utterly central to it. Kant promoted the
gradual abolition of standing armies and,
with the establishment of a “federation of
peoples” based on republican constitutions
and principles of universal hospitality, the
definitive abolition of the need to resort to
war. Kant saw this as a “pacific federation,” in
contrast to the new internationalists, who
wish to ground in norms what can only be
termed a “martial federation.” The first arti-
cle of “Perpetual Peace,” in fact, was to pre-
vent hostilities being concluded

with a secret reservation of material for a
future war . . . if this were the case, it would be
a mere truce, a suspension of hostilities, not a
peace . .. peace means an end to all hostilities,
and to attach the adjective “perpetual” to it is
already suspiciously close to pleonasm. A con-
clusion of peace nullifies all existing reasons
for a future war.®

Furthermore, Kant argues that perpetual
peace is essential to the preservation of
human rights, because not only is war “bad
because it produces more evil people than it
destroys,” the “hiring of men to kill or be
killed seems to mean using them as mere
machines and instruments in the hands of
someone else (the state), which cannot be
easily reconciled with the rights of man in
one’s own person.”** While the modern
phenomena of ethnic cleansing and geno-
cide have certainly problematized an exclu-
sively pacifistic extrapolation from these
arguments, lending credence to those who
argue for “cosmopolitan” deployments of
force to protect human rights and enforce
international human rights law, his argu-
ment here still retains enormous normative
and analytical power. It can sensibly be
extended into an argument that in modern
strategy not only are one’s own soldiers
made into “mere machines and instru-
ments” of power, but so are the lives of the
enemy and its citizens. In the light of the rare
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to nonexistent enforcement of the interna-
tional law of war, modern jus in bello
restraints have done little to stand in the way
of this machinic, instrumentalizing process,
with often disastrous results.

The norm of peace and the condemnation
of war are not only present in philosophy,
but in international law and many key doc-
uments of twentieth-century global politics.
The Preamble to the UN Charter states that
the union was formed “to save succeeding
generations from the scourge of war, which
twice in our lifetime has brought untold sor-
row to mankind,” and that its members
undertake “to ensure, by the acceptance of
principles and the institution of methods,
that armed force shall not be used, save in the
common interest” While this certainly
builds in an operative tension between col-
lective security and disarmament, the norm
of peace is unequivocally declared. Article VI
of the NPT goes further, saying:

Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to
pursue negotiations in good faith on effective
measures relating to cessation of the nuclear
arms race at an early date and to nuclear dis-
armament, and on a treaty on general and
complete disarmament under strict and effec-
tive international control.*®

It does not matter whether this clause seems
unrealistic or unwise, particularly in the
short to medium term. It establishes a norm
endorsed by the 182 countries that have
signed and ratified the treaty.*® This norm is
the basic condition of the treaty’s viability,

4 Immanuel Kant, “Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical
Sketch,” in Hans Reiss, ed., Kant: Political Writings
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), pp.
93—108.

4 Ibid., pp. 112, 95.

# Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons;
available at disarmament.un.org:808o/wmd/npt.

46 Jonathan Schell, The Unfinished Twentieth Century:
The Crisis of Weapons of Mass Destruction (New York:
Verso, 2003), p. 58.

83



without which any practical claim to pre-
vent nuclear proliferation ceases to exist. It
establishes, in international law, Kant’s
injunction to eliminate standing armies. It
is an injunction driven by the weight of
awful history, not merely of the memory of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, or the near-
Holocaust of the Cuban Missile Crisis, but
of what Etienne Balibar calls “the long
twentieth-century ‘European civil war’”
that decisively discredits any Clausewitz-
ian equivalence of violent means and
political ends: “No ‘absolute’ victory is
possible, no final suppression or neutral-
ization of the enemy. Whenever you
believe to be able to reach this ‘final’ solu-
tion, you create the conditions for more
destruction and self-destruction. Mutual
extermination as such does not have an
‘end’...it can reach an end only when it is
radically deprived of its legitimacy, and if
collective institutionalized counterpowers
emerge.

Needless to say, the new international-
ism has little time for this norm and the
disarmament project it imposes. The selec-
tive enforcement of nonproliferation
norms advocated by most is matched by an
ontological challenge to peace as a con-
cept, especially in the work of just war the-
orists such as Elshtain. Her book Women
and War argues that “peace is an ontologi-
cally suspicious concept, as troubling in its
own way as war,” and it contains a brief,
but sweeping, rejection of Kant’s “Perpet-
ual Peace,” saying that it is “a ghost that
should be put to rest”:

His peace is a solipsistic dream which can

exist among “like kinds and equals only,”

making of the mere existence of “otherness”

a flaw in the perfect scheme of things. Kant-

ian peace promises not only what can never

be but what would be undesirable in any
case, a logic that cannot get beyond the logic
of war, conjuring up images of “two irre-
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ducible opposites confronting one another,”
with war the enemy to peace. And politics,
which is the way human beings have devised
for dealing with their differences, gets elimi-
nated.*®

Is politics truly eliminated? Such a
statement is only meaningful if politics is
reduced to war—in Clausewitzian terms,
if war is politics by other means. Here it is
not peace that cannot escape the logic of
war; it is politics. It would seem obvious,
however—if we refuse to naturalize vio-
lence and quarantine it from intensive
critical inquiry—that peace requires not
an end to politics but more politics: more
creative and sensitive efforts to resolve
conflict, promote dialogue, and preserve
differences rather than either magnify or
efface them through violence.

Furthermore, Elshtain’s gesture at
deconstruction (“war’s historic oppon-
ents . ..are inside a frame with war”) dis-
solves into normative incoherence. Peace
is not the Janus face of war, but its nor-
mative other. Certainly peace and war are
linked as systems of meaning—the hor-
rors of war provide peace with its norma-
tive force—but as norms there is a vast
distance between them. They are like
planets separated by the vacuum of space,
their overlapping gravitational forces
drawing every action, every policy, and
every ethic in one direction or another.
There is no ontological middle ground,
no viable normative place of war/peace
where the two can mesh together in a
mutually enhancing exchange. I argue
this because it is just such an imagined

4 Etienne Balibar, We, The People of Europe? Reflections
on Transnational Citizenship (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2004), p. 222.

8 Jean Bethke Elshtain, Women and War (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1995), p. 255.
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normative harmony of war and peace that
underpins the new internationalism and
hides there as a new ontological claim.
The practical force to my argument is
supplied by the fact that just as every nor-
mative argument made in this field will
reinforce either war or peace, policy actions
will also do so, ineluctably affecting the
future possibilities for global security and
conflict. Such a practical understanding is
implicit in the international system of arms
control set out by the NPT, the Compre-
hensive Test Ban Treaty, and the now mori-
bund Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, which is
structured by the need to manage and
gradually eliminate the security dilemma.
In this sense, the new internationalists who
argue for selective/preventive counter-
proliferation, while remaining silent about
the U.S. administration’s plans for missile
defense and space, are literally playing with
nuclear fire. As Neta Crawford argues, a
preventive security doctrine “is likely to
create more of both fearful and aggressive
states . . . instability is likely to grow as a
preventive war doctrine creates the
mutual fear of surprise attack.”* Likewise
Article VI of the NPT, with its injunction
for general as well as nuclear disarma-
ment, embodies an insight that WMD
proliferation is also driven by a desire to
counter conventional military threats
cheaply. This is the widely understood
basis for Israeli nuclear doctrine, and it
seems reasonable to see it as at least part of
the rationale for the Iranian and North
Korean programs.’® A desire for asymmet-
ric as much as mutual deterrence drives
WMD proliferation, and hence the prolif-
eration of conventional and mass destruc-
tion weapons cannot be disentangled.
While perpetual peace does not imply
an absolutist pacifism, or deny peoples a
limited right to self-defense, it withholds
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approval from war and

demands a longer-term effort to eliminate

normative

it from human society. With the aim of
distinguishing such an approach from just
war doctrine—which is based on a norm
of limited war—I have advocated such a
long-term effort under the label “ethical
peace.” Drawing inspiration from Kant’s
vision, ethical peace combines confidence
building, conflict resolution, and sus-
tained disarmament efforts with a far
more stringent and accountable norma-
tive regime for the use of force nested
within existing international law and
norms. As an ethical system it is not based
in a rigid procedural system of moral rea-
soning—a “tick the box” ethic that has
already taken too many lives—but in a
relentlessly self-critical ethic that is con-
cerned as much with the outcomes of
decisions as with adherence to rules. In
this sense ethical peace is only partially
deontological: it is anchored in a universal
normative claim (peace) but eschews the
modernist confidence in procedure typi-
cal of much moral theory.’! Ethical peace
does not require the obsessive search for a
metaphysical absolute divorced from dif-
ficult realities, as Elshtain believes. It does,
however, demand a single-minded, long-
term effort to dismantle security dilem-
mas, brick by terrible brick. Conflict will
still be a part of human society, and poli-
tics will be necessary, but it must be made
less lethal.

4 Neta C. Crawford, “The Slippery Slope to Preventive
War,” Ethics & International Affairs 17, no. 1 (2003), pp.
30-39.

5% See Avner Cohen, Israel and the Bomb (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1998); and Roland Bleiker,
Divided Korea: Toward a Culture of Reconciliation (Min-
neapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2005).

5! Burke, “Just War or Ethical Peace?” pp. 349—53.
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THE MORAL CRISIS OF
LIBERAL INTERNATIONALISM

I find the arguments of the new internation-
alists so disturbing—especially their rejec-
tion of the United Nations
of unilateral or alliance-based action—
because they compound an already pro-
found crisis in the practical evolution of
liberal internationalism. My concern is that
liberal internationalism has been inexorably

in favor

drawn toward the norm of war and the
instrumental images of the human Kant
believed war would engender.

The moral crisis of liberal international-
ism is starkly set out in the “containment” of
Iraq during the 1990s under the banner of a
number of UN Security Council resolutions
calling for the disarmament by Iraq of its
WMD capabilities and the dismantling of its
programs. This was a novel experiment in
international law enforcement that, far from
setting an admirable precedent as it should
have, represents a profound moral and polit-
ical failure. While I believe that the Iraqi
regime’s use of chemical weapons during the
1980s constituted a legitimate precedent for
this both selective and coercive program, this
was not the sole or primary reason for it.>* In
the United States especially, arguments
about the security of the United States and its
allies in the Middle East were uppermost. As
former U.S. Marine and UNSCOM inspec-
tor Scott Ritter argues, “In many ways the
war-ending 1991 Security Council resolution
687 with its economic sanctions was sup-
ported as much for the pressure it would put
on Saddam’s regime as for its disarmament
benefits.”>> Nor did the United States and
Britain make any effort to set up an ad hoc
tribunal to prosecute the regime for crimes
against humanity, perhaps because it would
expose the culpability of the Western allies
(and other permanent members, such as
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France) in supporting the regime through
the 1990s with loan guarantees and exports
that allowed it to develop WMD programs to
the extent that it did.”*

When it comes to the selective and coer-
cive disarmament of a state under the banner
of liberal internationalism, three important
considerations must be foremost. The first is
that the program supports the larger norma-
tive regime—nuclear disarmament and
nonproliferation—from which it derives
legitimacy. The second is the need for the
program to be principled and morally bene-
ficial, in an absolute sense: that it enhance
both global security and the security of the
citizens of the state being disarmed. The
third is that it serve and enact universal,
rather than statist or particularist, values and
interests. In my view the containment and
disarmament of Iraq fails all three tests. The
approval by the U.S. president in 1991 of a
covert CIA operation to remove Saddam
Hussein from power, and the U.S. and British
insistence that the sanctions should remain
in place until he was gone (in direct violation
of Resolution 687), perverted the process
with a statist, geopolitical agenda.”®> And
while the regime certainly sought to conceal
its programs and thwart the work of the
inspectors, the U.S.-U.K. regime change pol-

52 UN Security Council Resolution 687 (1991) did refer
to Iraq’s “prior use of chemical weapons,” but also men-
tioned the “use by Iraq of ballistic missiles in unpro-
voked attacks.” The United Nations and the Iraq-Kuwait
Conflict1990—96 (New York: UN Department of Public
Information, 1996), p. 194.

53 Scott Ritter, Endgame (New York: Simon & Schuster,
1999), p. 133.

>4 Alan Friedman, Spider’s Web: Bush, Saddam, Thatcher
and the Decade of Deceit (London: Faber and Faber, 1993).
% Cockburn and Cockburn, Saddam Hussein, p. 31; Stan-
ley Meisler, “U.S. Sanctions Threat Takes UN by Surprise,”
Los Angeles Times, May 9, 1991, p. 10; and Glen Rangwala,
“The Myth That All Iraq Needs to Do to Lift Sanctions Is
Comply with Weapons Inspectors”; available at
www.middleeastreference.org.uk/mythoflifting.html.

Anthony Burke



icy did little to convince the Iraqi government
that the UN was acting neutrally or that it
should cooperate with the inspectors.56 Nev-
ertheless, it now appears Iraq was virtually
disarmed by 1997.%

Furthermore, the sweeping and draconian
sanctions, imposed by the Security Council
on a country whose infrastructure had been
badly damaged by war and administered in a
particularly vindictive way (even if com-
pounded by Saddam’s refusal to accept the
oil-for-food program until 1996), directly
contributed to the deaths of anywhere from
200,000 to one million people.58 Even the
creation of the Kurdish safe haven and the
Security Council’s “revo[cation] of the Iraqi
government’s free use of its own airspace,”

«

which Jirgen Habermas saw as evidence of
the evolution “of an international commu-
nity that eliminates the state of nature
between nations,” was perverted to statist
ends.” The safe havens were used as bases for
CIA coup making, while the southern no-fly
zones gave the United States an opportunity
to bomb Iraq without reference to the Secu-
rity Council.®® Some U.S. policy-makers even
saw the sanctions as serving their regime
change agenda: a former CIA official associ-
ated with the Iraq operation has said that sen-
ior U.S. policy-makers “really believed that
the sanctions policy might encourage a
coup,” and in 2002 Colin Powell was still say-
ing that “the pressure of sanctions are part of
a strategy of regime change, support for the
opposition, and reviewing additional options
that might be available of a unilateral or mul-
tilateral nature.”® The perversion of the Iraqi
disarmament efforts by illegal statist agendas,
and the enormous crime against humanity
that resulted from the sanctions, corrode any
claims that the containment of Iraq could
represent a legitimate normative expression
of liberal internationalism. Yet still we have
the appearance (in an otherwise thoughtful
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article) of morally bizarre arguments, like
those of Chris Brown, that the suffering
caused by the sanctions could “provide the
best available justification for moving away
from containment and employing force to
bring about a change in the Iraqi regime.”®*

The moral failure of the containment
effort could have profoundly negative con-

sequences for global and human security:

5 Iraqi foreign minister Tariq Aziz directly raised con-
cerns about the U.S.-U.K. covert operations with
UNSCOM chairman Rolf Ekeus. Scott Ritter also
quotes an Iraqi colonel who revealed to him that the
regime had foiled a June 1996 coup plot, coordinated by
the CIA, which had been timed to coincide with
UNSCOM inspections, and mentions his own concerns
about the role of CIA covert operations staff seconded
to UNSCOM in 1992 and 1993. See Ritter, Endgame,
PP- 140, 13134, 143—44.

%7 See David Kay’s testimony to the U.S. Senate Com-
mittee on Armed Services on January 28, 2004; available
at globalresearch.ca/articles/KAY401A.html.

58 Cockburn and Cockburn cite an FAO study estimat-
ing that 576,000 children had died as a result of sanc-
tions and a WHO study (using Iraqi Ministry of Health
figures) estimating that 90,000 Iraqis were dying every
year in public hospitals over and above normal death
rates. Extrapolating from these figures, they argued in
2000 that the number of Iraqis of all ages who died as a
result of the sanctions was “closer to one million.” A
March 1999 Richard Garfield study, commissioned by
the Joan B. Kroc Institute of International Peace Stud-
ies in the light of concerns about the UN’s methodol-
ogy and sources, estimated 106,000-227,000 deaths of
children under the age of five. However, these were not
figures for all ages and did not continue until 2003,
when the sanctions were lifted. Cockburn and Cock-
burn, Saddam Hussein, pp. xxix, 114-35; and Richard
Garfield, Morbidity and Mortality among Iraqi Children
from 1990 through 1998: Assessing the Impact of the Gulf
War and Economic Sanctions, Joan B. Kroc Institute for
International Peace Studies, March 1999.

%% Habermas, quoted in Giovanna Borradori, Philoso-
phy in a Time of Terror: Dialogues with Jiirgen Habermas
and Jacques Derrida (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2003), p. 39.

€ Dilip Hiro, Irag: A Report from the Inside (London:
Granta, 2003), p. 147.

61 Cockburn and Cockburn, Saddam Hussein, p. 44; and
Rangwala, “The Myth That All Iraq Needs.”

2 Chris Brown, “Self-Defense in an Imperfect World,”
Ethics & International Affairs 17, no. 1 (2003), p. 7.
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it may undermine the credibility of future
counter-proliferation activity, complicate
efforts to restore stability to Iraq and involve
the United Nations, and corrode the entire
normative validity of the United Nations
and the liberal internationalism it claims
to embody.

The problem for us is that while the con-
tainment of Iraq cannot be a legitimate nor-
mative expression of cosmopolitanism, it
was a very powerful political one. Such
an intrusion of highly coercive and self-
regarding forms of national sovereignty into
the architecture of internationalist power
reveals a profound practical and conceptual
aporia within liberal internationalism. Both
the experience of Iraq and the arguments of
the new internationalists show us that pres-
sures for the qualification of sovereignty are
coming from within the space of sover-
eignty. In such an internationalism the vio-
lent and exclusivist modern concept of
sovereignty is not being transformed, as a
genuine cosmopolitanism would expect, but
strengthened and affirmed.

INTERNATIONALISM,
UNDER AN EMPTY SKY

Two further elements are particularly strik-
ing, and disturbing, about the arguments of
the new internationalists. The first is the
material and moral centrality of the United
States to the new normative order that they
envision. Elshtain argues that the United
States is a bearer of universal values and of
the primary burden of enforcement, while
Ignatieff argues for “putting the United
States at the head of a revitalized United
Nations”: “New rules for intervention, pro-
posed by the United States and abided by it,
would end the canard that the United States,
not its enemies, is the rogue state. A new
charter on intervention would put America
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back where it belongs, as the leader of the
international community instead of the
deeply resented behemoth lurking off-
stage.”®® The second is their poorly con-
cealed desire for decisive solutions to
unwelcome and threatening political reali-
ties, and their view that force can easily pro-
vide them.

In his book Virtual War, Ignatieff makes
the revealing statement that “virtual war”
produces merely “virtual victory”: “Since
the means employed are limited, the ends
achieved are equally constrained: not
unconditional surrender, regime change or
destruction of the war-making capacity of
the other side, only an ambiguous ‘end-

>

state.” Posing a question that now reads like
a prophecy, he asks, “Why do virtual wars
end so ambiguously?” and then answers:
“Liberal democracies that are unwilling to
repair collapsed states, to create democracy
where none existed, and to remain on guard
until the institutions are self-sustaining and
self-reproducing, must inevitably discover
that virtual victory is a poor substitute for
the real thing”%*

These then, are the passions that drove
liberals to support the invasion of Iraq, and
which drive them, in its wake, to refashion
liberal internationalism in a new guise, as a
convergence of universal and American val-
ues backed by “decisive force.” Yet Ignatieff
also cautioned that we may never “ask our-
selves clearly enough whether our moral
emotions are real . . . we need to reflect on
the potential for self-righteous irrationality
which lies hidden in abstractions like
human rights.”® The destructive trap hid-

% Elshtain, “International Justice,” p. 74; and Ignatieft,
“Why Are We in Irag?” p. 8.

%4 Michael Ignatieff, Virtual War: Kosovo and Beyond
(New York: Metropolitan Books, 2000), pp. 208-10.

% Ibid., pp. 213-14.
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den in the appeal of international moral-
ism was identified long before by Hans
Morgenthau, who felt that the historic
weakness of cosmopolitan morality leaves
the statesman with a “perpetually uneasy
conscience” that is soothed by pouring “the
contents of his national morality into the
now almost empty bottle of universal
ethics.” Nations “oppose each other now as
the standard-bearers of ethical systems . . .
the moral code of one nation flings the
challenge of its universal claim with mes-
sianic fervor into the face of another,
which reciprocates in kind. Compromise,
the virtue of the old diplomacy, becomes
the treason of the new.”® This Morgenthau
rightly saw as particularly dangerous,
because it leaves little room for plural claims:
The world has room for only one, and the
other must yield or be destroyed. Thus, carry-
ing their idols before them, the nationalistic
masses of our time meet in the international
arena, each group convinced that it executes
the mandate of history, that it does for
humanity what it seems to do for itself, and
that it fulfils a sacred mission ordained by
Providence, however defined. Little do they

know that they meet under an empty sky from
which the Gods have departed.”’
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We do not have to subscribe to Morgen-
thau’s realist pessimism to acknowledge the
profundity of his appeal for caution, a cau-
tion that must temper any idealism we may
still want to harbor in a chastened, post-
modern search for perpetual peace. The
United Nations has long been fissured by a
tragic and intractable struggle between the
prerogatives of sovereignty and the cosmo-
politan vision of the “universal commu-
nity”’—but it should be resolved not by
radically transforming its structures and
principles, but by transforming sovereignty
and its violent conceptual form in ways we
have only begun to explore. A revived lib-
eral internationalism must be tempered by
the fear that our ideals may be suspect, our
means dangerous, and our ends tarnished;
and if it is to be a guide to action, it must
resist the perennial seductions of an age
that strives for a day when thinking can
stop, and action can be pure.

6 Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The
Struggle for Power and Peace (New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1964), pp. 245-49.

7 Ibid., p- 249.
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