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Does the United States have the right to Intervention?

Former Vice President Dan Quayle once stated in a 1988 speech that: “The Holocaust was an obscene period in our nation's history. I mean in this century's history. But we all lived in this century. I didn't live in this century (Moncur 1).” What Former Vice President was trying to achieve was to raise awareness of the horrors of the holocaust. Some Americans however, are slow to realize the horrors of the holocaust. Because Adolf Hitler, the leader of the Holocaust revolution, conquered so much land through a means of violence and bias, one must consider whether Hitler’s intervention was justified. After having examined this question, one must then apply it to the ethics and morals of the United States government and then ask the main question: Does the United States have the need to Intervention in foreign nations? 

To better answer this question, one must first examine what exactly the definition of intervention may be. The American Heritage Dictionary defines this term as: “To interfere, usually through force or threat of force, in the affairs of another nation. (American Heritage Dictionary)” The United States of America has had a history quite a history with regards to international affairs. Examples of international intervention may include the Vietnam War, the Korean War, and even recently, the case of the War on Iraq. One must then look at these instances and review two aspects in order to answer the question. These two aspects are: “Why America Intervenes,” and “What is the end result of intervention?” 


Taking a look at the first aspect, one must examine why exactly the United States has to intervene in several affairs. During this period in time, it was believed that the spread of Communism from China into Vietnam would then create a international threat of a communistic takeover. It was then believed that the United States had the duty of protecting the Pacific Rim from communist expansion (Tishler 1). Based on fear of this expansion, the United States then decided to help the South Vietnamese Government in an attempt to destroy the North Vietnamese Communist Insurgents. Thus, the US intervened on the basis of “defending democracy”; which is justified by the United States Constitution. This feeling could easily be felt through Lyndon Johnson’s quote in which he stated: “I want to leave the footprints of America in Vietnam. We’re going to turn the Mekong Delta into the Tennessee Valley. (Tishler 1)” Despite Johnson’s intent, the truth still remained; many lives were lost during the Vietnam War. In the end, the United States retracted many methods of intervention, and communism took over Vietnam. Despite the Communist takeover, the spread of communism still did not reach the shores of California, which was predicted earlier (Tishler 1). It is then this result that makes me wonder why does America bother with intervention. Perhaps a modern day example may make this point more clear.

A recent example of United States usage of intervention takes place in the middle east. In recent events, the United States has been involved on what has been commonly named, “The War on Iraq.” Another name may include “Operation Freedom Iraq.” Seeing as to how the operative is to free Iraq, one must then look at Iraq’s situation, and if they are in need of intervention. Iraq is a nation that has been isolated from the world as a result of the Desert Storm war of 1992. Over a period of time, their leader Saddam Hussein has caused them to go into a state of poverty, stricken the Iraqi people of their rights, and started running a tyranny. Seeing how this is so, the United States now believes that they have a reason to intervene. However, one possible counterpoint is the fact that other nations exist in which there are tyrannies. Take for example, the nation of Cuba. Cuba is also guilty of being stricken with poverty, stricken of rights, and also under tyrant rule. Therefore, why does United States choose to intervene in Iraq? Possibly, the basis for most and arguably all intervention is that of economic greed. Taking a look at Iraq, they are still a relatively rich nation as a result of one thing; oil. An example of this is shown in a political cartoon done by artist Nick Anderson. In the cartoon, the first window shows generals around a map of Iraq with models of tanks,  obviously showing a moment of strategic planning. The second window is identical, only instead of tanks, there’s loads of money (Anderson 1). Obviously, the legitimacy of intervention in Iraq is questioned. 

Despite the United States claiming to intervene in the name of justice, the truth is that justice is only but a façade. In truth, the United States wanted to intervene in Iraq on account of a possible source of petroleum, and also, because of the possible threat of weapons of mass destruction. It seems these days that the United States is not striving towards diplomacy, but rather, Economic Sanctions, and Intervention to deter threats of powerful nations. One should now see through the example of Iraq that the United States’ claims to justified intervention were never justified, and one can infer that intervention is most times never justified.

Some skeptics may say that despite intervention not following certain rules and guidelines that the result may be a great payoff. Bush’s main reason for going to war was to rid Iraq of their weapons of mass destruction. After much searching, none have yet been found (Editorial 1). The truth is, after having gone to war with Iraq, things have not turned out as expected. To be truthful, the United States never expressed any strong sentiment for going to war with Iraq. In a poll run by the Wall Street Journal, it was found that 61% of Americans did not want to enter war without the consent of the United Nations. If the US were to enter war without the approval of the United Nations, it would then be a war in the self-interest of the United States, or rather, the administration of the United States, due to the lack of support from constituents (Robbins 1).


Looking back at all of America’s instances, we can now ask if the United States has the right to intervene upon other nations. One can infer that because claims to justification are absurd, because the act of military intervention will cause many casualties, and because the end results of America’s desperate attempts to intervention have paid no dues, America does not have any need to intervene. It is thus now evident that the United States should only attain to the domestic needs that ought outweigh that of another nation. America is still in a state of a staggering economy and still has many deficiencies amongst health problems, income problems, and ecological problems. Therefore, despite the fact that there are poor countries that are making a battle cry for democracy, the truth still remains, America must look in it’s best self interest, and then move on to other international affairs. 

