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Abstract:
The 2003 decision by the United States of America to invade Iraq and develop the country towards a modern capitalist democracy is one of the most controversial of the modern era. Yet little attention has been paid by scholars to the underlying values and assumptions that drove ‘Operation Iraqi Freedom’, not least of all the Administration’s conceptualisation of freedom.
This paper will examine the Bush Administration’s model of freedom and its articulation and implementation of this concept in Iraq. It will seek to explore the impact of this model’s application, within a political and economic sphere in Iraq. It will be argued that the inapplicability of the Administration’s model undermined and ultimately weakened the fledgling Iraqi state and impaired the realisation of the Administration’s own goals and ideals for Iraq.

Introduction

In March of 2003 the United States of America (US) invaded Iraq, pledging to remove the Ba’ath party dictatorship of Saddam Hussein and reform the country. The US President George W. Bush pledged to bring to the Iraqi people ‘food and medicine and supplies and, most importantly, freedom’ (Bush 2003). After decades of tyranny, freedom was to be Iraq’s new guiding light: 

‘The power and appeal of human liberty is felt in every life and every land. And the greatest power of freedom is to overcome hatred and violence, and turn the creative gifts of men and women to the pursuits of peace.’ (Bush 2003a)

Despite the President’s claim, Iraq has just four years later become a failed state (Galbraith 2007:12). Political and economic power has fragmented and is divided between factions, religious sects and criminal gangs (Herring & Rangwala 2006:2; Stansfield 2007:162; Diamond 2005). ‘Liberty’ has not overcome hatred, indeed it has seemed only to spur violence in Iraq. ‘Freedom
’ has seemingly brought war, not peace for Iraqis. Instead of being delivered into freedom the people of Iraq have become a ‘population dominated by a Hobbesian nightmare’ (Dodge 2007). 
The failure of the US to realize its goals in Iraq cannot be dismissed as simply individual mistakes in policy or execution. Instead it stems from a gross failure of understanding of both the country they occupied and the core values and assumptions they sought to bring to it (Agresto 2007; Allawi 2007:121). Iraq’s reconstruction effort was an explicit test case for the Bush Administration to implement a set of ideas on the proper role of the state and the market in a free society (Looney 2003; King 2003; Galbraith 2007:136). It is to these ideals we must turn if we are to understand Iraq’s development after the war; for contested concepts such as that of ‘freedom’ critically inform the way policy makers and political administrations attempt to fashion their actions and the ways in which they seek to shape society (Brenkert 1991:15). As John Maynard Keynes recognised in his General Theory the world is ruled by little else but the power of ideas, and even the most practical of men who ‘believe themselves to be exempt from any intellectual influence, are usually the slave of some defunct economist’ (Macklin 2007:213). Thus, as the political philosopher Isaiah Berlin argued the first step to understanding is the ‘bringing to consciousness of the model or models that dominate and penetrate [men’s] thought and action’ (Berlin 1978:159). 
This paper has four stages. First, it will explore the literature on the concept of freedom, and develop a typology or ‘model of freedom’ (Brenkert 1991:29) to assess the views of the Bush Administration, whilst raising some of the evident theoretical tensions. Secondly, it will examine the model adhered to by the Bush Administration through an examination of the President’s speeches and key policy documents that make up the ‘Bush Doctrine’ (Cheney 2003; Buckley & Singh 2006; Dodge 2003; Renshon & Suedeld 2007). The Administration’s ‘model of freedom’ will be explored via a case study of the period of express control by the United States in Iraq from 9 April 2003 till 28 June 2004. The impact of this model’s application will be unpacked in two key policy areas, the first political in the development towards a democratic state, the second economic, in the move to a free market in Iraq. This paper will argue that the President’s own conception of liberty, one shared closely by his cabinet, and the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) - the US-led post war authority in Iraq- had a significant and damaging impact on the post-war reconstruction outcomes in Iraq.

Conceptualisations of Freedom
The dominant liberal democratic tradition arising out of the analytic school of philosophy views freedom as an absence of coercion (Mill 1998; Hayek 1960, Berlin 1969). This has come under challenge from many viewpoints, most notably the continental school of Hegel (Plant 1991:223). From these schools, theorists have developed a number of divergent ‘Models of Freedom’ which attempt to not only articulate a definition of freedom, but also outline its scope and a political philosophical approach to bring about its realization.  This paper has adopted Isaiah Berlin’s ‘Two Concepts of Liberty’ (1969) typology as a way to examine and differentiate the various philosophical conceptions of liberty, and spell out their implication for policy makers if adopted.
Negative Liberty
Negative Liberty currently stands as the dominant model of freedom within western liberalism (Macedo 2000:9; Christman 1991:343), often to such a degree that it is pre-supposed by many as the default or common sense approach (Taylor 1997:420). The chief concern for a Negative Liberty approach is to ensure the absence of interference or coercion on the individual.  Negative Liberty sets out to draw a minimum area of personal freedom upon which no others may intrude (Brenkert 1991:83). Whilst its supporters amongst the liberal canon disagree on the scope of this minimum area, there are usually constants or criteria for a Negative Liberty model of freedom such as the restriction of government authority, the rule of law, the protection of private property and the defence of free speech (Harvey 2005:183). From guiding the American Bill of Rights (Ely 1902:60) which explicitly restricts government interference, Negative Liberty has been most centrally concerned in the modern era with the aim of reducing the role of the coercive agent of government from both civil society and economic markets. Though it is recognised that individuals as a group can often be coercive, such as John Stuart Mill’s famous ‘tyranny of the majority’ (Mill 1998:8), areas of civil interaction, such as, within the scope of the market are usually excluded from questions of Negative Liberty due either a lack of explicit intentionality or the unforeseeable outcome of another’s choices (Plant 2004:27). 
The Neo-Liberal movement of the 1980’s led by the British Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher and the United States President Ronald Reagan, were particularly successful in articulating a Negative Liberty model of limited government and free markets (Slaughter 2005:36; Heazle & Islam 2006:159). So successful were they, that, combined with the fall of communism, some writers have even suggested that we have seen the ‘end of history’ and the final victory of a Negative Liberty model of freedom (Fukuyama 1992:42-43). Governments and policy makers who adopt a Negative Liberty model have thus been able to dominate the rhetorical claim to be supporting freedom and liberty (Harvey 2005:2; Grant 1999). To be free today, is to be negatively free. 
Markets and Negative Liberty 

It has become an axiom that policies which remove tariffs, regulation or restrictions on economic interactions are ‘free market’ policies. The freedom of the market (and implicitly that of the people who participate within it) is to be achieved through removing the government from regulating, taxing or participating within the market as much as is possible. For Negative Liberty theorists such as Steiner, Berlin or Hayek only intentional agents such as the government can act as a coercive agent with regards to economic interactions (Berlin 1969:122; Plant 1991:233). Other individuals may be able to intentionally alter another’s standings but it is only seen as a restriction of freedom when it occurs to such an extent that there is no other option physically available to the individual such as in cases of actual slavery (Hayek 1960:20-21). Where individuals are restricted in their choices or seemingly compelled to certain acts, it is considered a limitation of power and ability, not freedom by Negative Liberty theorists (Berlin 1969:122). In a tradition dating from Thomas Hobbes they have explicitly tried to deny any link between freedom and power, indeed much of the support for Negative Liberty theory has come from those seeking a distinction between freedom and power or ability (Plant 1991:223).

Berlin in his famous ‘Two Concepts of Liberty’ (1969) argues strongly against a conception of freedom which includes power because it can be used to claim ‘economic slavery’ by those who must work to survive (Berlin 1969:123). This view he argues confuses individuals being denied their desires (such as not having to work, three meals a day, or a nice room to sleep in), with actual coercion of their liberty that prevents them from acting as they may otherwise do so. Indeed even where threats to act may occur, such as with a highway robber demanding ‘your money or your life’, some Negative Liberty theorists such as Steiner argue no personal freedom has been impinged (Plant 1991:231). The choice and option are physically available, and your personal desires -such as to live- have nothing to do with your liberty. As such there is no role within Negative Liberty theory for examining structural or indirect restrictions and constraints on an individual and their choices.
The market, regardless of its nature, inequality or form is therefore seen to merely provide the range of choices within which individuals are free to choose. If this range is many or few is not seen as a restriction of the liberty for Negative Liberty theorists (Hayek 1960:17). The freedom of the market has come to play a significant element in the views of modern Negative Liberty theorists, such that the economist Karl Polani has claimed Negative Liberty reduces ‘Freedom to Freedom of Enterprise’ (Harvey 2005:183). This view of liberty Polani argues provides the fullness of freedom for those with the material wealth to already act as they choose and accords a pittance for those without (Harvey 2005:80).
Democracy and Negative Liberty

For ‘Negative Liberty’ theorists, the relationship between liberty and democracy has always been complex. Whilst the ancient Athenians saw the two as identical due to their belief that the only true liberty was for a citizen to participate in public governance (Beetham 2004; Constant 1816), modern views of liberty separate the two and focus primarily on the freedom of the individual. A significant step in this change came through the 17th century writings of Thomas Hobbes, whose radical conception of Negative Liberty was explicitly designed to break the link between freedom and democracy (Skinner 2006:21). Friedrich Hayek one of the most powerful modern Negative Liberty theorists has continued this line of thought, arguing (1960:13) that ‘a free people in this sense [the participation of men in the choice of their government] is not necessarily a people of free men; nor need one share in this collective freedom to be free as an individual’. Likewise Isaiah Berlin, who was more receptive to the benefits of democracy, still argued that ‘Freedom in this sense [of Negative Liberty] is not, at any rate logically, connected with democracy or self-government’ (Berlin 1969:129-130). Though Negative Liberty models have been embraced within the western liberal democratic tradition, in practical effect endorsing democratic governance to its adherents, the right of the democratically elected popular government to interfere, intervene or act in a manner which may restrict individual liberty is still contentious. Hayek in his three volume series ‘Law, Legislation and Liberty’ (1979) argues that for a free society where democratic governance is granted unrestricted powers it can and must only be in regard to those resources which have been dedicated to the common use and never to the private citizen or his property (Hayek 1979:24). Negative Liberty theorists have in their effort to define a sphere of individual liberty come to adopt a ‘profoundly suspicious’ (Harvey 2005:66) attitude towards democratic governance. The most important feature is still the reach of the state and its impact on the individual, not whether this scope has been consented to or not.
Positive Liberty
The other great tradition of western theorizing about freedom and one that stands in stark contrast to the dominant model is that of Positive Liberty. Instead of concern in removing coercion, Positive Liberty sees freedom within the realization of our will and our self-mastery over both our environment and ourselves (Taylor 1997:419; Berlin 1969:122). As such, Positive Liberty is directed by our desires, though not just whatever is most immediate or base, but what our true or ideal nature seeks (Reed 1980:367). Under a positive liberty model, government and society must work to enable and empower our choices, whilst helping remove barriers in human nature or civil society that may cloud our judgments about our true choices and desires. Advocates often push concerns about the power of individuals to shape their surroundings or achieve their goals (Brenkert 1991:207), especially focussing on issues of economic resources and access to power for minorities to enhance freedom for individuals and groups. It is not enough to be left alone, under a Positive Liberty ‘model of freedom’ individuals should have realizable opportunities and be able to truly set their own course and path in life. This may extend to government restricting some freedoms to enable enhanced individual choices or opportunities.

Forced to be free
The main critique raised against Positive Liberty is where the limits of such empowerment is to be drawn. To what end can society under such a model shape and manipulate individuals so as to bring about their true or real freedom. To what extent can society tax and burden some, so as to enable and empower others. And how well might society actually know the true and real ideals and intentions of the individuals if they are not aware of these themselves. In short, to what extent individuals in the society can be in Rousseau’s chilling phrase ‘forced to be free’ (Rousseau 1968:64). Many other models of freedom have been advocated, most notably Republicanism (Pettit 1997; Skinner 1998) which attempts to stand astride Negative and Positive conceptions and there have been variations and challenges to Berlin’s two models of freedom. However Berlin’s two models provide a recognised theoretical typology from which to enable an assessment and evaluation of the Bush Administration’s position.
The Bush Doctrine and Freedom

The Bush Administration has presented scholars with a ‘rich doctrinal record’ (Fukuyama 2006:3) of its thinking. Faced with the challenge of 9/11 attacks which fundamentally shook US security assumptions, from mid 2002 to late 2003, the Bush Administration set out its positions on questions of grand strategy, America’s role in the world and the values it would promote (Reshon & Suedfeld 2007:14). This new approach was set out in a set of documents and speeches that have come to be known by both the Administration (Cheney 2003; Cheney 2004) and scholars (Fukuyama 2006; Buckley & Singh 2006; Dodge 2003; Renshon & Suedeld 2007) as the ‘Bush Doctrine’. The Bush Doctrine includes the 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States, the 2002 & 2003 State of the Union speeches and a handful of other key addresses by the President. 

The Bush Doctrine sets out a ‘single sustainable model for national success: freedom, democracy, and free enterprise’ (NSS 2002:iv). These three elements will be explored to develop the Administration’s model of freedom. Domestically, the Bush Doctrine is strongly within the United States tradition (Gurtov 2006:48; Reshon & Suedfeld 2007:xi; Fukuyama 2006:13) from the Bill of Rights onwards which seeks to restrict the ability of government and others social actors to coerce individuals (Ely 1902:59-60). The ‘Bush Doctrine’ sets out its scope for individual liberty in a list of  ‘non-negotiable demands’ early on in the 2002 National Security Strategy, a document which is regarded as the most succinct and clear outlining of the Bush Doctrine (Buckley & Sing 2006:12). The Administration sets out that: 

‘America must stand firmly for the nonnegotiable demands of human dignity: the rule of law; limits on absolute power; free speech; freedom of worship; equal justice; respect for women; religious and ethnic tolerance; and respect for private property’ (NSS 2002:3) 

This list appears in several other key speeches in the ‘Bush Doctrine’ and was mirrored by the CPA, so it serves as critical outline of the Bush Administration’s key values (Reshon & Suedfeld 2007:232) and conceptualisation of freedom. The key freedoms noted are to be found through the removal of external restrictions, freedom of worship, tolerance of religious and ethnic actions, free speech and a limit on absolute power. All are negative in the sense of demanding an absence of power or coercion as the requirement for freedom. Private property, a more positive notion requiring government protection and positive acquisition/achievement, must under this doctrine be ‘respect[ed]’ that is protected, left alone or untrammelled.  Only ‘respect for women’ and ‘equal justice’ demand positive actions by social or government actors, everything else is designed to encourage reducing interference with the individual. 

All of these requirements are to be carried out under the watchful eye of the rule of law, yet even that too is to have absolute limits on its scope. Unlike many Negative Liberty theorists the Administration has no trouble looking to democratic governance to ensure this check on power. In his Second Inaugural speech, President Bush laid out the explicit link between freedom and democracy: ‘Rights must be more than the grudging concessions of dictators; they are secured by free dissent and the participation of the governed’ (Bush 2005). Democracy promotion is therefore one of the guiding principles of the Bush Doctrine and has been for the President since taking office (Reshon & Suedfeld 2007:231). Within the Bush Doctrine the promotion of democracy is seen as critical not only for spreading freedom and its values internationally, but also for enhancing the security of the United States (Heazle & Islam 2006:3). Though democratic governance is seen as critical to secure liberty, the Bush Administration is still at pains to ensure limits on government interfering with the individual and civil society In his first State of the Union speech in 2001 President Bush set out his view that: ‘government should be active, but limited; engaged but not overbearing’ (Bush 2001). Government as the law maker is to be constrained where possible, and whilst in the 2002 National Security Strategy only ‘absolute power’ is referenced, in the President’s speech to West Point in June of 2002, the same line is expressed as ‘limits on power of the state’ (Bush 2002). As such, we can see the Administration clearly adopts a Negative Liberty approach in seeking the restriction of the state and limiting the power of government for a free society (Reshon & Suedfeld 2007:232).
A respect for private property is integral to the Bush Administration’s conception of freedom. Indeed economic liberty, the independence of property and trade, free from government control is a central element of the administration’s conception of freedom (Kinzer 2006:316). Throughout the ‘Bush Doctrine’ the argument is advanced that economic liberty ‘re-enforces the habit of political liberty’ (NSS 2002:17). In May of 2003, Paul Bremer the President’s envoy to Iraq and head of the Coalition Provisional Authority, argued that ‘substantial and broadly held resources, protected by private property rights, are the best protection of political freedom’ (Looney 2003). Economic Liberty as such, is often placed by the Administration directly alongside civil or political liberty, such as in the 2002 National Security Strategy (Packer 2006:64), which awards the term ‘real freedom’ to the opportunity for ‘a person-or a nation- to make a living’ (NSS 2002:18). For Paul Bremer, the change to a market economy was more important than the development of an elected government in Iraq (Looney 2003) and would be a justification for over-riding any such government if they did not adhere to this principle (Klein 2004; Allawi 2007: 198). The change to a free market was to be his ‘top priority’ (Chandrasekaran 2006:61).  

The universality of freedom

Finally, it is worth recognizing that the Administration’s model of freedom is not just a domestic prescription for inside the developed, modern United States of America. Instead it is held as ‘right and true for every person in every society’ by President Bush (Kinzer 2006:315). Bush conceives freedom as a universal good to which all citizens and indeed History aspires (Kinzer 2006:315; Gurtov 2006:36; (Fukuyama 1992:xi). Liberty as ‘God’s gift to humanity’ (Bush 2003c) is applicable and desired all around the world (Slaughter 2005:39). Thus, as Fukuyama has noted (2006:63) ‘Regime change was conceived [by the Bush Administration] not as a matter of the slow and painstaking construction of liberal and democratic institutions but simply as the negative task of getting rid of the old regime’. 

The Bush Administration would come to Iraq with ‘dogmatic certainty’ (Allawi 2007:7) that it had the correct remedy for Iraq’s troubles and the single sustainable’ model for Iraq to push towards. This model centred on the removal of government from the civil and economic spheres and the transformation of government from a dictatorship to an elected representative democracy. The private sector was to be the new engine of growth for the economy (Bremer 2006:65), and private interest would no longer be under the purview of government’s invasive control. Only in this way could Iraqis be free. This ‘statist narrative’ (Parker & Moore 2007) as consistent with a Negative Liberty approach (Harvey 2005:82) would filter down through all the levels of the CPA and inform their every judgment. In each case, in each new challenge, the Administration and CPA again returned to reducing the role of the state to explain the problem and develop their solution (Parker & Moore 2007).

The net effect of the application of this model to post-war Iraq however was to isolate the Iraqi people from their emerging government, foster hostility towards the United States’ occupation and lead to the rise of a variety of alternate power structures from street gangs to sectarian leaders who now dominate the lives and freedoms of the Iraqi people. In misunderstanding the situation into which they were entering and the applicability of their own model for change, the Bush Administration critically wounded its chances to realize a “Free Iraq” (Bush 2003a). In analyzing how the Administration’s models of freedom would affect and impair the lives and freedom of Iraqis, this paper will now examine two key policies implemented by the Administration in Iraq, its creation of a democratic form of government and the move to a free market economy.
Case study – The Establishment of a Democracy
For the Bush Administration the transition to a democratic state in Iraq was seen as a self-fulfilling prophecy. Once Saddam Hussein’s Ba’ath Party regime had been overthrown the Administration felt it could quickly hand over power to the Iraqis and withdraw most or all of its troops (Gordon & Trainor 2006:142). Freedom as previously demonstrated was held to be a universal goal and desire, inevitably leading the Iraqis towards a free society (Agresto 2007; Kinzer 2006:315; Stansfield 2007:165). Too much international government involvement in reconstructing Iraq could only create a ‘culture of dependency’ according to then Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld (Gordon & Trainor 2006:151). Rumsfeld’s special assistant Larry DiRita was even more explicit arguing the US had already given the Iraqis their freedom with the removal of Saddam Hussein and now owed them nothing more (Woodward 2006:161).  For the President and his Defense Secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, freedom existed in human nature, not the institutions and laws of society and in Iraq having removed the dictator democracy would necessary flourish (Packer 2006:136-137). The capture of Baghdad and fall of Saddam Hussein’s regime on 9 April 2003 however gave birth not to freedom but to a crippling power vacuum (Allawi 2007:90) with extensive looting which stripped Iraq’s already decrepit infrastructure to its core (Packer 2006:139; Agresto 2007). As General Petraeus, the current force commander in Iraq noted, ‘If it wasn’t guarded it walked away’ (Ajami 2006:118). Donald Rumsfeld and the Administration however brushed off public concern at the time with the now infamous phrase ‘Freedom’s untidy’. Rumsfeld argued that:  

“free people are free to make mistakes and commit crimes and do bad things…They're also free to live their lives and do wonderful things. And that's what's going to happen here." (Rumsfeld 2003)
The initial post-war looting period would strip the US of much of its initial legitimacy as liberator and significantly contribute to the rise of the insurgency (Diamond 2005; Hosmer 2007:133-134). After the apparent failure of the United States initial post-war reconstruction body led by Lt. Gen Jay Garner to secure order and legitimacy, the United States created the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA). The CPA, led by former Ambassador Paul Bremer was empowered by the President with ‘all executive, legislative, and judicial functions’ (Bremer 2006:13). Perhaps more importantly, Bremer, unlike Garner, was a true believer in the Administration’s ideological vision for reshaping Iraqi society (Heazle & Islam 2006:166) and he would take to this task with a ‘missionary’s unshakable commitment to doctrine’ (Chandrasekaran 2006:62). The Administration has been criticized by many for lacking a clear plan for Iraq (Galbraith 2007:112), however there was undeniably a strong, coherent vision, from the Bush Administration down through to the CPA to create a constitutional democracy in Iraq (Heazle & Islam 2006:156; Allawi 2007:96; Bremer 2006:12). 
Yet the US state building effort was so entirely directed to ensuring the emergence of the specific type of state the US wanted that Iraqis were kept from involvement in much of the process (Herring & Rangwala 2006:260; Galbraith 2007:36). Bremer would make two critical decisions in his first days in Iraq. The first was to announce the banning of all persons from the top four levels of the Ba’ath party from continuing in office. This effectively sent into unemployment 100’000 senior bureaucrats and public servants. A week later the Iraqi army was disbanded pushing another 300’000 men into unemployment, together these two decisions were intended to show that the rule of the old regime was over (Bremer 2006:39). Their practical effect, combined with the earlier damage of the looting was instead to remove the foundations of the entire Iraqi state (Stansfield 2007:167-168; Packer 2006:141).
Putting an Iraqi Face on the occupation
After removing much of the old state, the CPA spent the first few months of its term hand picking a set of Iraqi elites to form an interim government, called the Iraqi Governing Council (IGC). The intention was for a group that was representative of Iraq’s diverse sectarian identities and could begin to develop the state according to US intentions. Just as importantly, it was hoped the ICG would give legitimacy to the Coalition forces (Bremer 2006:78) by putting an ‘Iraqi face’ (Mines 2006) on the occupation. However the CPA immediately proved unwilling to devolve any real power to the ICG and the ICG in turn refused to act like a national government in waiting. Despite personally selecting the council members, the CPA remained suspicious and skeptical about the council members, worried they would not endorse the policies of a western style democracy and free markets, seen as so critical by the Administration (Galbraith 2007:136). The ICG was consistently bypassed by the CPA on key decisions as it continued its ‘we know best attitude’ towards Iraqis (Allawi 2006:195). In spite of this, the ICG was consistently seen by Iraqi people as obeying the interests and wishes of the CPA by Iraqis (Docena 2003; Stansfield 2007:169-170). By the end of 2003 the CPA struggled to get the ICG members to even show up to meetings let alone prosecute the agenda the CPA had set (Bremer 2006:129). The development of a constitution saw similar fault-lines, between the CPA trying to hand pick the writers, whilst significant civil society actors such as the Shi’a Grand Ayatollah Ali al Sistani demanded that the constitutional writers be elected (Bremer 2006:167). The CPA feared that if it was not able to fully implement its specific desired model of a constitutional federated Iraq, that the two ‘pincers’ of the tribal sheikhs and sectarian clerics would carve up Iraq or transform it into an Iranian style theocracy (McGeough 2004:7). The state had to be restrained with constitutional restrictions to guarantee liberty as per the Negative Liberty model. The problem was that this was coming at the cost of actual democratic involvement by Iraqis who would come to seek involvement in their affairs through other civil and political forms (Stansfield 2007:162).
Despite these troubles with their hand picked representatives, the CPA consistently refused to consent to nation wide elections for either the interim Iraqi government or the constitutional convention. In June 2003, Sistani issued a fatwa or religious decree demanding national elections to select those who would write the constitution. The CPA according to Paul Bremer (2006:165) saw the role of the Ayatollah as akin to the popes amongst Iraq’s Shi’a, yet they would continue to defy him claiming there wasn’t time to establish such an electoral process. In January 2005, 6 months after the CPA left, the Iraqi interim government would quickly fulfill the Ayatollah’s desire with a successful national election to select the constitution writers. 
Outside of the Green Zone in Baghdad where the CPA struggled to establish a national democracy, there were actually many outbursts of democracy at a local level across Iraq. In May of 2003 there were elections for local councils in sections of the capital Baghdad and in the major towns, Kirkuk, Najaf and Samarra in June (Herring & Rangwala 2006:109). In Najaf, the US marines had become involved, even building the electoral boxes necessary for a local council election. Bremer, however, soon cancelled further elections in Najaf citing the chance an ‘unfriendly Islamic candidate would prevail’ (Gordon & Trainor 2006:490). This immediately led to ‘major problems’ for the US military stationed in the region (Gordon & Trainor 2006:491). The CPA extended this decision and banned all local councils and decided to hand pick local authorities, carefully ensuring to exclude anyone who had ‘publicly espoused political philosophies or legal doctrines contrary to the domestic order and rule of law being established in Iraq’ (Herring & Rangwala 2006:111). Despite trying to build a democracy, the CPA acted in a way that gave support to its enemies, via the refusal at a national level to hand over any real responsibilities to Iraqis (Ajami 2006:113) and also at a local level in shutting down any democratic movements which it felt it couldn’t control towards the aim of a liberal democratic society. 
Rise of Sectarian forces

Having been excluded from both the official government at a national and local level, many Iraqis turned to alternate political and social actors for both protection and the delivery of services. The CPA soon found itself without authority or legitimacy in much of the country and into this power vacuum parallel power structures quickly emerged (Allawi 2007:91). These took two main forms, the first was the re-assertion of the ancient Iraqi tribal groups who were deliberately sidelined by the CPA in order to ‘focus on building a ‘modern’ democratic state’ (Kilcullen 2007). Yet up to 85% of Iraqis, from the suburbs of the capital through to the other rural regions recognise some tribal affiliation (Kilcullen 2007). The second and more visible challenge to the CPA came from the re-assertion of sectarian loyalties, such as in the Kurdish north, and the Shi’a/Sunni religious divide. The CPA largely missed the ‘silent tsunami’ (Allawi 2007:91) which swept these competing shadow governments into power.

Whilst all these groups moved quickly to claim the loyalty of the population and gain economic and political control of their regions, some began to openly challenge the CPA, most notably the ‘Mahdi Army’ of radical cleric Muqtada al-Sadr. Sadr’s forces declared open rebellion against the CPA several times during 2004 and engaged in bloody firefights with US troops. Sadr’s forces would come to control large parts of Sadr city (a poor district of Baghdad) as the sole authority. Sadr also developed a money-making empire, growing wealthy on the pledges and tithes that are made by the faithful to the local mosques, and by venturing into new businesses such as religious tourism (Hassan 2003). Other operators and potential competitors were forced out through threats and violence, all made possible thanks to the looted resources and arms from the old regime (Hassan 2003). Yet Sadr’s army was only one of the many ‘near criminal’ (Allawi 2007:199) groups that began to assert their authority over sections of the Iraqi population. 
Tribal groups also began to re-assert their authority in the initial post-war vacuum offering security -or revenge (Fang 2003:24) - for Iraqis to whom tribal allegiances have traditionally mattered more than the ‘lines in the sand’ of national borders (McGeough 2004:10).  In the absence of a functioning national government many tribal leaders became ‘de facto leaders’ (Fang 2003a:19) throughout the country, with near complete ‘power over the lives of their people’ (McGeough 2004:iii). While the CPA talked up the prospect of a western style constitution protecting human rights, the practices of honor killings and inter-tribal and inter-sectarian executions came to feature prominently in Iraqi society (McGeough 2004:16; Fang 2003:24).  The combined effect of these problems, the illegitimacy of the Iraqi Governing Council (Harvey 2004:179; Docena 2003), the CPA’s focus on the national level to the exclusion of local concerns, the exclusions of Iraqis from the democratic process and the rise of sectarian and tribal power structures where the CPA had failed to assert its authority has left Iraqis at the mercy of a multitude of power structures each attempting to dominate and coerce their choices (McGeough 2004:iv). The Administration’s development of a democratic structure in Iraq was inescapably shaped by their Negative Liberty conception of freedom, which left them cynical to local participation, and concerned more with limiting the state than establishing its legitimacy.
Case Study - The Development of a Free Market
The Administration and CPA’s vision for Iraq was not just democratic, but also capitalist. In their commitment to building a free market the Administration’s desire for ideological change is perhaps most evident and most evidently destructive. Despite ideals of a flowering free market that would transform the region, the CPA’s reforms have instead created a ‘near Darwinian’ economy (Allawi 2007: 198), dominated by local criminal organisations and international globalizing forces which together are doing more to reshape Iraq and its society than the Iraqi people or their sovereign government (Herring & Rangwala 2006:258).

On arrival into Iraq, Paul Bremer announced that the development of a free market economy was the most critical factor to the eventual stability and security of Iraq. ‘If we don’t get their economy right, no matter how fancy our political transformation, it won’t work’ he told journalists (Chandrasekaran 2006:61-62). Armed with Negative Liberty ideals of a free market and a belief in the free market as the integral criteria for any flowering of liberty in Iraq, the Bush Administration developed an ‘ambitious and comprehensive’ (Diamond 2005) policy of economic reform for Iraq. Even before the effects of the war, the Iraqi economy was in an ‘advanced state of decay’ (Allawi 2007:114) after years of inept management, sanctions and staggered under the burdens of a ‘Stalinist’ form of Arab socialism (Bremer 2006:71). When Saddam Hussein ran into economic pressures he simply printed more money, leading to inflation of a claimed staggering 100,000 percent (Bremer 2003:71). Unemployment was over 50 per cent (Klein 2004; Barton & Crocker 2004:51) while subsidised goods and food were the primary means of survival for a majority of the country (Barton & Crocker 2004:51) and chewed up 65-75% of all state revenue (Bremer 2006:66). Under Saddam Hussein’s government what was produced was generally state made, and if not provided was state subsidized (Chandrasekaran 2006:112; Parker & Moore 2007). Iraqis were automatically provided with jobs, monthly food and gas rations and free electricity. 
The Bush Administration and the CPA not only believed that free markets were a necessity, they also held that the first months after the conflict were the perfect time for the ‘economic shocks’ (Allawi 2007:125) needed to reshape the economy before local political actors were able to coalesce to challenge the necessary changes (Heazle & Islam 2006:156). As Paul Bremer recognized ‘Its going to be a very wrenching, painful process, as it was in Eastern Europe after the fall of the Berlin wall.’ (Chandrasekaran 2006: 61-62). The United States would continue to pursue this policy of ‘no pain, no gain’ (Mines 2006) even as the insurgency began to develop and doubts to the legitimacy and receptiveness of the new government grew. 
Working on the theory that ‘if you build a corporate utopia the corporations will come’ (Klein 2004), the CPA made significant changes to Iraq’s economic framework. The country's economic borders were opened up for completely unrestricted imports: that is no tariffs, taxes or duties. A flat income tax rate of 15% was implemented and they set about dismantling the welfare state and monthly rations. What conservatives had been unable to get democratically passed in the USA was established by decree in Iraq (Herring & Rangwala 2006:226-227). In all areas the CPA was determined to remove the coercive agent of government from the market even in some cases at the expense of the rule of law. Whilst many looked on in horror at the initial post war looting and destruction, some in the CPA including Peter McPherson, the top economics advisor to Paul Bremer cheered on, seeing it as a form of ‘robin hood policy’ (Chandrasekaran 2006:120). Where most saw chaos, McPherson argued that these resources would now be used by the private sector and private individuals to take over tasks and businesses formerly run by the state. Though some bus and taxi drivers started their own private routes (Chandrasekaran 2006:120), most of the theft of the resources of the old regime and its industries were taken by the sectarian, tribal and criminal groups who had the resources, weapons and man power to take advantage of the lack of order (Hassan 2003). The resources of the former regime were now once more to be used to dominate the Iraqi people, take over businesses and force out competitors, often violently (Hassan 2003).These criminal elements regarded the CPA as weak and ineffectual and set about using all available means (including violence) to enforce their control over sections of the economy and society (Parker & Moore 2007). As a result a booming shadow economy emerged in Iraq, which provided significant resources to criminal gangs, sectarian groups and the insurgency (Looney 2006). 
The rapid push for a free market economy has often been shown to weaken the legitimacy of the state due to its inability to promote the welfare of the society (Slaughter 2005: 73; Mahdi 2007:12). In Iraq this meant a state already weakened from the power vacuum following the fall of the Ba’ath party regime, was now engaged in a radical push to a free market globalized economy that had little resonance with Iraqis in the street (Allawi 2007:126). Iraqis experienced few positive signs of progress from this change, having moved from a state of dependency on the government’s rations, to an economic climate which lacked any certainty and saw the emergency of ‘near-criminal elements’ who placed themselves as the ‘linchpins of the new liberalized economy’ (Allawi 2007:199). Instead of freedom from government, Iraqis faced an economy dominated by private coercive forces.
One of the key priorities for the Administration’s reform of the Iraq economy was a ‘broad based mass privatization program’ (King Jnr 2003) of Iraq’s state run industries and businesses. Privatization was seen as integral both economically and for developing a free state in removing the coercive agent of government from the economy (Herring & Rangwala 2006:266). Paul Bremer and the CPA held that ‘getting inefficient state enterprises into private hands is essential for Iraq’s economic recovery’ (Chandrasekaran 2006:223-224). The privatization task that faced the CPA was daunting and the Authority was significantly understaffed for the task required. To get around this, the CPA began a process of ‘necessary shrinkage’ (Klein 2004) to try and eliminate the businesses that were unsustainable or just too difficult to be sold and without enough assets or benefits to justify retaining. This ‘starve then sell’ diet (Klein 2004) included the explicit barring of many Iraqi state owned companies from bidding for thousands of individual reconstruction projects (Allawi 2007:260), worth an estimated $20 billion in potential funds. Not only couldn’t state owned businesses compete, other companies often couldn’t even hire them as contractors (Herring & Rangwala 2006:67).
By the end of 2003 the Coalition Provisional Authority eventually abandoned its plans for the mass privatization of Iraq’s industries. Their ideals of a flowering free market brought about by the immediate removal of government’s coercive hand from the market had wasted most of a year and countless hours of effort for little or no return for the Iraqis. International companies had stayed away in droves, despite the creation of ‘some of the most enlightened and inviting tax and investment laws in the free world’ according to US Defense Secretary, Donald Rumsfeld (Klein 2004), and ordinary Iraqis came to see a state which seemingly delivered little real progress. To compound the problem the CPA consistently promised more than it could realistically deliver, again inspired by their certainty of the attractiveness of a ‘free’ market, they left many Iraqis cynical about the CPA and its promises (Allawi 2007:124). At the end of the CPA’s tenure in June 2004, unemployment remained around 40-50%,  55% of the Iraqi population lived below the poverty line, and over 60% of families were completely dependent on government rations (Barton & Crocker 2004:51). 
For the Bush Administration and its Negative Liberty theories about the market, the Iraqis had been freed from government’s oppressive hands, whilst everything else from the market was mere chance, no more imposing on the Iraqis freedom than the tides did. Yet for the day to day experience of the people, it left them without the means to decide on a path of their own choosing and often at the mercy of criminals and gangs who were moving into positions of control. In an economy where alternate power structures from gangs through to international corporations could dominate their choices, Iraqis were despite the best of intentions by the CPA, patently unfree within such a model (Harvey 2005:185).
Conclusion

The 2003 invasion of Iraq came with great promises for the power of liberty and democracy to transform a country. But after twenty-five years of tyranny from a single government, Iraqis now faced a society where their lives and choices are dominated by dozens of groups who can arbitrarily restrict their individual and collective freedom. In attempting to bring about a free society, the United States solely focused on removing the role of the state from the market and lives of Iraqis. Whilst there is much to praise in the Negative Liberty model of freedom, and significant reductions of the role of government were certainly needed after the authoritarianism of Saddam Hussein, the decision to radically move in such a fashion, regardless of the circumstances and immediate needs of the Iraqi people caused great problems and restrictions on the actual freedom of the people. In building a democracy, the CPA conducted a stage managed process that excluded most Iraqis from any involvement. Whilst the US focused on designing a national federated democracy, the Administration missed or allowed the influx of dozens of groups, some violent, who formed alternate power structures along sectarian and tribal lines. These groups have come to dominate Iraqi society and the lives of the Iraqi people. Today the Iraqi government is regarded as weak, illegitimate and just one of many groups claiming authority over the lives of Iraqis.
Economically the CPA pursued many reforms that sounded good on paper in removing restrictions and government regulation, yet they either wasted time and resources before being abandoned, or these policies if implemented led to the booming of a black market economy, with many groups and organizations from street gangs to international corporations taking advantage of the new lawless economy. Iraqi society may yet stabilize and develop toward the Bush Administration’s goals of a free, democratic Iraq.  It is now clear that the Bush Administration’s own conceptualization of freedom and dogmatic attempt at implementing a Negative Liberty model in Iraq has caused serious harm to the country and left many citizens unfree. If Iraq can recover from this is yet to be seen, but much time has been wasted and blood spilt due to a flawed understanding of that value the Bush Administration viewed as most self-evident and desirable: Freedom.
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� Like the Bush Administration, and the scholarly tradition (Berlin 1969; Skinner 1998; Kramer 2003; Reshon & Suedfeld 2007) this paper will use the terms ‘freedom’ and ‘liberty’ interchangeably.
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