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ABSTRACT

In the past several decades, social scientists and theorists have steadily moved
away from understandings of power emphasizing the role of the nation-state,
instead favoring explanations centering a multiplicity of actors and institutions
as embedded in networks and relationships which traverse nations. The invasion of Iraq serves as a prime test case for theories of the operation of power in
the twenty-first century, as the architects of the invasion relied upon
a neoliberal vision of near-stateless governance, instead deferring to the free
market and other non-state power arrangements. However, the rise of actors
such as IS, who have consolidated power in large part through providing statelike services and who seek to build their own alternate state, challenges the
move away from state-centric theories. As such, the invasion and its resulting
aftermath has the potential to inform a number of arguments relating to the
role of the modern state in developing, maintaining, and reproducing power
relations. This article employs a Gramscian analysis of the invasion and reconstruction of Iraq to argue for the continued importance of the nation-state in
our understanding of how power operates in contemporary globalization and
neoliberalism.

Introduction
In the past several decades, social scientists and theorists have steadily moved away from understandings
of power emphasizing the role of the nation-state, instead favoring explanations that center a multiplicity
of actors and institutions as embedded in networks and relationships that traverse nations. Yet such
theories struggle to explain the United States-led invasion of Iraq. Whether it is the significant amount of
personnel and resources the United States has dedicated to this effort, the resistance of other major world
powers to the invasion, the violent resistance experienced by the coalition, the failure of the nascent
government to establish legitimacy and exercise leadership, or the attempts of other actors to build their
own rival state, it is difficult to make sense of any of these processes without understanding the role of the
state. While recognizing this role has changed over the course of time, I argue this move away from statecentered theories is premature, and that the modern state remains an important component to the
organization and operation of power arrangements within neoliberal globalization and neoimperialism
as it serves as a central repository of legitimacy and leadership.
This article employs a Gramscian understanding of the role of the state in organizing and maintaining
power and class relations, seeing the state as defined by the ends of its actions rather than distinctions of
public and private. The state is the mechanism through which material structures and political superstructures are joined for a leading class to justify and maintain its dominance through winning the active
consent of those it seeks to rule. Rather than displacing the role of the state, globalization and
neoimperialism rely heavily on the nation-state for both their enactment and justification. While the
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state is not alone in the creation, organization, and maintenance of power relations, it remains uniquely
charged with securing legitimacy and maintaining the cohesion and order of class-divided societies.
In building this argument, this article examines the invasion and reconstruction of Iraq, a process
which both illuminates the continued importance of the state and highlights weaknesses of theories
of non-state power arrangements. The extreme use of force to establish the neoliberal mandates of
the coalition, both during the invasion and reconstruction period, challenges the notion of consensual power networks, while strong opposition from multiple major world powers who did not
stand to gain from the invasion contradicts arguments that power is concentrated in a nationless
transnational capitalist class. Finally, the inability of the coalition to establish basic security and
stability, two basic necessities of a functioning state, as well as the rise of the Islamic State (IS), point
to the continued importance of the nation-state for establishing material effectiveness, political
legitimacy, and hegemonic leadership.
To examine these processes, I first provide a brief summary of the major arguments moving away
from state-centric power arrangements, a discussion of the relative paucity of state theorizing in
Marxian thought, and problems with the state-centric theory of Skocpol (1979). I then argue
a Gramscian understanding of the state as a repository for political legitimacy and hegemonic
leadership offers a much more insightful analytic tool for understanding the operation of power.
This is demonstrated through a comparison of the two invasions Iraq has experienced from major
world powers; the British invasion of the early twentieth century and the U.S.-led invasion of the
early twenty-first century. The significant number of similar problems encountered by these two
world powers in Iraq demonstrates the important role of hegemony in understanding the operation
of power while the rise of IS is offered as a demonstration of the problems with stateless reconstruction. Finally, the article ends with a discussion of why the state continues to be an important
explanatory variable in our understanding of the operation of power.

Theorizing the State
Neoliberal Theories Leaving the State Behind
In the past several decades, many scholars have eschewed the study of state power and the concept of
“statelessness” has expanded far beyond the Euro-American world of its origins (Evans 1997).
Theories of the state were “largely abandoned” in the last quarter century as many scholars “turned
toward postmodernism and deconstruction” (Aronowitz 2002:174), theories that emphasize
a multiplicity of power arrangements independent of state action. These scholars view developments
such as the increasing globalization of the economy and the power of non-state multinational
institutions like the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the International Monetary Fund
(IMF) as the death-knell of state-centered theory and instead understand power as enmeshed in
interactions and within individuals themselves.
These theories moving away from the state encompass a wide variety of positions and ideologies; while
far too numerous to fully recount here, they include prominent thinkers such as Foucault (1994) who
emphasizes that the state is but one of many forms of power, which is not an entity that can be held by
persons or a class but a relationship encoded within discourses and institutions, operating as largely
consensual functions of knowledge. Similarly, Deleuze and Guattari (1983) argue an international “metastate” is taking the place of the nation-state, which is withering away, while Hardt and Negri (2000) see a new
form of global sovereignty which is “a decentered and deterritorializing apparatus” (p. xii), incorporating the
entire globe. Robinson (2007), Robinson (2011)) similarly argues globalization represents a new epoch in
world capitalism, a qualitatively new stage of world power marked by the appearance of a transnational
capitalist class not bound by traditional geographical markers or national identities.
The common theme among the wider postmodern turn has “shifted the operative terminology
from ‘class/exploitation’ to ‘discourse/marginalization’” (Litowitz 2000:534), seeing social power and
oppression not as reflective of economic relations or the conflict between powerful and subordinate
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classes but instead as largely invisible phenomena encoded within the operation of institutions and
discourses. Much of this theorizing points to contemporary neoliberal globalization as illustrative of
this change, as these debates “most often revolved around the notion that the nation-state was being
hollowed out, or forced to surrender much of its sovereignty to the new transnational wave” (PozoMartin 2006:224).
In this context, the invasion of Iraq serves as a prime test case for theories of the operation of
power in the twenty-first century, as it highlights “one of the principal contradictions of capitalism –
the contradiction between the global scope of capitalist economic forces and the more spatially and
politically limited boundaries of the nation-state.” (Egan 2007:98). Indeed, as Muttitt (2012:157)
argues, the invasion can be seen as a “decivilization” in which the U.S.-led coalition has attempted to
“hollow out” the Iraqi state to enact their dictates against the wishes of the Iraqi people. As such, the
invasion and its resulting aftermath have the potential to inform a number of arguments relating to
how the modern state shapes and organizes power and the role it plays in globalization and
neoliberal imperialism.
Marxist and Neo-Marxist Theories of the State
This article uses the invasion of Iraq to expand upon the argument of Aronowitz and Bratsis (2002b:
xi) that “Marxist state theory and, increasingly, the state as an analytical object have been the victims
of an improper burial.” However, in attempting to revive a focus on the state as a meaningful locus
of power, it must be noted that there is a relative poverty of current theorizing regarding the role of
the state, even within a school of thought such as Marxism which has long privileged the role of the
state in organizing structures of power.
Of all the categories in Marx’ various schemata, the state was among the least developed.
Although there is his well-known assertion that the executive branch of the modern state is but
a committee for managing the affairs of the bourgeoisie (Marx 1977), this should properly be viewed
as a polemic, with Marx typically taking a more nuanced stance on the nature of the state in
capitalist society (e.g. The Eighteenth Brumaire). Yet it is true that many Marxist thinkers do fall into
an “instrumentalist” (Gold, Clarence, and Wright 1975) view of the state; that is, the state as
consciously manipulated by the dominant economic class. As such, much Marxian work simply
views the state as a static creation, responding to the needs of capital with little development as to
how this is done or how such power is organized and maintained.
Even within contemporary Marxist scholarship, when the state is discussed, it is typically
presented as a rather static institution, contentious and contradictory, for sure, but not subject to
the same rigorous analysis as are Marx’s postulates on the nature of capital and accumulation. For
but one example, in Harvey’s (2006) preeminent analysis of Capital, while the state is regarded as
important and is argued to be a “necessary precondition for the establishment of [capitalist] values”
(p. 19) that allow the process of capital to function, little is said about how or why this is so.
Similarly, when discussing the importance of the social infrastructure in the reproduction of the
proletariat, he again cites the state as an important actor for the channeling of flows of capital into
such expenditures yet remains silent as to how this process is actually enacted.
As such, there is a need for a more integrated theory of how state power operates in contemporary
neoliberal capitalism, especially in light of how this article will argue it remains such an important site
for the development, organization, and maintenance of power. This is especially the case given that
most theorizing of nation-building and state power have been based on studies of the European
experience, and even neo-Marxist works exploring the tensions and contradictions of the modern state
have focused on “advanced industrial societies rather than on postcolonial states on the periphery of
the global economy (Aminzade 2013:337).
The invasion of Iraq presents a unique opportunity to address this lacuna, as the reconstruction
has provided an ideal opportunity for the architects of the invasion to enact their neoliberal vision of
nearly stateless governance (Wozniak 2017b), an experiment which has failed (Barbara 2008). As
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such, I argue the state is still important for our understanding of hegemony and power, for it
continues to intervene “in virtually all aspects of everyday life” (Clark and Dear 1984:1). Indeed, as
Evans (1997) notes, the idea of “statelessness” has gained ideological hegemony without much
empirical evidence to support such an assertion, and transnational capitalism may actually require
stronger states to ensure a host of “rights” from copyright protection to basic property law.
Skocpol and State Legitimacy
The invasion and reconstruction of Iraq not only challenge theories of power that eschew a central
role of the state but complicate even theories which center upon the state. Although ultimately
rejecting both Marxian and Weberian accounts of the state, Theda Skocpol (1979) posits the state as
a central structural actor in understanding power relations, as opposed to focusing on “the interests,
outlooks, or ideologies of particular actors” (p. 291). Rather than a “mere arena in which socioeconomic struggles are fought out” (p. 29), Skocpol sees the state as having its own capacity to act as
an autonomous structure. While correctly noting that power is dependent upon the “structures of
state organizations” and their “dynamic relation to domestic class and political forces, as well as their
positions in relation to other states abroad” (p. 248), her understanding of power suffers from
ignoring the role of legitimacy.
Although granting some room for ideology in explaining the unity and organization of revolutions, Skocpol categorically denies the place of legitimacy as an explanatory concept in understanding state power. In fact, she treats legitimacy as something that can more-or-less be assumed,
arguing that so long as state organizations can cope with “whatever tasks they already claim
smoothly and efficiently, legitimacy—either in the sense of moral approval or in the probably
much more usual sense of sheer acceptance of the status quo—will probably be accorded to the
state’s form and rulers by most groups in society” (p. 32).
However, as discussed in detail below, a significant source of the problems the United States and
coalition forces have experienced throughout the invasion and reconstruction of Iraq are due to their
Skocpol-like assumption that in creating state structures legitimacy would naturally follow. By
neglecting the much more thorny and complicated issues of establishing legitimate rule through
hegemonic leadership, the reconstruction has led to an Iraqi state that is supported by few Iraqi
people, even those in the security sector directly charged with defending the nascent state, which has
been a central factor in both the ongoing turmoil throughout the nation in general as well as in the
rise of powerful non-state actors such as IS.
These direct challenges to state posed by groups such as IS happen because as Weber (1978)
explains, claims to legitimate rule are not “a one-time event” which can be assumed after the creation
of a state, “but are ongoing, as authorities attempt ‘to establish and cultivate’ legitimacy” (p. 213).
That is, legitimacy is a process, one which is central to both resolving conflict and suppressing
violent challenges to the state. Indeed, such legitimacy is so central to the ongoing existence of a state
that Gramsci (1971) argues states cannot exist without establishing and maintaining it, either
through earning the consent of the masses or through the violent coercion of those who will not
grant it. In the following section, I explain why a Gramscian understanding of legitimacy and
hegemony much better explains power relations and state behavior.
Gramsci, Legitimacy, and Why the State Still Matters
The experience of states undergoing reconstruction such as contemporary Iraq reveals much about
the operation of power and its relation to the modern nation-state. As Barbara (2008) argues, the few
existing successful examples of state reconstruction are the “tiger” states of East Asia, and their
success has been predicated on an interventionist state which places a high level of importance on
the development of the national economy, not to mention state security forces capable of producing
the stability and social order necessary for a functional economy. Furthermore, as Aminzade (2013)
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notes, there is a need to transnationalize sociological theories of the state as it has “become a central
locus of political community around the globe, providing a key source of political belonging and
identification in the modern world” (335).
Of central importance to my argument is the idea that “core states have served as agents of the
internationalization of capital, not its passive victims” (Egan 2007:99); that is, neoliberal globalization does not reflect a superseding of the nation-state but rather a reorganization of state power
arrangements. This is not to flatly reject theories of emerging non-state power networks (cf. Jessop
2002) but rather to build upon the work of Silva and de Meneses. (2010) and Pozo-Martin (2007)
who argue the “state-capitalist tension must be revised, debated anew, because it is the missing link
in the larger process of explaining imperialism” (Pozo-Martin 2007:561). For without an understanding of the central role the nation-state plays in contemporary power relations, it becomes
incredibly difficult to understand why the United States has poured so much energy and resources
into the Iraqi state or why a group such as IS seeks to not simply disrupt existing governments, but
to build their own state.
While scholars (Deleuze and Guattari 1983; Hardt and Negri 2000) have argued the “deterritorialization” of society in late capitalism has led states to be displaced by a network of transnational
corporations, Aronowitz and Bratsis (2002b) counter that territoriality is not a property of the state
in abstract but rather the capitalist state specifically. As such, in our global capitalist system, “there is
no ‘space’ outside of the nation-state in which power can reside” (xx). It is not that territoriality is
a fixed and immutable system of power, but rather in the absence of “alternative spatial and
institutional organizations of power” (xxi), we cannot reject the central role of the state. One can
point to the struggles the European Union has had in attempting to enforce reductions of social
welfare programs or the victory of Brexit as demonstrations of the still powerful positions of states
and the concept of state autonomy.
Indeed, even incredibly powerful non-state institutions such as the International Monetary Fund
(IMF) and World Trade Organization (WTO) remain heavily reliant upon at least a few nations
(Glassman 2005; Pozo-Martin 2006) as top officials are appointed by national governments, policy
proposals are developed and discussed by economic ministers of national governments, and the
majority of their funds are provided by a small collection of economically powerful nations. As such,
the crucial decisions undertaken by these non-state organizations are grounded in the interests of
those states; as Aronowitz (2002) argues, it is “inconceivable” that these organizations would “take
steps that directly contravened the will of the ruling circles” (273) of the nation-states that fund them
and provide their leadership. Until such organizations acquire both governmental powers and some
measure of popular-democratic legitimacy, they will by definition remain bound to the desires of
powerful nations (Jessop 2002).
Another significant problem with theories rejecting the state as an important locus of power is
that they fail to account for how neoliberal globalization both depends upon and is an expression of
state power. Theories that emphasize the consensual nature of neoliberalism have ignored the
central role of militarism in shaping the nature of contemporary global capitalism and fail to
explain why when neoliberalism has “not succeeded through political or economic means, the
United States appears to be willing to impose it by force” (Egan 2007:104). While the neoliberal
focus on deregulation and free markets have led many to erroneously see it as simply anti-statist,
this involves a highly selective reading of the actually existing neoliberal agenda; while neoliberalism eschews regulation and the provision of social services, in many other ways it embraces state
intervention, especially in terms of the use of force as delivered through the police and military
(Aronowitz 2002; Silva and de Meneses. 2010). As Glassman (2005) notes, despite all the focus on
its anti-state proclamations, neoliberal restructuring has “regularly marched arm-inarm—particularly in the Global South— with militarization or the maintenance of a strong police
state” (p. 1531).
The U.S.-led invasion of Iraq serves a prime example of this, as it “reflects the inability of
neoliberalism to suppress intercapitalist rivalry and secure a global consensus for the continued
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expansion of capital” (Egan 2007:102). Much of this work has been conducted through the formation
of client states, as Iraq is but the latest in a string of U.S. interventions attempting to stabilize the
region and install friendly governments (Wozniak 2017a). As discussed below, the failure of the Iraqi
state and others like it points in many ways to the continued relevance of the state, not least because
global neoliberalism actually requires strong states with enforcement capacities, as weak states are
attracting neither foreign investment nor international firms (Schwarz 2005).
The unilateral imposition of the will of the United States upon Iraq serves as a powerful marker of
the continued centrality of the nation-state in international politics, as well as why other nationstates so vigorously opposed the invasion despite its usefulness for transnational capital (Egan 2007).
Indeed, in the case of the Iraqi invasion, the United States “cut out the middlemen” (Klein 2007:343),
as multinational non-state organizations such as the IMF were largely relegated to the sidelines. And
of course this is to say nothing of the great pains the United States has gone through to give Iraq the
appearance of an independent, fully functioning democratic state (Wozniak 2017a), a move which is
again difficult to explain with theories rejecting the role of the state. Furthermore, the failure of the
state-building process and the inability of the Iraqi state to provide necessary welfare, security, and
representation (Call 2011; Wennmann 2009; Wozniak 2017b) has opened the door for violent nonstate actors to gain power through filling the void left by the absence of a legitimate state.
As such, this article builds upon a Gramscian notion of the state as “the entire complex of practical and
theoretical activities with which the ruling class not only justifies and maintains its dominance, but manages
to win the active consent of those over whom it rules” (Gramsci 1971:244). That is, all institutions which
participate in the reproduction of capitalist relations are part of the state – the state being defined by the ends
of actions, not by bourgeois divisions of public and private (Przeworski 1985). Of course, any analysis should
recognize the state as a continually altered site of contestation, moving in different directions and taking
differing forms depending on political conditions and modes of production. While recognizing that the state
is but one of many institutions within contemporary social formations, it alone is “charged with overall
responsibility for maintaining the cohesion of the class-divided social formation of which it is but a part”
(Jessop 2002:211). This helps to explain both why the United States was so insistent upon building an Iraq
that could be sold as a functioning, independent state but also how the actual ineffectiveness of the Iraqi state
has directly contributed to ongoing instability and the rise of powerful actors such as IS who seek to build
their own state in place of the failed Iraqi government.

History Repeats Itself
In employing the case of Iraq to argue for the continued relevance of the state to questions of the
development and operation of power, much can be gleaned from the uncanny similarities between the
two invasions it experienced at the hands of two separate world powers: specifically, the British
invasion of 1914 (which resulted in the creation of Iraq as a political entity) and the U.S.-led invasion
of 2003. While the former took place at the height of Western state-centric power arrangements, the
latter is taking place during an era in which many scholars have argued the state has been eclipsed,
marginalized, or even rendered irrelevant for an understanding of the operation and maintenance of
power. Yet the many distinct similarities between the two invasions—in terms of motivations, tactics,
politics, and outcomes—suggest the demise of the state’s role in power relations has been announced
prematurely.
At the dawn of the twentieth century, the British empire faced a three-pronged threat to its global
dominance in the form of hegemonic decline, the rise of nation-states with the potential to challenge
it economically or militarily, and increasing pushback from the periphery, all of which combined to
dramatically intensify Britain’s imperial ambitions (Go 2011). A central effort of this revived
imperialism was their decision to invade three former provinces of the Ottoman empire—Basra,
Baghdad, and Mosul—proclaiming they would unite these regions into one nation under the banner
of bringing democracy to the Middle East (Dodge 2009; Ellison and O’Reilly 2008; Isakhan 2012).
Upon arrival in Baghdad, the commanding officer of the British forces publicly proclaimed, “our
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armies do not come into your cities and lands as conquerors or enemies, but as liberators” (Maude
1917), and the British government publicly denied any oil-based motivation for the incursion
(Muttitt 2012).
However, these public proclamations were quickly undermined by the actions of British officials
as British nationals were appointed to most major ministerial positions and King Faisal was installed
to ensure the new nation’s rulers were friendly to British interests (Muttitt 2012). British occupying
forces held tightly controlled elections to ensure their chosen politicians would win and held a public
referendum that resulted in “an impossible 96 percent endorsement” of the new government
(Isakhan 2012:87). These controls were enacted out of British fears that truly free elections would
produce a government not predisposed to accepting British influence (Townshend 2011). As a result,
most Iraqis did not view their new nation as independent in any meaningful sense (Dawisha 2009).
Importantly, British-backed politicians quickly signed a series of accords giving over control of the
nation’s oil rights to foreign entities for the entirety of the twentieth century, and the British
government began to envision “a vast Middle-East zone of power exercised through Arab puppet
states” (Townshend 2011:xxiv). Proponents of the invasion assured the British populace that not
only would Iraq present a “substantial return” on their investment, but that it would “soon be
a model of development and democracy for the entire region” (Rayburn 2006:32).
What was initially proclaimed to be swift and relatively easy military operation eventually became
more than a decade of protracted skirmishes and military conflicts, as the “prospect of cheap military
successes had been gratefully accepted, without any careful thought about its inevitable consequences” (Townshend 2011:133). Lacking sufficient personnel and resources, British officials in
the newly formed Iraq struggled to implement the contradictory goals from London to enact the
desires of the empire and quell the ongoing violence. British forces faced extreme difficulty in
recruiting and retaining local Iraqis to staff the new nation’s police force, as few trusted the new state
or saw it as legitimate, leading to significant problems with crime and violence (Townshend 2011).
After years of fighting, the British were still only able to establish minimal and contentious law
and order in major urban centers with little-to-no authority or even presence elsewhere in the
nation. This was in large part due to the British government severely underestimating the resistance
their armed forces would face and the costs of occupying and reconstructing a nation (Rayburn
2006). Indeed, scholars (Isakhan 2012; Townshend 2011) argue the British had no exit strategy, as
they never envisioned their invasion necessitating so much time and effort. Despite the extensive
experience of the British government in the region, the occupation revealed “a condescending, illinformed, and inexperienced administration that was widely unpopular” (Isakhan 2012:81).
Unable to make meaningful inroads into much of the nation and facing increasing domestic resistance
to the rising financial costs of lengthy occupation, British officials decided to disengage, leaving behind “a
‘quasi-state,’ one that had had the appearance of a juridical de jure state but was in fact an unstable façade”
(Dodge 2009). While this façade of a nation allowed the British the political cover to disengage from their
nation-building effort, it “secured its strategic interests in the short term … by fatefully distorting the
country’s long-term political development” (Townshend 2011:522), leaving behind a functionally nonexistent security sector and a power vacuum that led to the rise of a brutal and despotic leadership.
At the dawn of the twenty-first century, the United States faced a similar three-pronged threat to its
global dominance, causing it to dramatically intensify its imperial ambitions (Gaddis 2004; Go 2011;
Wozniak 2017a). Indeed, many within both the American media and academy began to explicitly call for
the revival of imperialism (Gaddis 2004; Harvey 2003) to reignite the “open door imperialism” (Williams
1959) of imposing economic “openness” on recalcitrant nations, thus opening new markets and capital
flows for the United States. While such “accumulation by dispossession” (Harvey 2004:64) to move beyond
the limits of domestic reproduction is a key feature of the new imperialism, the use of military ventures as
a means of solving economic problems has a long history within the United States. The notion of
“permanent warfare” (Duncan and Coyne 2013) has been central both politically and economically to
U.S. foreign policy since at least the Second World War. However, with the close of the Cold War, the
United States needed a new outlet for this permanent warfare; the War on Terror allowed for the fulfillment
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of the long-standing neocon desire to invade Iraq as well as a politically acceptable cover for “the more
specific geopolitical and economic goals of creating a neoconservative Pax Americana” (Kramer and
Michalowski 2005:460).
A central effort of the revived imperialism of the United States was the decision to invade Iraq,
proclaiming that doing so would not only liberate the Iraqi people but serve as a model of democracy
for the entire Middle East. The U.S. invasion, much as its British counterpart in the previous century,
relied upon “the same language of Oriental backwardness and the need for Western dominance”
(Isakhan 2012:121). What was initially proclaimed to be a swift and relatively easy military operation
eventually became more than a decade of protracted skirmishes and military conflicts. Without
enough personnel or resources (Wozniak 2017b), U.S. officials in the newly reconstructed Iraq
struggled to implement the contradictory goals from Washington to enact the desires of the empire
and quell the ongoing violence.
Operating under a banner of liberating Iraq and bringing democracy to the Middle East,
architects of the invasion carefully downplayed any oil-related motives for their actions (Jhaveri
2004). The U.S.-led coalition expected little resistance to their efforts and a swift resolution to the
military phase of their plans but, after years of fighting, have only been able to establish minimal law
and order in major urban centers with little-to-no authority or even presence elsewhere in the nation
(Dawisha 2009). Similar to their British predecessors, U.S. officials in Iraq attempted to install
friendly leaders, but these hand-picked officials had no popular support and proved no more
effective at establishing security or legitimacy than their U.S. predecessors (Klein 2007; Muttitt
2012). This installation of what amounts to a puppet government served to both give an official
imprimatur to the continued subjugation of the Iraqi populace as well as the looting of its economy,
as U.S.-backed politicians quickly signed a series of accords giving over control of the nation’s oil
rights to foreign entities for extended periods of time (Dawisha 2009). Indeed, the fundamental
disagreements between American officials and the Iraqi populace were nearly “the same political
dynamic Prime Minister al-Sa’dun and others faced under the British occupation in the 1920s”
(Muttitt 2012:199).
Unable to gain any form of meaningful control over the new nation and facing increasing
domestic resistance to the rising financial costs of lengthy occupation, U.S. officials decided to
disengage, leaving behind a “quasi-state” with the appearance of being a functional, independent state but which in fact is an unstable façade (Dawisha 2009; Muttitt 2012). While this
façade of a nation allowed the United States the political cover to disengage from their nationbuilding effort, it created significant problems for the Iraqi people. Notably, the coalition has
had significant difficulties retaining local Iraqis who join the new police force, as few trust the
new state or see it as legitimate (Wozniak 2017a), which has led to extremely high rates of
personnel turnover as police regularly abandon the job out of safety concerns or opportunities
for other forms of employment (Deflem and Sutphin 2006; Morris and Karen 2014). These
conditions have resulted in a functionally non-existent security sector and a power vacuum
spurring the rise of brutal and despotic organizations seriously threatening the existence of the
Iraqi state.
Of course, there are several important differences between the experiences of these two superpowers’ experiences in Iraq. Britain’s invasion of Iraq was much more directly colonialist, while the
U.S. invasion was more a model of the “new imperialism” (Go 2011; Wozniak 2017a). Furthermore,
British forces were attempting to unite disparate groups into a completely new state while U.S. and
coalition forces sought to first dismantle an existing state before constructing a replacement, not to
mention the significantly higher level of violent resistance they faced. Yet although the US-led
invasion took place at a time when the nation-state was supposed to have been supplanted by a series
of international organizations and power was not to be understood as being possessed by one party
over another but instead constituted through a series of interdependent relationships, the experiences of American and coalition forces in the early twenty-first century bear a number of striking
similarities to the experiences of their British counterparts a century prior. The difficulties faced by
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both parties in securing either their short-term or long-term political interests in Iraq stem in large
part from the lack of a legitimated state exercising hegemonic leadership.

The Reconstruction of Iraq and the State
Hegemony and the State
Before outlining how the invasion and reconstruction of Iraq demonstrate the continued importance
of the state to an understanding of how power operates, it is necessary to outline the role the state
plays in establishing hegemony and managing the dialectical role of coercion and consent (Gramsci
1971). The modern capitalist state has the contradictory role of ensuring further accumulation and
reproduction while doing so in a way that secures popular legitimacy (Gold, Clarence, and Wright
1975). Gramsci identifies two methods through which this reproduction is achieved and state
hegemony is legitimized: the first is through the “spontaneous consent” of the masses due to the
prestige of dominant groups, material concessions delivered through the state, and a putatively free
and open political process. The second holds that state hegemony is also achieved through the
“apparatus of state power,” those institutions charged with legally enforcing discipline on groups
who do not consent.
Gramsci is concerned with how these various forms and mechanisms of power become subsumed
under the activities of the state. Whether he is focusing on how the state produces consent or on how
political society and civil society are necessary components of an accurate conception of the state, his
analysis always comes back the centrality of the state. The existence of the political as such “suggests
an indeterminate relationship between social reproduction and consent” (Aronowitz 2002:278);
consent must be actively constructed and reproduced. Gramsci (1971:210) even speaks of a crisis
of hegemony as being synonymous with a crisis of the state.
However, Gramsci argues that we must broaden our conception of the state in this sense; for
Gramsci, all institutions that participate in the reproduction of capitalist relations are a part of the
state apparatus (Przeworski 1985). Indeed, Gramsci specifically speaks of the state as being synonymous with “a directive class” which itself is “equivalent to the creation of a Weltanschauung,” or
hegemonic world view (1971:381). This hegemony is born of leadership by a social class or historical
bloc of allied classes and is both expressed through and realized in the state, making the state “both
the underlying premise and the precipitate of the unity of the ruling class(es), a bloc whose power
rests upon a combination of coercive force and intellectual-moral leadership” (Paul 2007:75).
Importantly, none of this is to imply the necessity of any particular form of state; rather, because
the state is a mode of class formation and organization, “the unification into a historic bloc of
different social strata around a leading class takes place by way of the state” (Silva and de Meneses.
2010:57). That is to say, the state is the name we give to that social formation that allows for not only
the development of a hegemonic order but for order of any kind. The state itself can be seen as
generative of society through the “moral architectures” employed by state agents to understand both
their work and the role of citizens within their state (Herbert 2006:483). As such, the state plays an
important educational role, with law operating not simply as repression but also as direction and
leadership by approving of specific modes of life as “legal” and approved by the state (Litowitz 2000).
It is further important to remember that hegemony must be born of material bases (Przeworski 1985);
that is, if the state is not to govern solely by coercion, it must incorporate at least some of the interests of
the dominated classes (Lipset 1960; Zeitlin 1980). When hegemony is to be born of anything other than
direct and sustained force, it must be created through a state that delivers the three core functions of
modern society: security, welfare, and representation (Wennmann 2009). Hegemony is not just the
positioning of the dominant group’s perspective as natural and universal but is specifically achieved
through “exclusivity, social construction, and closure” (Litowitz 2000:545). That is to say, the law and legal
system play a central role in the creation and maintenance of hegemony, as a central marker of the
modern state is its ability to declare the boundaries of law and a monopoly on the use of force to enforce
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those boundaries through the police and wider legal system. The importance of such an exclusive and
hegemonic system to the creation of stability and a general peaceable order is strongly demonstrated by
the lack of such a system in contemporary Iraq and the rise of non-state actors delivering these functions.
Iraq and Stateless Reconstruction
It is difficult to overstate the extent to which neoliberal ideology and imperial ambitions guided the
invasion and reconstruction of Iraq; indeed, the invasion served as a key feature in the militaryindustrial-intelligence complex’s shift from Cold War expenditures to “the transnational ‘war on
terror,’ which has further extended and sustained the permanent war economy” (Duncan and Coyne
2013:234). From the very beginning a strong emphasis was put on downplaying the wants and needs
of Iraqi citizens in favor of the liberalization of labor and capital markets (Yousif 2006), leaving
Iraq’s economy as one of the most unregulated in the world (Klein 2007; Muttitt 2012; Schwartz
2008). Indeed, as Barbara (2008) argues, states such as Iraq have afforded prime opportunities for
neoliberal ideologies to be tested, and such efforts have “uniformly failed” (p. 309). These efforts
have failed so spectacularly because of the important role the nation-state continues to play in the
development, organization, and maintenance of power arrangements.
It is further important to understand the context in which such neoliberal policies are being
enacted, as this endeavor to create such a weak state marks a dramatic departure in life experiences
for the average Iraqi. Before the first U.S.-led invasion of Iraq in 1991, Iraq was one of the most
educated, progressive, and prosperous states in the entire region (Byman 2003). While the crippling
economic and material restrictions placed upon Iraq by the U.S.-led sanctions destroyed wide swaths
of the Iraqi economy (Muttitt 2012), even this interbellum period was relatively prosperous compared to the neoliberal “shock doctrine” (Klein 2007) of the invasion, which “magnified the sense of
gain and loss in society at large, and delegitimized the reform process” (Yousif 2006:497).
The neoliberal nature of the invasion means an extreme aversion to most forms of state funding;
contemporary Iraq has few taxes, the starving of the state means there is no safety net for the
30–40 percent of Iraqi citizens who remain unemployed, and little reconstruction money is going to
Iraqi firms or citizens, instead filling the pockets of multinational contractors (Cockburn 2014;
Muttitt 2012; Yousif 2006). This represents a stark contrast to the experience of the Iraqi people
under the Hussein regime, which heavily invested in infrastructure and an extensive welfare system
in an attempt to purchase loyalty (Muttitt 2012). The contrast is even more severe in the area of
crime control and public order, as the Hussein dictatorship employed a large and highly trained
police force to maintain despotic order. The new neoliberal order, however, has proven unwilling to
continue even minimal levels of funding for public goods (Wozniak 2017b), leaving large stretches of
the nation without any effective government or crime control. This government vacuum has led Iraq
to quickly develop one of the highest rates of interpersonal crime in the world (Özerdem 2010) in
tandem with incredibly high unemployment levels and severe lack of basic necessities.
Yet the neoliberal invasion of Iraq, and the resistance it experienced, are not simply economic
phenomenon, but carry important implications for the political stability and legitimacy of the
nascent Iraqi state. Beyond its myopic economic view, the neoliberal model further privileges the
civil and political participation of a very narrow segment of the population, which undermines “the
importance of structures for full economic and social participation” (Nascimento 2011:45). For while
a neoliberal economic model can in part be implemented in democratic societies, “authoritarian
conditions are required for the implementation of its true vision” (Klein 2007:11).
From its beginning, the invasion and reconstruction relied heavily on private and foreign
contractors to the point where even once Iraqis are placed in charge of the various operations of
government and the economy, they would be unable to function without continued U.S. funding and
logistics (Schwartz 2008). Indeed, as Muttitt (2012) argues, the reconstruction should be understood
as a “hollowing out” of Iraq’s public institutions, such that “the desires and opinions of Iraqis would
be unattainable and the parliament and even the government in crucial respects irrelevant” (p. 157).
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Much of the fraud, waste, and mismanagement of various reconstruction efforts is less of a problem
of oversight or auditing than it is part of the wider plan to not only reshape the Iraqi economy, but
just as importantly, to further dismantle the Iraqi state and destroy any remaining credibility of the
public sector (Schwartz 2008; Whyte 2007).
Finally, that the imperial ambitions behind these neoliberal policies are designed to benefit the
U.S. and its coalition partners, often at the direct expense of the Iraqi people, is not lost upon the
Iraqi people (NDI 2015; Wozniak 2017a). Although the United States initially enjoyed some support
throughout the nation for the deposing of Saddam Hussein, this was quickly undercut by their
support for politicians with little-to-no popular support, ranging from their early support for
Achmad Chalabi and the largely discredited Iraqi National Congress to their continued support
for politicians such as former Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, who has been accused of dictatorial
ambitions himself and who never enjoyed any serious level of legitimacy among the Iraqi people
(Dodge 2013).
IS and the Problem with Neoliberal Reconstruction
The failures of the reconstruction of Iraq demonstrate not only the problem with neoliberal reconstruction paradigms and the imperial ambitions of the United States (Wozniak 2017a, 2017b) but the
continued importance of the state in organizing power relations. As Wennmann (2009) argues, legitimate political organizations need to fulfill three core functions of security, welfare, and representation,
and “security seems to stand apart in that it is a precondition for both welfare and representation” (p.
434). This is especially the case in state reconstruction as recent research has demonstrated security
concerns are of central importance to the public, much more so than procedural justice and other such
markers found to be the basis of legitimacy in stable democracies (Jackson et al. 2014).
This is in line with literature arguing that modern democratic regimes need both legitimacy and
effectiveness (Call 2011) to garner the support of their populations, but for states undergoing
reconstruction, effectiveness is the much greater concern, as the “transparent and effective delivery”
(Sung 2004:112) of political goods legitimizes new political systems. In nations such as contemporary
Iraq, transparent delivery of political and economic goods will play a key role in establishing
stability, because as Allen (2010) argues, without such effective delivery “there are no motivations
for sub-state groups to shift allegiance and salience of identity to the national level” (p. 423). Indeed,
it’s possible to witness this phenomenon in real time, as currently most Iraqis turn to private militias,
rather than police, when confronted with crime (Kirkpatrick 2014).
This is compounded since there will almost always be a time gap between the dismantling of the
old regime and the successful implementation of alternatives. The resulting law-enforcement
vacuum will nearly always be filled by non-state actors who will only be displaced when the
legitimate state develops the capacity to provide safety and security. As Goldsmith (2003) argues,
while it is well within reason to fear the resurrection of state repression through new security forces,
what is often ignored is the danger of state neglect of security needs. As a means of comparison,
Baker (2007) notes that Uganda was able to avoid the problems of the security vacuum through
expedited introduction of a new state policing regime post conflict, whereas Sierra Leone was slow in
introducing a new police force and was besotted with non-state violent actors filling that function.
When state reconstruction is carried out by people who are actively opposed to the existence of
state power and continually seeking to undermine the possibility of a legitimately free and democratic state (Klein 2007; Muttitt 2012), the problem of the security vacuum is compounded as the
weak states created in these efforts create a market for alternative security forces with safety and
security becoming the domain of criminal organizations (Goldsmith 2003; Sung 2004). The neoliberal invasion has led to the creation of an incredibly weak Iraqi state that exists almost in name alone
with a police force incapable of providing meaningful crime control or security (Wozniak 2017a). As
such, violent non-state actors have seized the opportunity to fill this state and security vacuum
(Hassan 2014; Wozniak 2017b).
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Given the insistence of the U.S.-led coalition on as weak a state as possible, it should not be surprising
that Iraq struggles to maintain necessary state services, policing being one notable example. Currently,
Iraqi police fall far short of the best practices outlined in the scholarly literature on the subject (Bayley
2006; Ellison and Pino 2012; Goldsmith and Dinnen 2007); the force is hampered by severe shortages of
funding and equipment (Wozniak 2017b), training is neither thorough nor in-depth and departs little
operational knowledge (Wozniak 2017a), and the institution of the force involved no consultation with
local populations (Schwartz 2008). As a result, the force is neither trusted by the citizenry (NDI 2015) nor
able to provide stability and security.
Among the many non-state actors within Iraq who have arisen to fulfill these important functions
the state cannot, the case of IS is especially instructive. IS has consciously used their ability to fill the
void left by the absence of a legitimate government to build their organization, similar to how the
Taliban exploited the lack of security and government resources in Afghanistan to build their bases
of power (Braithwaite and Wardak 2013; Rubin 2006). Such organizations run a “parallel administration” (Yousif 2006), stepping into power vacuums to provide security and other government
services in exchange for compliance.
The rapid growth of IS from a small branch of Al Qaeda to an organization controlling large
portions of Iraq and commanding billions of dollars (Chulov 2014) stands as powerful testament to
the role of the state in organizing power relations. The ability of IS to gain control of territory and
demand loyalty from its followers is due to many factors; for instance, one cannot overstate their
ruthless employment of lethal force. Moreover, they have been able to exploit widespread anger over
the Shia-dominated government and its continued cooperation with the United States and have
anchored their operations in sympathetic Sunni areas (Cockburn 2014; Mahmood 2015). But their
growth is also dependent upon filling the state vacuum, as IS provides resources and living stipends
for those within its territories (Camabanis 2014; Mahmood 2015; Malik et al. 2015) and provides the
crime control Iraqi police cannot (Cockburn 2014; Malik et al. 2015).
Aside from claiming the mantle of statehood in the very name of their organization, the rise of IS is
edifying for how forcefully it demonstrates the continued relevance of the state in organizing power
relations, even in an era of neoliberal globalization. Despite arguments that power has become
a consensual enterprise of interdependent relationships divorced from the state, the experience of Iraq
and the rise of IS challenge this narrative. It was not consensual stateless power arrangements that arose
to fill the void left by the dysfunctional Iraqi state but rather a criminal terror organization, exercising
quite non-consensual power relations while explicitly attempting to build their own state.

Revisiting the State
None of this is to suggest a static view of the state but rather to echo Jessop (2002): We should resist
“the idealistic and erroneous impression that expansion of nongovernmental regimes implies that
the state is no longer necessary” (p. 207). Such theorizing fails to understand the central role the state
continues to play in organizing and maintaining power structures, as the state is the mechanism for
combining material structures and political superstructures into a leading class to justify and
maintain dominance while winning the active consent of those over whom it rules (Gramsci 1971;
Litowitz 2000; Silva and de Meneses. 2010). As such, globalization and the rise of nongovernmental
forces do not portend a new form of power in which the state is irrelevant but rather reflect the class
contradictions within national power blocs shaped by neoliberalism and neoimperialism. At their
base, these phenomena are inextricably linked to the nation-state and work in its service, for
although the state is only one institutionalized social formation among many, it is uniquely charged
with maintaining the cohesion of class-divided social formations (Jessop 2002).
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Neoliberalism, the State, and Coercive Force
While Robinson (2007), Robinson (2011) argues that nation-states are in the process of being captured
by transnational capitalist forces and are more and more orienting their actions to serve the interests of
global, rather than local, accumulation processes, such an argument ignores a significant amount of
empirical evidence to the contrary. As Schwarz (2005) notes, global liberal economic order can only rest
upon strong states with enforcement capacities, as Iraq and other weak states are attracting neither
foreign investment nor international firms. Furthermore, the invasion of Iraq, with the reluctance or
outright refusal of many major states to participate, points strongly to an enduring intercapitalist rivalry
far more so than a connected, consensual transnational capitalist class.
Theorizing about the transnational capitalist class and the consensual nature of neoliberalism has
incorrectly minimized the central role of coercion and militarism in not only the history of
capitalism broadly, but in the recent push toward instilling neoliberal policies around the globe
(Egan 2007). Indeed, where neoliberal ideology has not succeeded through more subtle political or
economic pressures, the United States has been perfectly willing to impose it through the use of
direct, sustained force (Go 2011; Klein 2007; Wozniak 2017a). This willingness to use force in the
advancement of such an agenda, and the opposition to it by others, reveals much about the current
role of the nation-state in the organization of power.
As Jessop (2002) reminds us, transnational regimes and institutions will only receive the support of
nation-states “to the extent that they are consistent with national interests” (p. 193). The invasion of Iraq
lays bare this process in multiple ways; witness how the United States initially sought the approval of the
United Nations (UN) for the invasion, only to reject the role of the UN when support was not forthcoming (BBC 2004). This also helps explain why nations such as France, Germany, and Russia so
strongly opposed the invasion, as the neoliberal openings of the new Iraq were available only to firms
with strong ties to coalition members, thus shutting out the economic interests of these competing states
(Dobbins 2009; Go 2011; Harvey 2003). While the direct goal of the invasion was the establishment of an
obedient client state (Wozniak 2017a), the broader target included “advanced capitalist competitors as
well as countries likely to emerge as competitors in the near future” (Egan 2007:103).
The use of extreme force to implement and maintain neoliberalism is evident not only in the
invasion of a sovereign nation but in the continued use of force to ensure the dominance of
a neoliberal agenda throughout the reconstruction of Iraq. As Glassman (2005) notes, it is
a mistake to read the contemporary neoliberal movement as simply anti-statist and in favor of
deregulation. In examining the actual performance of neoliberal regimes, it is clear that the “rolling
back” of the state is often achieved through the “rolling out” of state security forces, as efforts to
create neoliberal restructuring in places such as Iraq have relied heavily on military intervention and
the creation of police states (Glassman 2005; Klein 2007).
Indeed, even as capital demands the state stand aside in the economic sphere other than to
enforce trade rights, it often “calls on government to strengthen its police forces at home as well as
abroad” (Aronowitz 2002:282). Gramsci (1971) argues that it is impossible to govern without the
consent of the governed, and this principle “extends to all actions demanding sacrifice” (p. 245), such
as submitting to the demands of neoliberal austerity. Neither the coalition nor the Iraqi government
are successfully enacting this form of leadership, as evidenced by the extremely negative opinions of
the majority of Iraqis toward both (NDI 2015). Indeed, until supranational political regimes develop
both some form of governmental powers and some measure of popular legitimacy, the state will by
necessity remain central to the organization and operation of power due to its role in providing
security, welfare, and representation (Jessop 2002; Wennmann 2009).

Conclusion
This paper argues for a continued role of the state in our understanding of how power is developed and
maintained in global neoliberalism. Rather than having been eclipsed by international organizations or
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a transnational capitalist class, I argue the state maintains an important role in contemporary power
arrangements, and that to ignore this role has both negative political and theoretical ramifications (cf.
Aronowitz and Bratsis 2002a). Although certainly allowing for the notion that the operation of state
power is highly contested and constantly changing (Jessop 2002), even extremely powerful non-state
organizations rely upon both the ideological support and military might of powerful nation-states, and
the dictates of these non-state organizations align closely with the wishes of segments of the capitalist
classes of these nations (Pozo-Martin 2006; Silva and de Meneses. 2010).
The neoliberal invasion and occupation of Iraq demonstrate this continued role of the state quite
forcefully. Proponents of theories which posit globalization and the rise of a transnational capitalist class
(Deleuze and Guattari 1983; Hardt and Negri 2000; Robinson 2011) ignore the fact that globalization is
not something that is simply happening but rather has arisen through the economic pressures and
military interventions of powerful states such as the United States. As Silva and de Meneses. (2010) notes,
the new concentration of power within transnational capital is not at the detriment of the state, but rather
simply finds the state “taking responsibility for the interests of the dominant capital” (p. 63). Indeed, the
United States has repeatedly used its military might to force “open door imperialism” (Williams 1959) on
a variety of nations (Aronowitz 2002; Go 2011; Harvey 2003). Iraq is but the latest example of this use of
military force to support the “permanent war economy” (Duncan and Coyne 2013) of the United States,
which seeks to overcome the domestic limits of capitalist reproduction through the repeated invasion
and colonization of resource-rich nations (Harvey 2003).
The wholesale failure of the invasion and occupation to produce a functioning Iraqi state points to
the importance of the state as a central repository of power and leadership (Gramsci 1971). Those
leading the reconstruction sought to build as weak a state as possible, “hollowing out” (Muttitt 2012)
the existing Iraqi state to destroy any credibility of the public sector (Klein 2007; Whyte 2007) and
allowing for the creation of a compliant client state (Go 2011; Harvey 2003). As a result, the current
Iraqi government is trusted neither by the citizens of Iraq (NDI 2015) nor its own security forces
(Wozniak 2017a). This absence of a legitimated state providing welfare and security for the Iraqi
people has directly fueled the rise of IS, which has exploited the lack of security and material goods in
this stateless vacuum to successfully build their own alternative state within Iraq. Without some form
of national identity built around the state, even in Iraq where the unity of the nation is an historic
fiction created by outside forces, people have no incentive to shift their loyalty and identity to the state
instead of religious sects or ethnic enclaves (Aminzade 2013; Cockburn 2014; Smart 2011).
This centrality of the state to the production of legitimacy and the creation of hegemonic rule is missed
not only by postmodern and poststructuralist thinkers, but even those who retain a privileged position for
the state in their analysis of power. While Skocpol (1979) correctly sees the state as an important actor, she
rejects the role of legitimacy in explaining the outcomes of social revolutions. Ironically, her discussion of
the distinctive utilitarian nature of Chinese egalitarianism in explaining the rise of Maoist tendencies and
the success of the Chinese revolution bears a distinct resemble to a Gramscian understanding of the
creation of hegemonic leadership. Skocpol notes that Chinese communists used “a mixture of persuasion,
group manipulation, and small doses of coercion” (1979:278), thus allowing Chinese peasants to see
“direct links between politically directed and collectively based projects and the welfare of their own
families and villages” (p. 270). What is being described here are the material and ideological roots of
legitimacy as well as precisely what the United States and coalition forces have not done in Iraq, which is
central to explaining the ongoing difficulty of the nation to establish stability and hegemony.
The striking multitudinous similarities between the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, occurring at a time
when the state is to have been eclipsed as a center of power arrangements, and the British invasion of
Iraq, which was a direct example of statist colonialism, speaks to this continued centrality of the state in
power arrangements broadly and in establishing and maintaining legitimacy and hegemonic leadership
specifically. As opposed to what has been posited by postmodern and poststructuralist theorists, the
invasion and reconstruction of Iraq were not at the behest of some sort of vague non-state capital or the
result of consensual power arrangements, but rather a powerful state directly imposing their will on
a weaker state to benefit themselves and their allies. Indeed, it is incredibly difficult to parse the continued
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need of the United States to invade sovereign nations such as Iraq, the resistance of other major world
powers to this invasion, the failure of the nascent Iraqi state to establish legitimacy or exercise leadership,
or the attempts of IS to build their own rival nation without pointing to the necessary role of the state in
creating, maintaining, and legitimating the operation of power.
Beyond the theoretical implications of recognizing the state as a central repository of legitimacy
and hegemonic leadership, thereby making it a central component to the organization and operation
of power arrangements within neoliberal globalization and neoimperialism, this argument implies
a number of policy positions. As Iraq is but one of several Middle Eastern nations in which the
United States is involved in state reconstruction (Dobbins 2009; Gaddis 2004; Go 2011), there is
a danger the mistakes and problems of the Iraqi reconstruction will be repeated elsewhere. While the
conventional wisdom surrounding the invasion and reconstruction of Iraq is that it has “‘failed’ due
to incompetence and technical matters” (Dodge 2009:255), this article demonstrates the problems
are not so simple as poor planning or technical deficits. Rather, the problems encountered during the
invasion and occupation, especially the rise of powerful non-state actors with the ability to challenge
the Iraqi state both militarily and ideologically, stem from failing to recognize the central role of
a legitimated hegemonic state in this process. Unless further interventions recognize the need to
build not only a functioning state but one which is capable of drawing the necessary consent of the
people over whom it hopes to rule, Iraq-like quagmires will be incredibly difficult to avoid.
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