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The War in Iraq is Just 
First Constructive Speech (7 minutes) 
Prime Minister, Mike Owens 
University of Wyoming 

They told me my thank yous won’t be timed, so they’ll be very 
extensive. I would like to thank the coaching at the university of Wyoming, 
Matt Stannard, John Voight, (…), Tara Stone, Julia Bohr, Luke Strikker, these 
are some of the people who have made us the debaters we are today. I of 
course want to thank my high school coach (…) who is one of the most 
important influences of my life. I also want to thank my partner Josh. He has 
really done a lot for me this yea, as you can tell, so I’d like to thank him for 
that. 

I’d like to thank the University of Wyoming squad and of course the 
University of Wyoming administration. I hear a lot of people in the debate 
community complain about their administrations not being supportive, that is 
certainly not the case at the University of Wyoming, our department is fully 
behind us, and always supportive, that’s why I’d like to thank them. And 
finally I want to thank all of you for being here, judges, timers, people. This, 
I hope will be an interesting debate. We’re glad that you turned out for it, and 
of course, we’ll hope that regardless of your personal views in this round, that 
you will give all sides in this debate a chance to speak 

And fourth, finally, thank you to our friends from Pacific Lutheran. 

When we debate the resolution ‘The War in Iraq is Just,’ first an 
observation. Josh and I believe initially that we don’t really need definitions, 
that we’re talking about the war in Iraq currently going on, and we will seek 
to justify it. 

Our first observation, then, is that of burdens. Josh and I believe that 
its important to realize that we do not have to prove that it is pragmatic, 
convenient or expedient. Remember that ethical issues seek to reach a higher 
standard, and let’s talk about why that’s important. Remember that when you 
ask yourself whether slavery is justified, you consider the ethical principles 
before you consider such pragmatic things as whether it helps the economy or 
not. We must first seek to justify the underlying ethical principles of our 
actions. Now, that does not mean that Josh and I will seek to exclude the 
consequences of those actions, we think those are important, but the ethical 

3NOTES: (...) = unintelligible or unclear 
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principles are the baseline. 
Having said that, the criteria that we will offer you is that of ethics. 

Josh and I believe that it is open-ended enough to allow both sides to offer their 
own frameworks to evaluate the debate in terms of what our obligations are 

Our second observation then is Josh and I’s ethical framework. We 
rely on the philosophy of Emmanuel Levinas, who tells us about the 
obligations that each of us is having to the other. 

Our A point. Emmanuel Levinas says that our ethical obligation to the 
other is undying, it is always part of our lives Levinas argues that our 
interaction with other people, that our knowledge of them, is what makes us 
who we are. We do not exist as individuals, we do not have identities, unless 
we first interact with other people in the world, that indeed they give us the 
very standpoint to say ‘we are different from you therefore we know who we 
are, but additionally that we are the same as you that we come from you,’ and 
therefore our ethical obligation is undying. 

Our B point is what Levinas says this means in the real world. 
Levinas realizes that actions sometimes have bad consequences initially, but 
he says that inaction is always worse than action when considering the ethical 
obligation to the other. Specifically he talks about genocide committed by the 
Nazis. He believes that military action in that specific instance certainly caused 
casualties, and had problematic responses, but basically what he said is you can 
go to war in bad conscience, but you also not go to war in equally bad 
conscience or worse conscience. Your point. 

Question: Now, if we have this obligation to the other, how does 
Levinas tell us to evaluate whether our obligation is to go to war, for example, 
or if our obligation might be to seek other ends, or means, rather. Means. 

Answer: Certainly, Levinas would want you to consider all of your 
means. He would want you to consider every opportunity available. And that’s 
our argument is not that you can’t do that. 

Our C point is that is why inaction, in general, is worse in the face of 
suffering of others. Our argument throughout the round will be that in the face 
of suffering of others, inaction always encourages that suffering and 
encourages the abuse of others. We will argue that it is always an incentive to 
those who will do evil in our world to know that we seek never to stop them, 
that as long as we can find some kind of reason for our own self-interest, or for 
our own pragmatic concerns, that those people will basically get the message 
that we will never stop them from what they do. 

Josh and I have two substantive observations to tell you why Iraq fits 
this ethical criteria. So our third observation is that Iraq requires military 
intervention. The A point under this is that democracy is defensible and it is 
fair. Josh and I believe that such a system of government is always the only 
one that recognizes the basic equality of people. 

The B point is that even the people in the anti-war crowd are really 
unable to deal with the idea of regime change in terms of the Iraqi people. They 
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say ‘well, maybe the Iraqi people don’t want it,’ but in an oppressive regime 
you never really know the opinions of people within that country. Its not like 
we had polls in the death camps in Nazi Germany that tell us whether the Jews 
wanted us to intervene there or not. Our argument is that when you don’t live 
in an open and free society the opinions are always skewed. 

But our next point is that additionally we think people have ignored 
this particular situation and Saddam’s treatment of his own people, the gassing 
of Kurds, because the numbers are lower. Because its politically expedient for 
us to say that that argument is not as important as other appeals to international 
law, but your point. 

Question: Thanks. Can you give me a historical example of when the 
United States, or really I think any other major world player, has been able to 
successfully implement the democratic reforms that you tell us are a necessary 
justification for war? 

Answer: Well, I think the example I talked about with Germany 
comes to mind, right? I mean, I was just talking about that. They’re a 
democracy now. 

The next point is that arguments against the war are eternally self-
focused and eternally delaying. First of all, most of the arguments you hear are 
‘well, we have to preserve our international coalition,’ but again those concerns 
are always self-reflexive. They are always about our own power and about our 
own concern. No one really talks about why, because a leader killed his people, 
and because he has gassed thousands of people, that, that somehow our 
international concerns and our worries about whether we’re in the long term 
going to be about a very powerful or well-liked nation are more important than 
our ethical obligations to the other. 

Additionally, let’s talk about why they are always eternal. If our moral 
intervention right now is not justified on an ethical basis, then that means it is 
never justified. If we can’t intervene to save the Iraqi people now, we can’t do 
it in ten years, and we can’t do it in twenty years. Which means something very 
simple, that although civilians may die in this particular war, and you may 
think that is unfortunate, we think that is always outweighed by the fact that 
you eternally say people must suffer, must die, can live under an unjust regime 
without intervention, that you basically give that system of total mortal 
pacifism, which we prove is unjustified. 

Our final observation, then, is that of the alternative of inspection. The 
A point is that Saddam has not been stopped by inspection. No one argues that 
this man does not want weapons of mass destruction. No one says that he does 
not have a hunger for them. And even when inspections have worked to curb 
that desire in the past, they have always failed once the international 
community turned its attention away from the problem, which it always does. 

But our next subpoint under this is that inspections, again, don’t really 
solve for the problem of Iraqi weapons, they didn’t, and they won’t. Saddam 
Hussein in this war has already used missiles that have a longer range than the 
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international agreements he signed. Whether you agree with the Bush 
administration about the particulars of this war, it is critical to note that there 
is key, clear evidence that he has violated these prohibitions and that the 
weapons inspections did not work and have not worked. 

Our next point under this is that the United States has a unique 
responsibility to stop Saddam. Now, often people say ‘well, the United States 
is at fault for Saddam, we propped up his regime, we paid him.’ That may or 
may not be true, but there is no denying that if the United States is responsible 
for an oppressive regime that does not allow democracy to function, that has 
committed types of genocide, then why the United States doesn’t also bear a 
unique responsibility to stop it. If we started it, then certainly we have the 
opportunity and the obligation to stop the suffering and problems that exist 
within that country. Because we believe that the ethical concerns of the other 
side are always short-term, that they are always self-reflexive, and they would 
say to let people live in injustice forever, we ask you to side with the 
government. 

Second Constructive Speech (8 minutes) 
Leader of the Opposition, Kyle Mach 
Pacific Lutheran University 

I hope and think that Pacific Lutheran University is going to win 
tonight’s debate. However, regardless of what happens tonight, there is 
absolutely no thing, nothing that could happen, that would refute or negate the 
influence that the following people have had on my life. I want to start by 
thanking individuals specifically attached to the tournament, Jill Freeman and 
the entire Portland State University, Brian Shipley, Robert Trapp, and all the 
members of the topics committee. 

I hope that’s not as popular as I get. The next thing that I want to do 
is talk about a few people specifically important to me. Ed Inch, Amanda 
Feller, (...), Julia Patriche, whose name I still can’t pronounce, and the 
members of the PLU squad, have been people that are more than friends, but 
have been significant importance to me, as far as the way that I think, the way 
that I act, and the way that I’ll go upon my life, come upon my life, forever. I 
can’t say that about very many people. 

The other person I want to mention specifically, is Leah Sprain, 
you’re great. And my parents, who have no idea what I do, but are remarkably 
supportive of it. Congratulations. 

The government team in today’s debate tries to set up a very 
interesting dichotomy. They tell you, that the alternative to having this war in 
Iraq, is undying pacifism. I tell you, that’s not an appropriate way to ask 
yourself whether or not the war in Iraq is justified, and that they have to accept 
that there are alternatives that existed to launching a full-scale invasion of Iraq, 
and that the comparison of inaction with war is the kind of thing that makes 
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this standard exceptionally problematic. Let’s go, start at the top of the case 
and move through to see why the war with Iraq is simply not just. 

Let’s start at the top, where they offer us a discussion of how you 
can’t view something pragmatic, it has to be a higher standard, and they tell 
you that higher standard is whether or not you actually fulfill your commitment 
to other people. But the problem with this is that this assumes, that you 
necessarily improve the plight of those individuals, that you act to help. Now, 
unless they can actually justify that, you know, trying to help other people is 
the only standard that, well, okay, first I want to explain why this kind of idea 
of just helping other people is not a legitimate justification for war, then I want 
to talk about the basic fact that this just simply has not been proven true, 
simply has not been justified in the case of the war with Iraq. 

Now let’s move on to start why this standard simply doesn’t work. 
The first thing that I would tell you is that if you allow yourself to justify war, 
according to what other people might want, then you put yourself in the 
unnecessary condition of speaking on their behalf in every case, and the fact 
that a tremendous number of Iraqi civilians have been arming themselves and 
throwing themselves against the American army demonstrates the fact that we 
haven’t been speaking to that, speaking on their behalf, all that well. 

The next thing that we can really look to here is that if you accept that 
in the short run you can accept civilian casualties and other individuals dying, 
in the pursuit of their own good, then you can justify any action, any means, 
to get to your end. That means, that if you were to accept this standard, right, 
that if, combined with speaking on peoples’ behalf, this means that if you were 
to accept this standard, that you could justify, you know, well, wiping out the 
Native Americans across North America, because we did it for them, even 
though they didn’t want it. And the basic fact of the matter is, we didn’t do 
anything good for them. I’m not saying they advocate that, I’m saying that’s 
what the standard allows. Your question. 

Question: I don’t understand how the standard allows that, right, like 
who says that we did that for their good? I certainly don’t. 

Answer: We did. We said that. 
Question: I didn’t say that. You did. 
Answer: We said that, and I think what we’ll see when we move on 

to the rest of the case is that we are saying that we are doing it for the Iraqi 
people in this case as well, but we simply haven’t seen any evidence that it’s 
going to come out to their benefit. 

Let’s move on. When they go on to their first contention, the second 
observation, they tell you that we have an undying obligation to other 
individuals. My first important answer here is that this doesn’t necessarily 
demonstrate that war is the option that we ought to be undertaking. We could, 
for example, use additional diplomatic actions. We could use a partial military 
action. We could actually, hey, send new aid instead of sanctions, and I would 
tell you that would weaken the Iraqi regime ten times more effectively than 
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sanctions or war. Now that means that there are other options available, than 
simply expanding this aggressive action against the nation of Iraq. Whoa, 
microphone. 

The next thing that we see here is that the Iraqi war simply has not 
been justified when it comes to the case for caring for the Iraqi people. In order 
to uphold this, and in order to use their Germany example, for example, for 
example, which I’m going to talk about in a minute, they would have to 
actually demonstrate that our motivations in this case are to help other people. 
But wait, right, that’s only, that’s only been part of the justification that George 
W. Bush and the rest of the administration have used. Really, I think, that’s 
been the justification that they’ve used to placate world opinion, and that in the 
long run we aren’t going to see the kind of dedication that’s actually required 
to mediate these kinds of problems, right? Remember, at one time it was about 
regime change, and then it was about proliferation, and then it was about Al-
Qaeda running across the top of northern Iraq. None of this demonstrates that 
the United States is acting in the interests of the Iraqi people. Your question. 

Question: Do Josh and I have to rely on the justifications that the 
Bush administration made for the war, or can we rely on our own 
justifications? 

Answer: Unfortunately, it is the Bush administration that is 
responsible for deciding whether or not these ends that you advocate get 
carried out. And I would tell you that the Bush administration is not going to 
do any of those things, right, they might say they do this for the Iraqi people, 
but they do it for all sorts of other reasons, like geopolitical strategy, for their 
own political gain, for economic interests, and all of those factors. Now, it’s 
true that you could say that the war could be justified if we were doing it with 
a long-standing commitment to the Iraqi people. But you don’t, that doesn’t 
prove the resolution true, you have to prove that the war is justified to the 
degree that these things are actually going to take place, and they’re simply 
not. 

Let’s go to the third observation. They tell you that fighting in defense 
of democracy is defensible and fair. My first answer here again, is that this 
assumes that we can effectively put democracy in place. Which simply isn’t 
something that we’ve seen successfully done in the past. Well, let’s talk about 
the most recent example, right, Afghanistan. Very, very democratic now, 
because we chose him. 

The next thing that they tell us is that Germany is an excellent 
example of this taking place. Well, there’s a number of significant differences 
between what happened in Germany and what’s happening in Iraq. The first 
thing is that we utterly decimated the nation of Germany, and if they’re going 
to accept that that’s the kind of action that’s going to necessarily have to take 
place, in order for this regime change to take place, I don’t think that’s such a 
great thing. The next thing I would tell you is that Germany and Iraq’s 
industrial and economic structure is astoundingly different, right? This is a 
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country that had all of the roads, all of the schools, that it needs, except for the 
ones that we destroyed. Iraq is not in that category, right? The next thing that 
we see, not at this time, is that following the war with Germany, we had what’s 
called the Marshall Plan. You heard anyone talking about anything on the 
scope of the Marshall Plan for Iraq? You heard anyone, you know, actually, the 
answer to that question is ‘we’ll figure it out when we get there,’ right? We 
simply haven’t seen that kind of thing effectively justified when it comes to the 
American government action, and we haven’t seen the kind of international 
coordination that will actually be required to effectively solve this problem. 
Which, actually, is the next real distinction with Germany, right? Not at this 
time. Is that in the war with Germany, oh, we have what’s called the Allies. We 
don’t have the United States and Great Britain that are going to be pseudo-
dedicated to this action, we have half, or almost half the world, actually 
dedicated to rebuilding this country, and we don’t have that in the current 
system. If anything, what we see is the kind of divisiveness brought upon by 
U.S. unilateral, sort of unilateral, action, the kind of divisiveness that’s going 
to ensure that we can’t effectively rebuild Iraq in the way that is necessary, and 
actually, in order to actually improve the plight of individuals within Iraq. 

The comparison’s not with Germany. It’s with Afghanistan. In 
Afghanistan, we see coalition control in essentially one city, Kabul. Outside 
of that, you still have individual warlord-type individuals ruling in these 
regions. We haven’t seen a dramatic increase in human rights. We certainly 
haven’t seen a dramatic increase in the standard of living, and that these 
individuals are utterly forgotten, now that we’ve moved on to our next attack. 

At the bottom, they tell us that Saddam Hussein cannot be stopped by 
inspections. Probably true. The first thing that you need to look to here is that 
this doesn’t necessarily justify the war, and that it doesn’t demonstrate that we 
would leave an improved condition upon the Iraqi people, in the event that we 
actually do this war. 

The next thing that I would tell you, is again, this ignores that there 
are other options, other means, and that, in general, we simply see that aiding 
the people of Iraq is not our goal, and won’t be the end of this conflict. 

Third Constructive Speech (8 minutes) 
Member of Government, Josh Wilkerson 
University of Wyoming 

Before I begin, I’d like to extend some thank yous. First and foremost, 
I’d like to thank the entire organization at the University of Wyoming, for 
accepting me on their team, for giving me great coaching over these past two 
years, and all the support and friendships that we’ve made as a group together, 
specifically Matt Stannard, (...), Tracy Mahoney, who’s unfortunately no 
longer with us, but still supports us in her outside activities. 

Additionally, I owe a debt of gratitude to Mr. Ron Underwood at (...) 
High School, who actually got me involved in this activity. As well, Dr. (...) 
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and Dr. Jim Solomon from Modesto Junior College for spurring me on in my 
career. 

I’d also like to thank a warm thank you to both Bob Trapp and Brian 
Shipley for making this tournament run on time, of course our tournament 
hosts for putting on one of the best national tournaments I’ve ever attended, 
and of course, last, but certainly not least, our good friends from Pacific 
Lutheran University, congratulations for making it this far, and let’s go ahead 
and get on to the debate. 

The first thing I want to do is start off with the ethical framework that 
we talk about on the burdens. Now, the response coming out of the leader of 
opposition is that these ethical justifications only work when you assume that, 
in fact, we can improve the lives of the Iraqi people. It’s unfortunate that he 
makes this argument and then doesn’t argue the entire case because Michael 
gives you those justifications further on in case when we talk about removing 
a regime that will, for all perpetuity, in fact oppress its people, violate their 
human rights, and politically persecute them. That analysis doesn’t go ignored. 
It shows you, in fact, that our actions, justified through an ethical framework, 
do improve the lives of the Iraqi people. Additionally, I say that we justify 
action over no action. To take no action whatsoever, in fact damns those people 
to a life where they are in fact oppressed, where their human rights are 
violated, and where they are under the constant iron fist of a dictator. 
Additionally, we also remove a threat that’s been a source of instability within 
the Middle East, to its neighbors. Remember, this man hasn’t just attacked his 
own people, he’s also attacked people living in western Iran as well as Kuwait, 
and violated their human rights. 

On to criterion of ethics. The first thing he tells you, is that, in fact, 
that Levinas allows us to speak for others. In fact, he says that Iraqi civilians 
are fighting in the streets against the United States army. However, we say this 
is fundamentally untrue. Most news analysts, as well as international analysts, 
believe that those people dressed up in civilian clothing are A, Iraqi soldiers, 
or B, Saddam Hussein’s Fadayeen, whose members aren’t civilians, who are 
(?fighting for the Ba’athists?). 

The next thing, the next argument that he makes, here, is that we can 
justify any action by adopting the framework that Levinas gives us. For 
instance, we could say that wiping out Native Americans was something for 
their own good. I think you all realize the ridiculousness of this claim. I also 
think that you have to have more than a high school LD understanding of 
Levinas to realize that Levinas in fact tells us…yeah, that went a little too far, 
I’m sorry. Regardless, Levinas also tells us that we have to act in the interests 
of others to minimize the amount of pain within their life. That means that we 
don’t go in and kill people for their own good, it means that we work to 
remove the institutions, structures and behavioral patterns that are causing 
pain, death and destruction in their own lives. With that, your point. 
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Question: Thank you. You continue to use this rhetoric of action or 
no action. But is that really the comparison that necessarily justifies war? Isn’t 
there some sort of third way in between doing nothing and wholly invading 
another nation? 

Answer: You guys are talking about all these other options, yet in 
your LOC you never explain what any of them (...) are. 

Next, they say that we don’t demonstrate why the war is the right 
option, but Michael tells you extensively on case that we have exhausted all 
other options. That diplomacy has not worked, that the U.N. passing seventeen 
resolutions has not worked, that inspectors have not worked, that sanctions 
have not worked, all those things leave us with (...) option, that we have to go 
to war. The only option he gives you is giving aid to Iraq, well that’s just great. 
Give aid to the guy who misuses money coming in from the Food-for-Oil 
program. (...) even more. Additionally, his next argument here is that war is not 
justified, yet he’s not giving you very solid analysis as to why this war’s not 
justified. He keeps telling you that there are other options, but due to the fact 
that he can’t tell you what those other options are, and that the only one he has 
given you is an absolutely terrible idea, Michael and I say that war is in fact 
justified in this case. 

The next thing he tells you is that the Bush administration is shifting 
its motives on Iraq. I’ve got a couple of responses. Number one. Michael and 
I don’t have to justify the war in terms of the Bush administration’s agenda. All 
we have to do is stand up here today and give you moral and ethical reasons as 
to why the war is justified. Not at this time. Additionally, I tell you that the 
shifting motives that he lists off, in fact, in some cases, such as terrorism, 
weapons of mass destruction, and the fact that this regime is brutal on its 
people, are all good justifications for us to go to war, and Mike explains that 
to you in the original Prime Minister’s constructive. 

Additionally, he says, on his next argument, that, in fact, that, once 
again, that we must demonstrate why the war is justified. However, we do this 
extensively on case. Remember, they’re not talking about the last argument 
Mike gives you, about why the United States is uniquely morally culpable to 
go in and remove this regime, and that is because we helped create that regime. 
Your point. 

Question: Thanks. You tell us that you don’t need to justify the Bush 
administration’s motivations for doing this action, only that this motivation 
could be justifiable. But isn’t that only demonstrating that the war in Iraq could 
be justified, if it was done by a totally different individual, with totally 
different motivations, with, well, a totally different war? 

Answer: Look, it’s justified specifically in-case, when we give you 
solid ethical reasoning, as well as solid historical reasoning, as to why it’s 
justified. The fact that we lay out those justifications and you guys don’t do a 
good job disputing them only proves the fact that the war is just and that we 
make those arguments. 
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Now, let’s go ahead and move on to observation two. This first thing 
he says is that we haven’t rebuilt nations democratically in the past, well, I’m 
thinking about Germany and Japan, as historical answers to that argument. The 
next thing he says is that Afghanistan is not democratic. However, remember, 
the Afghanis chose their own government in a Loya Jirga held in a conference 
in Bonn, Germany. The self-determination there was, in fact, pertinent. 
Additionally, not at this time, he says that we absolutely decimated Germany, 
but I tell you that’s outweighed by the fact that A, we stopped genocide, but 
two, we had a plan of action to rebuild Germany, and three, helped set up a 
good democracy in Germany. The next thing he tells you is that Germany and 
Iraq are different in terms of infrastructure, and that we don’t have a Marshall 
Plan or any sort of rebuilding plan for Iraq. I’ve got a couple of responses to 
this. Number one, we don’t have to justify a plan to rebuild Iraq, but secondly, 
there is a plan to rebuild Iraq, the Bush administration has laid out how we will 
use an oil trust fund to use oil profits from the oil industry as a way to rebuild 
(...). The next argument he gives you is, that, in fact, there are no Allies with 
us in the war against Iraq. That’s funny, I hear there are about fifty countries 
that are on our side. Additionally, even if those fifty countries weren’t present, 
simply because others take no action, is not a guilt-free card for the United 
States to get out of its moral responsibility, (...). 

The next argument he makes is on the D point, when, in fact, he tells 
you that Afghanistan is worse now, but there is absolutely no evidence to 
support this claim. Our argument is that Afghanistan is absolutely better now. 
Not only is the Taliban on the run, but they also have a woman who is heading 
up their Civil Rights and Education Ministry, that is looking to integrate 
women into the schools, that is looking to get rid of the religious police, that 
is looking to finally come to some sort of equality. Our argument is that under 
the Taliban that never would have happened. 

Observation four, the alternatives to inspection. Kyle says that, in fact, 
inspections probably wouldn’t work, but the next argument he gives you is that 
that doesn’t justify the war. However, I think that the failure of diplomacy, the 
failure of inspections, and the lack of good alternatives coming out of the 
opposition team only proves to justify the point Michael and I are making, that 
war is our only alternative in this case, and that only through military actions 
can we repeal and destroy this oppressive regime. The next argument he makes 
is that there are other means, again, this is the same tired argument he’s been 
making throughout his entire speech, yet he doesn’t tell you what those other 
means are. I say, until they do, they, in fact, don’t have any sort of an argument 
with respect to other means. 

The last thing that I want you to pay attention to comes on the moral 
level, and that’s the C point to this position. That the United States has a 
unique responsibility to take care of the problem that we helped create in Iraq. 
Remember, Michael’s analysis comes out quite clearly in the PMC, that if we 
don’t act now, we condemn the Iraqi people to a life of persecution, to a life of 
human rights violations. 
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This war is morally justified now. The actor of the United States has 
moral reasons to do it now, and has to live up to its moral responsibility. Ladies 
and Gentlemen, for those reasons, the war in Iraq is just. 

Fourth Constructive Speech (8 minutes) 
Member of Opposition, Leah Sprain 
Pacific Lutheran University 

I too would like to extend my thanks to some of those who have not 
been mentioned, specifically Tom Kuster for serving as NPDA president, and 
the work that Brent Northrup and (…) and the other executives who maintain 
that this organization functions as an organization, and to give us the ability to 
have a large tournament where we all get together. So thank you. 

Specifically, the other members of the PLU squad, I feel that Kyle and 
I being here is only a representation of all of the work that we do together, and 
I am indebted to you, and I hope that we, I know that we will keep in touch, 
and this is more than just an activity where we talk too much. 

But finally, I would like to thank Kyle, and realizing that indeed you 
have been a fantastic partner, and it’s been a great three years. 

And, to my first debate coach, my father, who made the mistake of 
teaching his daughter how to argue better than he does, which he regrets every 
day. 

Now, the government team in today’s debate sets up a situation where 
they say that we’re obligated to other people, and that we can justify our 
obligations by saying that any inaction is bad, and therefore any action is 
justified. I think in today’s debate that that’s not enough to justify war, and 
specifically, when Kyle and I say that we have to have a higher standard. At 
the point where we can’t guarantee that we’re going to look to the human rights 
violations, and actually make life better for the Iraqi people, we can’t justify 
this action by simply saying that inaction isn’t an option either, and that 
fundamentally, in today’s debate, you won’t see that they’ve upheld the 
warrant for the resolution. 

Beginning up at the top of case, they begin by laying out burdens, and 
they say that all they have to do is say that the current situation is unjust, and 
that they violate rights. But, no, I think they have to do more that that, right, 
they actually have to provide you a framework in the real world that says that 
these types of things are going to be resolved. It’s one nice thing to say that we 
want to act ethically and morally, but how are we going to guarantee, given the 
real framework we exist in, the Bush government, for better or worse, that any 
of these human rights abuses that they talk about are actually going to be 
resolved, after this war? I don’t think they’ve provided you any warrant or 
justification why any of these things fundamentally change. And at that point, 
simply because they’ve attacked their neighbors in the past, isn’t a justification 
for us to go to war with them. In order…with that, I’ll take your point. 
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Question: Okay, so does that mean, that, in fact, if you knew people 
were dying, and you went to try to save them but couldn’t save them, then your 
actions wouldn’t be morally justified? 

Answer: No. What I’m saying, specifically, is one, you haven’t 
articulated how people are dying, right now, you talk about historical 
examples, but you haven’t proven this now, nor have you proven that the Bush 
administration and other people will actually be able to fundamentally resolve 
any of these issues, after the war. All you’ve done is created a situation where 
we justify killing them now, but we don’t know what end that’s actually going 
to get us to. Why can we justify this means when we don’t know the end? 

Moving on to (…). Kyle argues that we are assuming that we speak 
on behalf of these people, but we don’t actually know this. They say it’s untrue 
if we look at news analysis, one, I think that those are U.S. analysts, but more 
importantly, how can we begin to know these things? How can we know what 
our obligations to these other people is, and, more importantly, they’ve never 
shown you how we actually resolve these within the real world framework that 
we talk about. We see that this type of action only justifies any means to get 
to this type of utopic end, a utopic end that they never show you that the Bush 
administration will actually get us to. Now, they later say that this isn’t 
important, that they’re not confined to the Bush administration, or their 
rhetoric. I think that this is fundamentally inaccurate, at the point where we’re 
justifying war, we’re justifying the actual killing of individuals, but without 
knowing the end that they talk about. It’s really great, they talk about inaction 
is bad, action is good. But if we don’t know what the action actually gets us, 
we have to look pragmatically at the fact that we’re killing people, and we 
don’t know what it gets. We don’t know what the end is for, and at that point, 
this type of idea that any action is justified only promotes things like the end 
justifies the means. This justifies things like genocide, as Kyle points out, at 
the point where we can say ‘well, we think it would be better for them, and 
therefore we’re going to act in this manner.’ I’m sorry, not at this point. 

Moving on to the first point, we then talk about how war is not the 
only option, and indeed there are others. And, for example, Kyle talks about 
how we could lift the sanctions and we could have aid. Now, he says why 
would we do this if we have a dictator who’s misused the Oil-for-Food 
program? Well, one, I think that this is a viable option, when you realize we 
could lift sanctions, meaning we’re no longer hurting the individuals within 
this country, and then we could set up a framework where not only are we 
getting rid of some of the human rights abuses, but actually having people who 
can stay alive, because they’ve asked for things like food, but that we also set 
up a framework where maybe we could have better diplomatic situations, that 
we can have diplomacy, that we can have inspections that actually get rid of 
those types of weapons of mass destruction, rather than providing a 
justification for them to be used. With that, I’ll take your question. 
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Question: Okay, in 1988, we had no sanctions, and we were giving that 
government aid. Saddam then gassed a whole bunch of Kurds. Like, why has 
the empirics of that situation not proven that aid and a lack of sanctions still 
just don’t stop an evil man? 

Answer: After 1988, we had a war, and we didn’t prove that that 
stopped an evil man either. 

Kyle goes on to say that we need to demonstrate more than a 
motivation, we have to, they would have to legitimize a motivation to help that 
would actually justify the types of ends and create the utopic sitation they talk 
about. They say, well, they’re not tied to the Bush administration, but they are, 
we’re in the real world, this war is occurring on the terms of the international 
community, they have to support that those actions are justified. They don’t 
ever do that, they say that, you know, some action might be good, but they 
don’t show us what means that gets us. 

Which brings me on to the next contention about the war in Iraq. They 
talk about how democracy is good, but I don’t think that they ever get us to a 
point where we can assume effective democracy is put into place. They talk 
about a situation like Germany or Japan, but Kyle does a good job of showing 
you that this isn’t Germany, right, we decimated their entire country, that this 
would be the type of action that they would be justifying, and most 
specifically, that it be more likely that we have a situation like in Afghanistan, 
where we see that the warlords are making the decisions in that Jirga, that’s it’s 
not a situation where we have people actually making their own democratically 
elected decisions, and we haven’t stopped any of the human rights violations 
that they indict. This is where, on the pragmatic level, that we shouldn’t be 
justifying a war, because we don’t know what ends might actually happen, and, 
indeed, that decimation becomes a reason that we wouldn’t want to have war, 
that we might want to explore other options that don’t require us to kill a whole 
lot of people in the name of ‘well, we don’t know exactly what we’re getting,’ 
and specifically, when we look at the coalition, they say yes, we admit that the 
coalition (…), but no one has come forward to say exactly what they’re going 
to do about it. An oil trust fund? That doesn’t guarantee democracy. That isn’t 
an international commitment. What, in the end of today’s debate, can we 
justify killing these people over? I don’t think we have any guarantees that, 
indeed, one, nobody said that there isn’t going to be Saddam Hussein, two, 
there isn’t going to be racism against the Kurds, or three, that any of the bigger 
issues are fundamentally going to be resolved. I don’t think they can justify 
that, and at that point, an ethical consideration that there might be a 
justification isn’t enough. They need to prove that we actually increase and 
actually can act upon in these peoples’ interests. I think that becomes pretty 
clear. 

Moving on to the inspections. They say that there’s been a failure of 
alternatives. I think that Kyle and I say that there are still alternatives, that, for 
example, we haven’t tried lifting the sanctions, that we haven’t tried more 
diplomatic measures, and indeed, the fact that, at one point, we justified this 
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war in order to get more weapons inspectors into the country, and then, 
actually, later had the war and made the weapons inspectors leave, only 
justifies this idea that we don’t know what we’re fundamentally stopping in 
today’s debate. 

Now finally, they say that the United States has a unique 
responsibility because we helped create it. I think, in today’s debate, this is 
what you have to remember, that, yes, we created this, and I don’t think 
they’ve fundamentally shown us the United States has said that we’re going to 
take an active role to overcome it, and that we’re not simply going to recreate 
another problem, right? I think that this is at the level where we haven’t seen 
that we’re fundamentally going to get rid of this, these same human rights 
abuses, nor have we shown in today’s debate what the real type of democracy, 
or lack of human rights, or the real results of what the situation in Iraq is, and 
without this type of justification, I don’t think that you see, indeed, that the war 
in Iraq that is currently occurring is just. 

First Rebuttal Speech (4 minutes) 
Leader of the Opposition, Kyle Mach 
Pacific Lutheran University 

I think that these two debaters from the University of Wyoming are 
astoundingly talented, gifted individuals, who have contributed a lot to our 
community, and they deserve your congratulations. 

It is a great pleasure to take part in this activity. I think I’ve forgotten 
like a million people to thank. I love you guys.  Oh, and one purely self-
indulgent moment. My last name is ‘Mach.’ I don’t blame you. I’ve never 
corrected anybody. 

What we see pretty clearly is that the government intends for you to 
do two things when you evaluate this round. The first thing that they want you 
to do is naturally assume that the war will take place in the way in which they 
want the war to take place. The next thing that they want you to assume is that 
there are simply no other alternatives besides inaction and full-scale invasion 
of another nation. We, I think, have conclusively demonstrated that there are 
not only other options besides war, but that in addition to that, in the real world 
conditions that we see, the way that the war actually is, we just don’t see the 
kind of commitments that they say are really needed in order to make the war 
a just action. 

Let’s start with the first real issue, and that is simply there are other 
options, there is a third way besides choosing inaction or war. They focus a lot 
on this idea of simply giving them aid, right, but we talk about stuff like, for 
example, lifting the sanctions, which is a little bit of a joke, right, because he 
killed the Kurds with the weapons we gave him, when we lifted the sanctions, 
but what we’re telling you is that these options do exist, that in the case of Iraq, 
we simply have not pursued them to the degree that we ought to have, in order 
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to actually justify the wholesale slaughter of individuals within another nation, 
and that before we can justify the war in Iraq, we need to be more convinced 
that these options have been effectively exhausted, and the basic fact, that 
we’ve sent weapons inspectors into the nation of Iraq, is not a sufficient 
justification to demonstrate the fact that other alternatives still do not exist, 
right, this is a difficult burden for us to outline what that policy should be, but 
it’s a more difficult burden for them to demonstrate that war can be justified 
when you might even be able to consider that peace is a possibility instead. 

The next thing that we see pretty clearly, in a second here, is that 
history simply does not tell us that we will be effective as a coalition, in 
actually doing any of the things that they say are necessary in order to actually 
justify a war. This is where we have this Afghanistan, Germany comparison, 
right? We tell you the war in Iraq is going to be fought like Afghanistan, and 
what do we see in Afghanistan? The first thing we see is elections. Yeah, by 
the warlords that still control eighty per cent of the country. The next thing that 
we see, very importantly, is that the United States’ commitment to the 
rebuilding of Afghanistan, that the united commitment to rebuilding 
Afghanistan, is decreasing every day, that every day we decrease our long-term 
commitment to this nation. I mean, hey, now it’s all about Iraq, right, that’s 
what we’re talking about. Afghanistan simply hasn’t seen the long run focus 
that’s actually necessary to rebuild this country. Now, they attempted to prove 
this by extending this idea about Germany, and how great it was that we were 
able to rebuild this country, but they ignore all the profound differences, right, 
this was a nation that had an amazing economic and industrial infrastructure 
before we actually destroyed this country, something Iraq doesn’t have, except 
for oil. The next thing that they, of course, ignore, is that in order to rebuild 
Germany and Japan, we leveled them, we absolutely, utterly destroyed this 
nation, and I would tell you that you can’t justify that action in order to get 
some kind of hypothetical end of democracy, which I don’t think we’ll see. 

The last thing that we really see, is the final voting issue, and this is 
pretty important, is that they need to justify, and demonstrate, more than just 
that the war could be justified, but that it is, according to the terms on which 
it’s being fought now. This is important. The first thing that we look to is that 
Bush has continually offered us different justifications for this war, so when 
they say, well, Bush has promised that we’re going to rebuild Iraq, well, he’s 
promised a lot of stuff, folks, right, we need to be convinced that this is 
actually going to take place in order for it to happen. The next thing we see is 
this oil example, that Bush has promised we’re going to use the profits from oil 
to rebuild the country, only demonstrates that we aren’t even making a 
commitment here, right? All we’re saying is we’re, you know, we’re not going 
to take all of their oil away to rebuild their country. It’s not the same thing as 
a broad, international coalition, coming together and saying ‘we are going to 
make a wholesale effort to make this country better than it is today.’ That’s the 
Marshall Plan that we saw in Germany. 

And finally, again, think about this in the long run. Do you think this 
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commitment will last…how long? Not long enough. I urge you to vote for the 
opposition. 

Second Rebuttal 
Prime Minister, Mike Owens 
University of Wyoming 

It’s been a long eight years, so let me begin. 
First, the opposition team in this round has no viable alternative. The 

mere fact that they list for you a couple of options that could work, possibly, 
maybe, is never going to be enough to beat back the analysis we give you in 
case. At the point where we’re giving you legitimate reasons to believe that the 
removal of Saddam Hussein would work to stop his oppression of the Iraqis, 
and the fact that all that they can do is give you a couple of, ‘well, sanctions, 
maybe, or aid,’ is never going to beat back the analysis in case, and I’ll show 
that when I get there. The next thing is that the opposition relies on the 
principle of uncertainty. They rely on the idea that we don’t know for sure that 
we’ll make things better. But let’s talk about why we’re always going to win 
that debate. First, every empirical example in this debate is on our side, and 
let’s talk about the only one they even claim to win, which is Afghanistan. 
They drop Josh’s arguments about how Afghanistan is not a utopia, it is not 
perfect, but it is better off now than it was before. That is not just the (…) of 
a democratically elected government, but for the work that Josh tells you that 
government is doing, in terms of women’s rights and education, and at the 
point where they’re not able to give you a single example of where U.S. 
intervention has made things worse, instead of not as good as it could be, 
doesn’t mean that the current situation in Iraq is (…). The next thing, is that 
they tell you, I catch the phrase is Kyle’s final speech, that we don’t justify the 
‘wholesale slaughter of Iraqi civilians,’ but I don’t think that anywhere in this 
debate do they prove that that happens, or they show you any kind of quasi-
problems that come from our intervention. 

Having given that overview, let’s go to the line-by-line. First, they tell 
you we can’t guarantee that we will make life better. Even if Japan and 
Germany are different, we have made life better there, but in Afghanistan, they 
also drop our analysis. No, Afghanistan’s not perfect, and Josh and I will never 
claim it is, but at the point that it’s better, that certainly fulfills the moral 
obligation that we’re giving you, and they don’t address this. They tell you that 
Iraqi soldiers, or the Iraqi people are fighting against us, but first, this is always 
nonresponsive to my analysis in case, you don’t really know the general 
sentiment of opinion in a repressed country. But secondly, they tell you ‘oh, 
this is just U.S. analysts.’ That’s not true, Josh tells you people all over the 
world are realizing that this is true. But additionally, the Iraqi opposition hasn’t 
been huge people, rioting in the streets, it’s been a couple of attacks on 
American soldiers. We tell you that those themselves are Iraqi soldiers. 

Now, let’s look at our obligation to the other. They tell you that it’s 
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better to lift the sanctions, that that probably would work, and in response to 
my question, Leah points out, well, we had a war and we didn’t stop Saddam 
Hussein then, but let’s talk about why we didn’t stop him. Because the 
international coalition didn’t want us to back then. The international coalition, 
especially Saudi Arabia, said ‘leave Saddam Hussein in power,’ another 
example of our following the wishes of others, instead of responding to our 
own ethical obligations. 

They tell you that we have to be the Bush administration, but that is 
not true. Two people can agree on the same conclusion, and yet reach different 
reasons for why that conclusion is true. Yes, we have to defend this war. No, 
we do not have to defend the reasons that President Bush has given for it. We 
do defend Bush’s actions, we do not have to defend his reasons for that. The 
resolution says that we must prove it is just, it does not say that we must prove 
the Bush administration is right, in everything it’s ever said, and Josh and I are 
giving you a consistent story. We’re showing you that intervention in terms of 
Saddam is always going to be better than inaction. Remember the arguments 
about perpetuity, that even if they were able to prove to you some kind of 
quantified number about how many civilians die in our initial action, they can’t 
prove to you that that’s not better than eternally letting Saddam stay there, 
because if their arguments are true today, they’ll be true in ten years, and 
they’ll be true in twenty. 

Finally, let’s go to our argument about how this requires military 
intervention. Their arguments are that warlords are still in Afghanistan. Yes, 
that’s true. All this proves to you is that the United States is not perfect, is that 
military intervention won’t always solve, but I tell you in my first speech that 
you can go to war in bad conscience. You can also stay out of war, you can 
also avoid your ethical obligation in worse conscience, and I don’t think they 
give you a single example of how we make things worse. Germany and Japan 
might be different, but Afghanistan is very much the same. If it’s true that 
every day our attention goes a little bit away from Afghanistan, that still isn’t 
responsive to the argument that things in Afghanistan are better today than they 
were before the war. Warlords were there in Afghanistan before we intervened, 
it’s not like we caused that problem to exist. What wasn’t there was an 
education ministry, that was actually working to get women’s right realized, 
to actually see them implemented. Additionally, they drop all of Josh’s 
arguments about how the Bush administration has provided a plan to rebuild 
Iraq. That he has said he will set aside their oil. That that trust fund will be 
there. There’s just not a response to this argument on your flow. 

What I think this means to you in the end, is that uncertainty is never 
a justification to avoid ethical arguments. That our argument is they say do 
nothing. They give you a couple of brief ideas about what might work, but all 
the empirical analysis shows us that those things have failed in the past, and 
there’s no reason to believe they would work in the future. Without 
development of those options, for the ethical reasons we give you, you vote for 
the University of Wyoming. 




