The sentiment that the world needs the U.S. more than the U.S. needs the world is definitely a prominent opinion… but is it a wise one? 




Moreover, there is a grave concern that Israel would join a strike against Iraq, thereby polarizing the situation even further.  Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon has already stated that Israel, if provoked, would retaliate against Iraq. This would, in effect, only serve to further isolate the U.S. in her attempt.  It must be considered, in fact, how much our foreign policy decision in this case is influenced by our allied ties with Israel.  Senator John McCain stated last October that the “worst case scenario” is that Saddam Hussein launches biological or chemical weapons at Israel.
 If this is, in fact, the worse case scenario, then is our most prudent option pre-emptive, unilateral force??
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Arab World Reaction – It seems ironic that, at a time when the United States should give serious consideration to courting favorable communication, etc. with the Arab world, we are instead considering war with Iraq. There are options here, though.  For instance, the United States could work to gain Arab support for action against Iraq, demonstrating the possible benefits to the region. As Dr. Halperin from the Council for Foreign Relations said, "Rather than pressing states that border Iraq to provide base rights for unilateral military action against Iraq, we would be pressing them to end the smuggling and trade in violation of the U.N. embargo, assist them in monitoring their borders and the flow of material into and out of Iraq,"
 Further, if the U.S. feels obliged to engage in war, surely Option 2 would help disperse some negative among non-U.S. countries. In a time when a top priority for the United States is to protect herself from terrorist acts, the sentiment of the Arab world should be given every consideration. 


       There is also the concern that war with Iraq would only serve to further unite the Arab nations against the United States, possibly fueled both by the American arrogance of unilateral, pre-emptive action as well as the long-held Arab resentment of U.S. support of Israel (which, frankly, has always served to undermine our interests in the Middle East). 

Military Subcriteria

[image: image31.png]



WMD – Weapons of Mass Destruction is, without question, the most important consideration with respect to the Goal of determining the most judicious U.S. foreign policy towards Iraq. The fact is, however, that the U.S. does not have formal proof either confirming or denying the presence of WMD or WMD programs in Iraq. Therefore, if we go on the assumption that they exist, then the best alternatives are Options 1 and 2; otherwise, Option 3 or 4 would be more prudent.  However, the U.S. must also consider another important question: will engaging Iraq in war simply provoke them into either using WMD or continuing work on WMD programs?  In other words, would war only serve as a catalyst in creating the situation that the U.S. is the most fearful of? 
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Military Casualties – While the United States has been a historically willing player in military defense action, the country has never been willing to accept that an inherent side-effect of such campaigns are U.S. military casualties. The anticipated number of military casualties is an important consideration, mainly due to the importance role of public opinion in supporting and sustaining military action and defense policy. 
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Removal of Dictator – Going by the Bush administration rhetoric, this criterion may be somewhat difficult to decipher. Would they like to see Saddam removed? Yes. Even if he does allow weapons inspections, I believe that, in the long run, the U.S. will not be satisfied with Saddam in power. The question of removing Saddam, however, is not a clear cut “yes” or “no”; rather, it is a question of when and how.  There is no question that Hussein is a dangerous dictator, void of conscience, loyalty, ethics or the like. It would, I believe, be dangerous in the long run for the world to allow him to remain in power… but touchy issues such as sovereignty leave much consideration to be done. It can be assumed, however, that it would not be in U.S. interests to take on this task alone. 

4. BOCR MODELS

Benefits Model

In my model, Benefits represent the optimal list of benefits that can be received, or the benefits that the United States would like their policy towards Iraq to yield. These are:
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Decreased Chance of Iraq Making/Using WMD
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Decreased Oil Prices
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Decreased Terrorism
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Increased Peace of  Mind for the U.S.
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Increased Standard of Living for the Iraqi people
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Possibility of Better Relations with the Middle East
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Legitimacy/Future Viability of U.N.
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Possibility of Regime Change or Regime Policy Change

· Inner Dependencies within Model:
1. Decreasing the Chance of Iraq Making/Using WMD would also Increased the Peace of Mind for the U.S. as well as possibly result in Decreased Terrorism. 

2. Decreasing Terrorism would also Increase the Peace of Mind of the U.S. as well as increase the Possibility of Better Relations with the Middle East.

3. Increased Peace of Mind for the U.S. would be affected by a Decreased Chance of Iraq Making/Using WMD

4. Better Relations with the Middle East might be facilitated by a Decrease in Terrorism.

5. The Possibility of Regime Change would both Increase the Peace of Mind for the U.S. and, possibly, increase the standard of Iraqi living.

Costs Model

Alternatively, the anticipated costs that must be factored in are:
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Further Deterioration of Relations with Middle East
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High Monetary Cost of War
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ESPM Costs of Protecting Israel
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Iraqi Civilian Casualties
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Negative World Opinion Turned Against the U.S.
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U.S. Casualties

· Inner Dependencies within Model: 
1. The ESPM Costs of Protecting Israel might be manifested in any or all of the other given Costs in the Model.

2. Further Deterioration of Relations with Middle East might be caused by either Iraqi Civilian Casualties or by Negative World Opinion Turned Against the U.S.

3. Iraqi Civilian Casualties might result in either Negative World Opinion or Further Deterioration of U.S.- Middle East Relations.

Opportunities Model

The Opportunities Model reflects the optimal list of opportunities that could be facilitated:
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 Inspect for/Decrease Likelihood of WMD
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 Protect Oil Supply/Prices
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 Bush’s Familial Revenge
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 Rid World of Dangerous Leader
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 Promote Democracy in Iraq
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 Improve Quality of Life for Iraqi People
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 Protect Israel
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 Strengthen U.S. Influences in the Middle East

· Inner Dependencies within Model: 
1. Bush’s Familial Revenge might provide the opportunity for Protecting Israel, Ridding the World of a Dangerous Leader, or Strengthening U.S. Interests in the region. 

2. The opportunity for Improving the Quality of Life of the Iraqi People might be affecting by Ridding the World of a Dangerous Leader (Hussein).

3. Ridding the World of Hussein would affect all other given Opportunities.

4. Strengthened U.S. Influence in the Region might also affect Oil Prices, Democracy Promotion, and the ability of the U.S. to Protect Israel. 

Risks Model

Conversely, the anticipated Risks that must be considered are:
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Threat of Use of WMD
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Increased Hostility from the Middle East
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Increased Oil Prices
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Increased Terrorism
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Decreased Domestic Support
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Possible Flight of Saddam Hussein to Sympathetic Country
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Legitimacy/Future Viability of UN
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“Winning the Battle but Losing the War”

· Inner Dependencies within Model: 
1. Increased Hostility from the Middle East might affect the risk of an Increase in Oil Prices, Terrorism and/or Threat or use of WMD.

2. Increased Oil Prices might affect the risk of Decreasing Domestic Support.

3. Increased Terrorism would affect the risk of Decreasing Domestic Support and the Threat of Use of WMD.

4. The Threat of WMD would affect the risk of Increased Middle East Hostility, Increased Terrorism and Decreased Domestic Support. 

5. Lastly, actions resulting in increased hostility from the Middle east, increased terrorism, the possible flight of Saddam, the threat of use of WMD, and a threat to the legitimacy/future viability of the U.N. would all serve to strengthen a situation in which we would “Win the Battle, but Lose the War.”

Judgements and Ratings


Pairwise comparisons are made between each BOCR subnet criteria and each Alternative (outer dependencies), as well as the inner dependencies as listed above.  Similarly, each Strategic Criteria is compared with its corresponding cluster (and its individual criterion), while the Goal is pairwise compared with each Strategic Criteria. 


Next, each Strategic Subcriteria is Rating against Benefits, Costs, Opportunities and Risk using the four-level High-Medium-Low-No Value category rating. 

The Rating Results are:
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The Priorities for the Ratings System are as follows:

[image: image1.png]



The Synthesized Priorities for the Alternatives (using the  Additive Formula) are:
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Using the Probabilistic Additive Formula, the Synthesized Results are:
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Overall, Sensitivity Analysis reveals that Option 4 is somewhat sensitive to an overall change in the Risks Subnet (and slightly sensitive to a change in the Costs Subnet), while Option 1 is sensitive in regard to an overall change in the Opportunities Subnet. 
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Please see attachments for Supermatrices. 

5. CONCLUSION


Without question, foreign policy decisions necessitate the consideration of all possible options.  In the case of the United States and Iraq, however, the decision is one of prime importance, given the future repercussions of the both countries’ present actions.  In the end, the decision of the United States will be based on an educated guess, considering that we do not know, and likely will not know, with any degree of certainty whether Iraq possesses either nuclear WMD or the means to make them.  We can make likely predictions, however, on the short-term effects of engaging Iraq in war, unilaterally or not.  The larger picture, though, is more difficult to determine.  What the future consequences are of acting pre-emptively and possibly independently can only be theorized.

However, President Bush's insistence on viewing the United States in the context of a unipolar world, rather than conceding that a larger picture exists, may in fact stifle any progressive foreign policy decisions. In general, he and his Administration have shown little concern for the rest of the world’s response to his protectionist policies.  Further, his consistent movement toward unilateral action should be alarming at least, and should incite a dialogue that is currently absent.  Repeated public opinion polls demonstrate that the American public is uncertain at best when faced with whether or not to engage Iraq—is this the shaky foundation on which a military campaign should be launched?  At the very least, these are questions that must be asked, despite the current American climate of patriotism and, perhaps, superiority.  Unilateral action against Iraq, coupled with other recent protectionist policies and may serve only to portray U.S. interests as superior and valid, and our needs and wants as the exception to every rule, inviting only disdain and opposition from the rest of the world. 

A Unilateral, Pre-emptive Strike is the Last Resort


Both the Bush Administration and Capitol Hill maintain the assertion that pre-emptive force is a last resort, only to be considered after the exhaustion of diplomatic options; but, is this merely rhetoric? Senator Chuck Hagel (R., NE), a well-known critic of the Bush administration’s policy on Iraq, recently vocalized his support for force.  Hagel commented that his support should not be interpreted as endorsing the use of pre-emptive force in order to press ideological disagreements, and that “…America must be careful with her rhetoric and mindful of how others perceive her intentions.  …Actions in Iraq must come in the context of an American-led multilateral approach to disarmament, not as the first case for a new American doctrine involving the pre-emptive use of force.” 
 His stated views seem inconsistent with his support of the Bush administration, however. After all, how can one support a resolution giving the Administration carte blanche to use force while maintaining that intervention should be multilateral, not unilateral? 

Inconsistencies abound in U.S. rhetoric regarding Iraq.  President Bush has professed concern for the Iraqi people, yet little discussion has been held regarding the human cost of an invasion (i.e. collateral damage), or the aftermath of engagement. Further, the Administration repeatedly states that it wishes to exhaust diplomatic measures and to gain allied support before considering the use of force.  However, in what esteem does Washington really hold the United Nations? After years of blatant disregard for its viability and worth
, why would the U.S. care if U.N. positions and policies were out of sync with its own? A recent report by the Council on Foreign Relations and Freedom House revealed the tension between the U.S. and the U.N., conceding that the U.S. is “…frequently outmaneuvered and overmatched at the U.N.”
 How difficult is it to imagine that a country with a “lone superpower” self-image and a disdain for the often laborious and overly diplomatic workings of the U.N. would determine whether force was necessary, absent of U.N. and/or allied approval or opinion. 


Using a pre-emptive strike as a chance to rid Iraq of WMD and related programs is, at best, a Catch-22.  While a military strike on Iraq might indeed offer the best chance of devoiding the country of WMD, it might also be this very action that incites the action that the U.S. most fears: use of WMD by Iraq.  An October 2002 CIA report revealed as much, saying that while a chemical or biological attack by Iraq on the U.S. was not imminent it could, nonetheless, be generated by the use of U.S.-initiated pre-emptive force.
 In other words, the U.S. might very well be the catalyst in her own demise. 


In short, using pre-emptive, unilateral force has a high potential of both alienating allies and negatively affecting America’s long-term interests.  In addition, pre-emptive action might incite the use of WMD in retaliation, as well as create further instability in the Middle East and within Iraq, as the country is left to the hands of warring factions with Iraqi citizens at their mercy. I cannot disagree that Iraq poses a threat to both the United States and the world, and that Hussein is a leader that must be contended with. Unchecked, he represents the quintessential example of both absolute power and absolute corruption, unfettered by the reigns of conscience, ethics, morality or religious beliefs.  However, the question, as was stated at the beginning of this paper, is not whether to engage Iraq but, rather, how and when. 


I contend that the threat posed by Iraq, although serious, is not immediate.  Weapons inspectors have not been in the country since 1998; surely, the U.S. could take the time necessary to carry out the appropriate dialogue in both the public and political/diplomatic arenas in order to gain both allied and public support, fully consider both the depth and scope of the operation  (including anticipated costs), as well as to formulate a plausible plan for what will become of an Iraq absent of the Hussein regime. The logistics of this operation are being glossed over by the Bush administration. The importance of allied and public support is being dangerously underplayed.  The Administration is spouting the rhetoric of “force as a last resort”, even as it dismisses U.N. authority through House resolutions. There is no good faith here, on the part of either country. 


In the end, there is only one plan that is truly in the best interests of both the United States and the world. The U.N. must move to expediently pass a resolution calling for a new, tougher inspection regime.  Absent of Iraqi cooperation, there must be a multilateral move to forcefully search out and destroy Iraqi WMD and related programs.  Simultaneously, the Arab world must be actively engaged and consulted, as the West should be mindful that Western-led authority will neither have legitimacy nor longevity, and that Iraq, left entirely to her own devices, would likely dissolve into the hands of warring factions. There are goals here: protecting oil reserves, improving life for Iraqi civilians, building bridges with the Arab world, maintaining focus on the domestic economy, and strengthening our ties both with our allies and IGO’s. Simply, there is not enough support, at home or worldwide, for pre-emptive unilateral action, and the U.S. cannot afford the risks involved. The wisest choice remains to first exhaust diplomatic measures… hoping for the best, but preparing for the possible necessity of allied intervention. 

Reflection


Prior to completing this project, I was actually inclined to favor the U.S. engagement of Iraq.  Concerned mainly about the possibility of the use of WMD, coupled with the frustration of Iraq’s arrogant refusal to comply with U.N. sanctions, I began my research on the topic with a slight expectation that, in the end, there would be little choice but to attack Iraq.  


There is a larger picture here, however, that must be considered.  Yes; Iraq must comply with inspections. Yes; Iraq must be rid of WMD and related programs. Yes; the days of Saddam Hussein’s regime ought to be numbered.  However, the shaping of foreign policy never hinges on one single decision at one moment in time. There is a definite shift to unilateralism and the proposal of American hegemony. There is a noticeable absence of dialogue and debate regarding the past, current and future actions of a “war time” president. There are too many decisions being made and accepted in the name of fear—breeding protectionist, isolationist policies cloaked in patriotism and politics. There is, very nearly, a policy of paralysis regarding common sense, active debate, prudent fiscal decisions and long-term repercussions. 


While the real world is significantly more unpredictable than I was able to capture with the ANP, I nonetheless believe that the final, synthesized results provide an adequate representation of a pragmatic U.S. foreign policy that also incorporates some forethought.  Diplomacy should be the first course of action, both in practice and theory.  Further, all nations should work to ensure the future viability of IGOs.  While I don’t have great hope that Iraq will finally comply with U.N. resolutions, I do think that there’s more merit in the diplomatic option than giving Iraq “one last chance.”  Not attacking pre-emptively is a message that will give us a better response on many fronts, and in the long-term.  If Iraq must be engaged militarily, then let it be by a multilateral allied force, sharing in both the costs and the risks.  
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