Afterword

The National Security Strategy (NSS) announced in September 2002, and its immediate
implementation in Iraq, have been widely regarded as a watershed in international affairs. “The
new approach is revolutionary,” Henry Kissinger wrote.' It undermines the 17th century
Westphalian system of international order, and of course the UN Charter and international law.
Kissinger approved of the doctrine but with reservations about style and tactics, and with a
crucial qualification: it cannot be “a universal principle available to every nation.” Rather, the
right of aggression must be reserved to the United States, perhaps delegated to chosen clients.
We must forcefully reject the most elementary of moral truisms: the principle of universality.
Kissinger is to be praised for his honesty in forthrightly articulating prevailing doctrine, usually
concealed in professions of virtuous intent and tortured legalisms.

Arthur Schlesinger agreed that the doctrine and implementation were “revolutionary,” but for
different reasons. As the first bombs fell on Baghdad, he recalled Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s
words when Japan bombed Pearl Harbor on “a date which will live in infamy.” Now it is
Americans who live in infamy, Schlesinger continued, as their government adopts the policies of
imperial Japan. He added that George W. Bush had succeeded in converting a “global wave of
sympathy” for the United States to a “global wave of hatred of American arrogance and
militarism.” A year later, not surprisingly, “discontent with America and its policies ha[d]
intensified rather than diminished,” the Pew Research Center found. Even in Britain support for
the war had declined by a third. And among Latin American elites—the most pro-US element in
the region that has the longest experience with US policies—opposition to Bush reached 87
percent, 98 percent in Brazil, and almost as high in Mexico.”

As also anticipated, the war increased the threat of terror. Surveying attitudes in the Muslim
world, Middle East expert Fawaz Gerges found that “It’s simply unbelievable how the war has
revived the appeal of a global jihadi Islam that was in real decline after 9-11.” Recruitment for
the al-Qaeda networks increased, reaching more “menacing” sectors, while Iraq itself became a
“terrorist haven” for the first time, also suffering its first suicide attacks since the 13th century.
Suicide attacks worldwide for the year 2003 reached the highest level in modern times.’
Substantial specialist opinion believes that the war led to the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD), also as plredic‘[ed.4

In the Mideast, Gerges reports, “Far from empowering the democrats or the reformists, the war
in Iraq has supplied more ammunition to militant elements and alienated moderate secular and
Muslim public opinion.” The outcome ““is something deadlier than the worst scenario sketched
by ‘liberal pessimists’,” Mideast specialist Dilip Hiro writes: “The Anglo-American invasion of
Iraq has led to an alliance of Arab nationalism with Islamist militancy, a most powerful
compound with serious implications for the rest of the Arab Middle East.”

Blair, Bush, and company claimed that they had to invade Iraq because its WMD and ties to
terror posed an “existential threat”—which they chose, deliberately, to intensify.

As the anniversary of the invasion approached, New York’s Grand Central Station was patrolled
by police with flak jackets and submachine guns, a reaction to the March 11 Madrid bombings



that killed 200 people in Europe’s worst terrorist crime. The year 2003 had ended with an
unprecedented terror alert in the United States. Immediately after the Madrid bombing, Spain
voted out the government that had gone to war against the will of an overwhelming majority.
Spanish voters were bitterly condemned for appeasing terrorism by voting to withdraw troops
from Iraq in the absence of UN authorization—that is, for adopting a position similar to that of
Americans, 70 percent of whom say the UN should “take the lead to work with Iraqis to write a
new constitution and build a new democratic government,” and since April 2003 had called for
the UN to take the leading role in “civil order and economic reconstruction” in Iraq. The US
figures are particularly noteworthy in the light of the fact that popular opinion is scarcely
reported, the views expressed receive little articulate support, and the issues do not appear on the
electoral agenda; unlike Spain, in all of these respects. Still more noteworthy is that the views of
Amerigans are held despite remarkable misperceptions about the war, probably unique in the
world.

Five months after he triumphantly declared victory in a carefully staged extravaganza on the
aircraft carrier Abraham Lincoln, Bush assured the American people that “The world is safer
today because, in Iraqg, our coalition ended a regime that cultivated ties to terror while it built
weapons of mass destruction.”’” Similar messages have regularly been produced since, for
example, by National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice in January 2004." The president’s
handlers and speech writers know that every word is false, but they also know that the most
outlandish lies can become Truth, if repeated loudly and insistently enough. Those with some
concern about the future may prefer a more sober evaluation.

There is a broad consensus of specialist opinion on how to reduce the threat of terro—keeping
here to the subcategory that is doctrinally acceptable, their terror against us—and also on how to
incite further terrorist atrocities, which, sooner or later, may become truly horrendous: linking of
terror and WMD is only a matter of time. The consensus is well articulated by Jason Burke in his
study of the al-Qaeda phenomenon,’ the most detailed and informed investigation of this loose
array of radical Islamists, mostly by now independent, for whom bin Laden is hardly more than a
symbol, and who may well be a more dangerous one after he is killed, becoming a martyr who
will inspire others to join his cause The role of the current incumbents, during their Reaganite
phase, in creating the radical Islamist networks is well known. Less familiar is their tolerance of
Pakistan’s slide toward radical Islamist extremism under the rule of one of the many brutal
dictators they supported, Zia al-Hugq, and their willingness to look away while their ally was
developing nuclear weapons; Reagan annually endorsed the pretense that Pakistan was not
developing them, and his successors paid little attention while Pakistan’s leading proliferator,
now tapped on the wrist, was carrying out what appears to be the world’s most extraordinary
nuclear smuggling enterprise."

As Burke reviews, bin Laden was created as a symbol, and al-Qaeda was virtually created as
well, by Clinton’s 1998 bombing of the Sudan and Afghanistan, which led to a sharp increase in
support, recruitment, and financing for the virtually unknown al-Qaeda, and also forged close
relations between bin Laden and the Taliban, previously cool or hostile."!

We might tarry at this point to look into the mirror, often a useful exercise. We learn a lot about
Western civilization by observing the reaction to the bombing in Sudan, which led to tens of



thousands of deaths according to the only credible estimates—perhaps less, perhaps more. It was
known of course that the bombing would probably lead to a humanitarian catastrophe, as Human
Rights Watch warned at once, giving good reasons. Investigations are sparse, and interest non-
existent, apart from fury when the matter is raised. The reaction might be different if the major
producer of pharmaceutical supplies had been destroyed by a terrorist attack in the United States,
Canada, Israel, or some other place that matters.

The reaction in this case is conventional. No notice is taken when a prominent historian refers in
passing to “the elimination of hundreds of thousands of native people” in the conquest of the
national territory. Imagine the reaction to a comparable reference in the German press to “the
elimination of hundreds of thousands of Jews.” Probably few would even understand why the
comparison is apt.'? The scale of deaths in Washington’s Indochina wars is unknown within
millions. Median judgments of Vietnamese deaths are a few percent of the official figures, let
alone the actual ones. The effects of US chemical warfare in South Vietnam are of slight
concern, apart from American soldiers—serious enough, but a minuscule fraction of what was
suffered by South Vietnamese. There is no interest in the discovery by Western scientists that use
of highly carcinogenic dioxin was at twice the level reported, more than ten times the intensity of
domestic use, with more than 600,000 victims according to Vietnamese studies, leaving
hideously deformed fetuses in Saigon hospitals and children with horrible malformations, some
born well after the crimes were stopped. We can be confident that the graphic account by one of
the worl%’s leading photojournalists will not be a best-seller among those responsible for the
atrocity.

The tenth anniversary of the Rwandan genocide has been marked by justified horror, not only
about the events, but also the unwillingness of the West, Clinton in particular, to act to mitigate
the slaughter—though that is far from the whole story. There are easy ways to test the depth and
character of the concern. Every day, more than 3,000 children die in southern Aftrica from
malaria, probably two or three times that many from other easily treatable diseases. It would cost
pennies to save them. That is several 9-11s every day among children alone, just in Africa,
economist Jeffrey Sachs writes, attempting to arouse concern about the slaughter. The Rwandan
genocide, according to the official account, lasted about 100 days. Simple arithmetic tells us that
while lamenting the genocide, we watch a Rwanda-style massacre daily, and not just for 100
days, while deploring our failure to act ten years ago. And this case is far easier to deal with. It
requires only bribing pharmaceutical corporations, not sending troops. But it is our crime, easily
preventable, going on every day, so it is off the agenda."*

Clients receive the same exemption from culpability or concern. In the first month of the current
Intifada, the death toll was four Israelis and 75 Palestinians, many killed by US helicopters
attacking civilian complexes. Clinton sent the largest shipment of new military helicopters in a
decade as the first reports of their use appeared, but the press kept silent. Journalist Amira Hass
has sought to compile the figures for the five months ending in February 2004. These are exact
for Israelis, uncertain for those under military occupation. The IDF reports 27 Israeli civilians
and 67 soldiers killed; the best estimate for Palestinians is 1,230. In the Gaza Strip, 940
Palestinians were killed, including 81 women and 344 children under the age of 18. Israel’s
“targeted assassinations” killed 46 suspects and eighty passersby “killed with ‘pinpoint
prevention.” "



Which ones register in the conscience of those who provide the arms and diplomatic support for
the occupation?

Similarly, the scale of Iraqi casualties is unknown. A British medical group estimated the toll in
the tens of thousands by November 2003, also reporting increase in maternal mortality rates and
a near doubling of acute malnutrition along with increase in water-borne and vaccine-preventable
diseases. Analysts recognized that the figures can be only “informed guesswork,” because the
matter is too insignificant to investigate.'

The traditional victims often see the world somewhat differently.

After Clinton’s 1998 bombings, the next major contribution to the growth of the al-Qaeda
“network of networks,” and the prominence of bin Laden, was the bombing of Afghanistan,
undertaken without credible pretext as later quietly conceded. As a result, “[T]he language of bin
Laden and his concept of the cosmic struggle has now spread among tens of millions of people,
particularly the young and angry, around the world,” Burke writes, reviewing the sharp increase
in global terror and the creation of “a whole new cadre of terrorists™ enlisted in what they see as
a “titanic battle”: the “cosmic struggle between good and evil,” the “vision” shared by bin Laden
and Bush. As noted, the invasion of Iraq had the same effect, as anticipated.

Reviewing many examples, Burke concludes that “Every use of force is another small victory for
bin Laden”: thanks to Clinton and particularly Bush, bin Laden “is winning,” whether he lives or
dies. Burke’s general conclusions are widely shared by many analysts, including former heads of
Israeli military intelligence and the General Security Services (Shin Bet)."”

New illustrations are recorded regularly. Thus, on March 22, 2004, Israel assassinated the
quadriplegic Sheikh Ahmed Yassin, a revered figure considered by serious analysts to be one of
the more conciliatory figures in the Hamas leadership.'® That set off the anticipated furious
reaction in the region, including massive demonstrations and protest in Iraq. A week later, four
US security contractors were murdered in Fallujah, their corpses desecrated by mob.
Responsibility was taken by the previously unknown “Brigades of Martyr Ahmed Yassin,” who
issued a statement calling the murders “a gift from the people of Fallujah to the people of
Palestine and the family of Sheikh Ahmed Yassin who was assassinated by the criminal
Zionists”—using a US helicopter sent to them with the foreknowledge that it will be used for
such purposes. That led to a murderous assault by US marines, killing hundreds of people and
contributing to a sudden spread of violence throughout much of Iraq that for the first time united
Sunni and Shi’ite resistance to the occupying army."”

Once again, Ariel Sharon has demonstrated that his arm is long, with Washington’s assistance.
The Yassin assassination was another “victory for bin Laden,” and for those on all sides who are
yearning for a “cosmic struggle.”

There is also a broad consensus on the proper reaction to terror, at least on the part of those who
prefer to reduce the threat rather than to strike heroic poses. It is two-pronged: directed at the
terrorists themselves, and at the reservoir of potential support. The terrorists see themselves as a



vanguard, seeking to mobilize others. The appropriate response to their actions is police work,
which has been successful, in Germany, Indonesia, Pakistan, and elsewhere. That includes cut-
back of financing, which has also been successful, though it is no simple task. US
counterterrorism specialists report that they knew well that IRA terror was financed in the United
States, sometimes indirectly through collections in churches, but did not stop it and doubt that
they could have, though such measures are now being demanded of Saudi Arabia, and
substantially carried out, it appears.”’

More important is the broad constituency the vanguard is seeking to reach, including people who
may fear and even hate them but nevertheless see them as fighting for a cause that is right and
just. This is a potential reservoir of support that we can choose to mobilize by violence, or can
support along constructive paths by addressing the “myriad grievances,” many quite legitimate,
that are “the root causes of modern Islamic militancy,” Burke writes. “A first line of defense”
against terror, Atran adds, “is to understand and act on the root causes of terrorism to reduce
drastically the receptivity of potential recruits to the message and methods of terror-sponsoring
organizations, mostly through political, economic, and social action programs.... The basis of
community support for organizations that sponsor terrorism needs to be the prime long-term
focus of U.S. policymakers and others who are interested in combating the threat such
organizations pose.” That requires “denying support to discredited governments and making
maximum efforts to end the conflict in the Palestinian territories, whose daily images of violence
engender global Muslim resentment.””' Efforts such as these can significantly reduce the threat
of terror, and should be undertaken independently of this goal.

Violence can succeed, as we know very well from the conquest of the national territory. But at
terrible cost. It can also provoke greater violence in response, and often does. Inciting terror is
not the only case. Others are even more hazardous.

In February 2004, Russia carried out its largest military exercises in two decades, prominently
exhibiting advanced WMD. General Baluyevsky informed the press that the Americans “are
trying to make nuclear weapons an instrument of solving military tasks, [to] lower the threshold
of nuclear weapons use. Shouldn’t we react to that...? I’'m sure that we should, and we are doing
that.” He cited Bush administration plans to develop low-yield nuclear weapons. That is “an
extremely dangerous tendency that is undermining global and regional stability,” Russian
Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov and his associates warned, “lowering the threshold for actual
use.” Russia can scarcely be unaware that the new “bunker busters” are designed to target the
high-level nuclear command bunkers, hidden inside mountains, that control their nuclear arsenal
(strategic analyst Bruce Blair). Ivanov warned further that “American development of new types
of nuclear weapons, armed actions that bypass the U.N. Security Council and anti-Russian
attitudes inside NATO could force his nation to adopt tougher defense measures”—meaning
offensive weapons. Ivanov and Russian generals report that they will match US escalation of
nuclear and other offensive forces, and that they are now deploying “the most advanced state-of-
the-art missile in the world,” perhaps systems that would be next to impossible to destroy, which
“would be very alarming to the Pentagon,” former Assistant Defense Secretary Phil Coyle says.
US analysts suspect that Russia may also be duplicating US development of a hypersonic Cruise
Vehicle that can re-enter the atmosphere from space and launch devastating attacks on command



bunkers and other targets without warning, part of US plans to reduce reliance on overseas bases
or the need to negotiate access to air routes.

US analysts estimate that Russian military expenditures may have tripled during the Bush-Putin
years, in large measure a predicted reaction to Bush administration militancy and aggressiveness.
Putin and Ivanov indicated that they too would adopt the Bush doctrine of “preemptive strike,”
meaning aggression at will—the “revolutionary” new doctrine of the NSS. They also “added a
key detail, saying that military force can be used if there is an attempt to limit Russia’s access to
regions that are essential to its survival,” thus adopting the Clinton doctrine that the US is
entitled to resort to “unilateral use of military power” to ensure “uninhibited access to key
markets, energy supplies and strategic resources.” Russia also “moved to make dozens of
previously stored multi-warhead SS-19 ICBMs combat-ready.”

The world “is a much more insecure place” now that Russia has decided to follow the US lead,
said Fiona Hill, Russia scholar and senior fellow at the Brookings Institution: “You can’t expect
to reserve that right exclusively for yourself.” Now, “the cat is out of the bag.... The Russians are
following suit, and presumably other countries will follow suit.”**

These reactions to US militancy pose an enormous threat to the United States, and the world. In
the past, Russian automated response systems have come within a few minutes of launching a
nuclear strike, barely aborted by human intervention. By now the systems have deteriorated. US
systems allow three minutes for human judgment after computers warn of a missile attack, a
regular event, followed by a 30-second presidential briefing. The Pentagon has also found
serious flaws in computer security systems, which might allow terrorist hackers to seize control
and simulate a launch—*“an accident waiting to happen,” Blair writes.”” The dangers are being
consciously escalated by the threat and use of violence.

Concern is not eased by the recent discovery that US presidents have been “systematically
misinformed” about the effects of nuclear war, with the level of destruction “severely
underestimated” because of lack of systematic oversight of the “insulated bureaucracies” that
provide analyses of “limited and ‘winnable’ nuclear war,” leading to “institutional myopia [that]
can be catastrophic,””® much more so than failures and manipulation of intelligence on Iraq.

The Bush administration announced deployment of the first stages of a missile defense system in
summer 2004. This was criticized as a “completely political” gesture employing untested
technology at huge expense.”” A more appropriate criticism is that the system might work, or at
least look as if it might; in the logic of nuclear war, what counts is perception, not reality. US
planners and potential targets agree that missile defense is a first-strike weapon, intended to
provide more freedom for aggression. And they know how the United States responded to
Russia’s deployment of a very limited ABM system in 1968: by targeting it with nuclear
weapons to ensure that any defense would be instantly overwhelmed. Reviewing recently
declassified records on the US response, strategic analysts warn that current US plans will not
only provoke a Russian response but a more significant Chinese reaction, since “the credibility
of its nuclear retaliatory deterrent will be fundamentally challenged.” History and the logic of
deterrence “remind us that missile defense systems are potent drivers of offensive nuclear



planning,” and the Bush initiative will be no different, again raising the threat to Americans and
to the world.*®

China’s predicted reaction may set off a ripple effect through India, Pakistan, and beyond. Less
discussed, but no less important, is the threat emanating from West Asia. Israel’s nuclear
capacities, far beyond any regional power and complemented by other WMD, are described as
“dangerous in the extreme” by the former head of the US Strategic Command, General Lee
Butler, not only because of the threat they pose but also because they stimulate proliferation. The
United States is now increasing the threat. Israel’s air force is already larger and technologically
more advanced than that of any NATO power (the US excepted), according to IDF analysts.
Washington is now providing the IDF air force with more than 100 advanced jet bombers, F-
161’s, for which there is no credible defensive need. This is the biggest purchase in the history of
the state. The dispatch of these planes is accompanied by prominent announcements that the
planes can reach Iran and return, and that they are an advanced version of the US planes that
Israel used to destroy Iraq’s nuclear reactor in 1981—an attack commonly depicted as having
inhibited Saddam Hussein’s nuclear weapons program, though it was known almost at once, and
has since been confirmed, that the attack led to the initiation of a serious nuclear weapons
program, in the usual cycle of violence provoking more extreme violence. The Israeli press adds
further that the United States is providing the IDF air force with “ ‘special’ weaponry” (“himush
‘myuhad’”’). Though these “secret leaks™ are restricted to the Hebrew press, there can be little
doubt that Iranian and other intelligence services are watching closely, and probably giving a
worst case analysis: that these might be nuclear weapons. The leaks and the provision of F-16I’s
may be intended to rattle the Iranian leadership, perhaps to provoke them to some action that can
be used as a pretext for an attack.”’

The “revolutionary” NSS was formally announced along with the virtual declaration of war
against Iraq and the instructions to the Security Council that they could be “relevant” by
endorsing what the United States would do anyway, or be a debating society. To be taken
seriously, and to be soberly portrayed by specialists as a “new norm in international relations,” a
doctrine must be implemented. The most prominent implementation was the invasion of Iraq.
Much less publicized but perhaps more ominous was the immediate acceleration of the
aggressive military posture. The United States moved at once to terminate negotiations on an
enforceable bioweapons treaty, and to block international efforts to ban biowarfare and
militarization of space, in the latter case adopting the stance that had paralyzed the UN
disarmament commission during the Clinton years. The Air Force Space Command at once
announced far-reaching programs to move from “control” of space, which “means superiority in
information and significant force enhancement,” to “ownership” of space, which “may mean
instant engagement anywhere in the world”—putting any part of the world at risk of instant
destruction, thanks to sophisticated global surveillance and lethal offensive weaponry in space.*
A year later, at the UN General Assembly meetings in fall 2003, the United States voted alone
against implementation of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and alone with its new ally India
against steps toward the total elimination of nuclear weapons. The United States voted alone
against “observance of environmental norms in the drafting and implementation of disarmament
and arms control agreements,” and voted alone with Israel and Micronesia against steps to
prevent nuclear proliferation in the Middle East—the pretext for invading Iraq. A resolution to



prevent militarization of space passed 174 to 0, with four abstentions: the United States, Israel,
Micronesia, Marshall Islands.’’ A negative US vote or abstention amounts to a double veto: the
resolution is blocked, and is eliminated from reporting and history.

Bush planners know as well as others that the resort to force and their militaristic and aggressive
posture increase the threat of terror and the risk of catastrophe. They do not desire these
outcomes, but assign them low priority in comparison to the international and domestic agendas
they make little attempt to conceal.

The NSS has ample precedents, going back to the early days of World War II. But Kissinger was
right to call it “revolutionary,” not so much in content as in style and implementation. It elicited
unprecedented popular protest around the world, including economic and foreign policy elites, at
home as well. The main establishment journal, Foreign Affairs, at once criticized this “new
imperial grand strategy” as a danger to the United States and the world. Others agreed, across a
broad range. But the criticism, rather like Kissinger’s, was on narrow grounds. As Clinton’s
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright explained in Foreign Affairs, every administration has a
similar doctrine, but it is “quietly held in reserve,” to be used when needed. It is a mistake to
smash the world in the face with brazen arrogance, and to implement the doctrine in ways that
arouse antagonism and countermeasures that could be harmful to the interests protected by
Washington.

The critique of the doctrines and implementation is indeed unprecedented, but the broad
acceptance of their fundamental principles is also important to understand. At the extreme, the
respected analyst Andrew Bacevich regards the spectrum as so narrow that politics should be
dismissed with ridicule. In a perceptive analysis of the extremism and near unanimity of the
bipartisan consensus, Stephen Zunes analyzes its import for the Middle East region. Chalmers
Johnson’s critique takes a broader and grimmer view, interpreting it as part of a drift toward
militarism and imperialism that signals an end to the “constitutional republic,” with worse to
come.’> Whatever one’s assessment may be, the stakes are not slight.

The NSS declared that Washington has a “sovereign right to use force to defend ourselves” from
nations that possess WMD and cooperate with terrorists, Colin Powell’s defense of the doctrine
before a hostile audience at the World Economic Forum. As constantly stressed by Powell and
his British counterparts, the “single question” was the one posed by the President: “Has the Iraqi
regime fully and unconditionally disarmed as required by [UN Security Council Resolution]
1441, or has it not?” Bush and associates also made it clear that ridding the country of Saddam
Hussein was not the issue: thus at the Summit meeting on the eve of the invasion, they
announced that the United States and United Kingdom would invade even if Saddam and his
family left the country.*

The collapse of the official pretexts is well known.** But there has been insufficient attention to
its most important consequence: the NSS was effectively revised to lower the bars to aggression.
The need to establish ties to terror was quietly dropped. More significantly, Bush and colleagues
now declare the right to resort to force even if a country does not have WMD or even programs
to develop them. It is sufficient that it have the “intent and ability” to do so. Just about every
country has the ability. And intent is in the eye of the beholder. The official doctrine, then, is that



anyone is subject to overwhelming attack, if we so decide. No pretexts are necessary. Colin
Powell carried the revision even a step farther. The president had to attack Iraq in self-defense
because Saddam not only had “intent and capability” but “actually used such horrible weapons
against their enemies in Iran and against their own people”—with continuing support from the
current incumbents, including him, he failed to add, following the usual convention. In
Condoleezza Rice’s version, the invasion was necessary because Saddam “had used weapons of
mass destruction” (with continuing US support), “had attacked his neighbors twice” (once with
US support, the other time followed by US authorization to crush a rebellion that might have
overthrown him), “was allowing terrorists to run in his country and was funding terrorists outside
of his country” (charges that remain higher truths despite lack of evidence), and had refused to
account for his WMD and attempted to conceal his programs (so, a fortiori, we must attack
Israel). With such reasoning as this, who is exempt from attack?™’

Small wonder that “If Iraqis ever see Saddam Hussein in the dock, they want his former
American allies shackled beside him.”*® That inconceivable event would be a radical revision of
the fundamental principle of international tribunals: they must be restricted to the crimes of
others.

In the desperate flailing to contrive justifications as one pretext after another collapses, the
obvious reason for the invasion is conspicuously evaded: establishing the first stable military
bases in an obedient client state right at the heart of the world’s major energy resources, the
“stupendous source of strategic power” and incomparable “material prize” identified by the State
Department 60 years ago, and understood ever since to be a primary lever of world control,
expected to become more important in the future. There should have been little surprise at
revelations that the administration intended to attack Iraq before 9-11, and downgraded the “war
on terror” in favor of this objective. In comparison to the benefits of controlling Iraq, terror is a
marginal issue, and even predictably increasing the threat is not a serious concern.

The convention of evasion does not extend to internal discussion, however. Long before, the
private club of the reactionary statists in charge had recognized that “the need for a substantial
American force presence in the Gulf transcends the issue of the regime of Saddam Hussein.”’
With all the vacillations of policy since the current incumbents and their mentors first took office
in 1981, one guiding principle remains stable: Iraqis must not rule Iraq.

The NSS was only one component of the “Bush doctrine.” A second was that “Those who harbor
terrorists are as guilty as the terrorists themselves,” and must be attacked and destroyed. Like the
other component, this was a corollary to the principle that “our responsibility to history” is “to
rid the world of evil.”*® And it too is taken very seriously. The prominent strategic analyst
Graham Allison regards it as the most important element of the Bush doctrine. In declaring that
“those who harbor terrorists are as guilty as the terrorists themselves” when announcing the
invasion of Afghanistan (because of its refusal to hand over bin Laden without evidence), he
writes, Bush “unilaterally revoked the sovereignty of states that provide sanctuary to terrorists.”
The doctrine has “already become a de facto rule of international relations.”’

Allison and others do not add that they are calling for the bombing of the United States. By the
narrowest definition of the term, the United States surely “harbors terrorists.” The most glaring



example, perhaps, is Orlando Bosch, one of the most notorious international terrorists, charged
by the FBI with dozens of terrorist acts, some on US soil. He was granted a presidential pardon
by Bush I after the Justice Department had called for his deportation on grounds of national
security. The aftermath is highly instructive. Recognizing that the United States would not act to
inhibit planning and implementation of terrorist crimes in Florida, Cuban intelligence infiltrated
the terrorist groups, and in 1998, provided high officials of the FBI with voluminous
documentary evidence, written and taped, of their activities on US soil. The FBI responded: by
arresting the Cubans who had provided the evidence. They were given heavy sentences, three for
life, after a mock trial in Miami. Their appeal in March 2004 aroused as little attention as the
events themselves. There are many other illustrations, some relating crucially to events right on
the front pages at the same time, notably the case of Emmanuel Constant, founder of the FRAPH
paramilitary forces that had prime responsibility for the murder of thousands of Haitians in the
early 1990s under the military junta that was supported, not so tacitly, by Bush I and Clinton, and
were again rampaging in early 2004 as the United States helped implement the overthrow of the
democratic government in an eerie replay of what happened in 1991. Extradition requests for
Constant were routinely ignored—perhaps, as commonly assumed, because he would reveal his
contacts with the US government during his terrorist career.* There are many other examples,
even keeping within the doctrinal bounds of what constitutes “terrorism.”

True, all such cases are irrelevant, because they presuppose the principle of universality, and it is
a central doctrine of the intellectual and political culture that moral truisms must be forcefully
rejected, much as Kissinger emphasized, and any appeal to them bitterly condemned.

Presidents commonly have “doctrines,” but Bush II is the first to have “visions” as well, possibly
because his handlers recall the criticism of his father as lacking “the vision thing.” It has become
a journalistic convention that references to Bush should hail his “vision,” suitably vague but
inspiring. The most exalted of these visions, conjured up after all pretexts for invasion of Iraq
had to be abandoned, was the vision of bringing democracy to Iraq and the Middle East. By
August 2003, it was observed that “As the search for illegal weapons in Iraq continues without
success, the Bush administration has moved to emphasize a different rationale for the war against
Saddam Hussein: using Iraq as the ‘linchpin’ to transform the Middle East and thereby reduce
the terrorist threat to the United States.” By November the new vision had become the real truth
about the war. David Ignatius, veteran Washington Post correspondent/commentator and former
executive editor of the International Herald Tribune, wrote that “this may be the most idealistic
war fought in modern times—a war whose only coherent rationale, for all the misleading hype
about weapons of mass destruction and al Qaeda terrorists, is that it toppled a tyrant and created
the possibility of a democratic future.” The president affirmed the vision in a widely lauded
address a few days later.”!

Responses ranged from rapturous awe to critical commentary, which praised the nobility and
generosity of the vision but warned that it may be beyond our means: the beneficiaries may be
too backward, we might be overreaching, it might prove too costly. That this has been the
guiding vision is presupposed throughout as self-evident. News stories open by reporting that
“The American project to build a stable democracy in Iraq has encountered many obstacles.”
Commentators wonder whether “today’s pseudo-Wilsonian campaign to make the Middle East
safe for democracy” can really succeed, and discuss the decline in influence of the idealistic
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neocons who have sought to base policy on “American values” (presumably, freedom, rights,
justice) rather than on a sober calculation of “national interests.” Even the harshest critics of the
neocons concede that they had least “had a vision,” and that their “decision to wage preemptive
war in order to depose Saddam Hussein and trigger a democratic revolution across the Arab
world has shaken the international system to its core.”* With considerable search, I have yet to
find an exception.

What is the evidence for the assumption that these lofty goals inspire policy, or ever did?
Examination reveals that it virtually reduces to declarations of leaders. But it is the merest truism
that declarations of virtuous intent by political leaders carry no information, because they are
entirely predictable. The rhetoric of Japanese fascists, Hitler, Stalin, and others like them was
hailed by their acolytes as noble and generous, as it was, but we rightly attend to their practice,
and have only contempt for the apologists. The reasons for dismissing the pronouncements
happen to be unusually strong in the present case. To take them seriously, we must assume that
our leaders are accomplished liars; while beating the war drums, they were declaring, loud and
clear, that the reasons were entirely different. And if they were lying before their pretexts
collapsed, it is the merest sanity to disregard what is produced to replace them.

Beyond pronouncement, there is ample relevant evidence—namely, of their contempt for
democracy. The record is not just consistent past practice, though that is compelling enough. It
was demonstrated with extraordinary clarity during the build-up to the war, as countries were
assigned to the categories “Old Europe,” to be condemned, or “New Europe,” the grand hope of
the future. The criterion was precise: Old Europe is the governments that took the position of the
overwhelming majority of their populations, whereas in New Europe governments overrode even
larger popular majorities and followed orders from Crawford, Texas, thereby demonstrating their
“democratic credentials.” It has hard to think of a case in history where visceral hatred for
democracy was expressed with such brazen clarity. The most striking example was Turkey,
where the government decided to go along with the wishes of 95 percent of the population, and
was bitterly condemned and warned of severe punishment. The most extreme stand was taken by
Paul Wolfowitz, who berated the Turkish military for not compelling the government to serve
Washington, and demanded that they apologize for this bad behavior and recognize that the duty
of Turkey is to help America.

Wolfowitz’s performance is particularly enlightening because he is cast as the visionary leading
the noble crusade for democracy and rights. Ignatius’s acclaim for our nobility, quoted earlier,
was inspired by “a classic Paul Wolfowitz moment” in Hilla, Iraq, where Wolfowitz quoted “de
Tocqueville’s theories about democracy” and called on Iraqis to “build democracy”—which
doubtless impressed the audience at the site of the first well-substantiated massacre of civilians
by US forces.” Wolfowitz is “the paradigmatic figure of the war,” Ignatius explained, “and the
Bush administration’s idealist in chief.” He was concerned that Wolfowitz might be “too
idealistic—that his passion for the noble goals of the Iraq war might overwhelm the prudence
and pragmatism that normally guide war planners.” But he was reassured by the “genuine
intellectual” who studies the Arab world deeply, “bleeds for its oppression and dreams of
liberating it” along with other suffering people who need our help. Still, “the idealism of a
Wolfowitz must be tempered by some very hard-headed judgments about how to protect U.S.
interests,” Ignatius advises, joining others who inform us that American foreign policy has
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entered a “noble phase” with a “saintly glow,” but warn that by “granting idealism a near
exclusive hold on our foreign policy” we might neglect our own interests in dedicated service to
others.**

Wolfowitz has often demonstrated his passion for democracy. And it turns out that the example
of Turkey, just mentioned, is not uncharacteristic. He has also had ample opportunity to reveal
how his heart bleeds for suffering people, for example, when he served as Reagan’s ambassador
to Indonesia, under the rule of one of the most appalling mass murderers, torturers, and
aggressors of the late 20th century—while, on the side, gaining “the dubious title of being the
most corrupt world leader in recent history,” a “clear winner, according to British-based
Transparency International,” having amassed a family fortune “estimated at anything between 15
billion and 35 billion US dollars,” far outstripping second-place Marcos and third-place
Mobutu,* also members in good standing of the Rogues Gallery of the administrations in which
Wolfowitz served.

Wolfowitz was an enthusiastic advocate for Suharto, not only during his tenure as ambassador
but also in later years. In May 1997, only a few months before the monster was overthrown from
within, Wolfowitz informed Congress that “any balanced judgment of the situation in Indonesia
today, including the very important and sensitive issue of human rights, needs to take account of
the significant progress that Indonesia has already made and needs to acknowledge that much of
this progress has to be credited to the strong and remarkable leadership of president Suharto.”
The same could have been said about Saddam Hussein while he was receiving the strong support
of the Reagan-Bush administrations in which Wolfowitz served. Later Wolfowitz was to praise
General Wiranto, who bears major responsibility for the final paroxysm of US/UK-backed
Indonesian atrocities in East Timor in 1999. After the October 2002 Bali bombings, Wolfowitz
informed a defense forum that “the reason the terrorists are successful in Indonesia is because the
Suharto regime fell and the methods that were used to suppress them are gone”—the methods
that had left a hideous trail of corpses, tortured political prisoners, and ruined lands in East
Timor, West Papua, and Aceh, not to speak of the army’s role in fomenting communal violence
within Indonesia. Australian international relations specialist Scott Burchill observes that
Wolfowitz’s praise for Suharto’s methods offered a pretext for restoring full US military ties
with Indonesia, retained throughout the years when its military commanders compiled an
exemplary record of state terrorist crimes and aggression; or to turn to the Wolfowitz version, the
Indonesian officers trained by the United States by and large “have a much more modern
outlook, a much more democratic outlook, and they’ll be much more supportive of what
Indonesia needs to have in terms of democracy.”*

Before he was sent to Indonesia, Wolfowitz was in charge of East Asian affairs at Reagan’s State
Department, where he watched over other brutal dictators, among them Marcos in the
Philippines and Chun Doo-Hwan in South Korea, both supported by the Reagan administration
until virtually the last moment, when it became clear that they would be overthrown from within.
The history is now being “purified” to provide a more satisfactory US role alongside the
courageous Asian democrats who finally rid their countries of the US-backed tyrannies. During
the first Reagan administration, Wolfowitz was also responsible for killing a Chinese initiative to
broker US-North Korean talks, “a pretty creative and useful suggestion,” according to veteran
State Department China diplomat Charles Freeman; Wolfowitz even edited the Chinese proposal
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out of a cable sent by the US Embassy in Beijing to Washington, apparently out of ideological
fanaticism.*’

Wolfowitz’s dedication to democracy and markets was revealed again after the invasion, when
he issued his Determination and Findings (December 5, 2003) on contracts for reconstruction. “It
is necessary for the protection of the essential security interests of the United States,” he
determined, that competition for prime contracts for reconstruction exclude all countries that did
not follow US orders. The phrase “security” has its usual meaning, rather as in the “national
security exceptions” of the US-guided “trade agreements,” which permit both the United States
and Haiti to rely on the dynamic state sector to socialize the risk and cost of the next phase of the
economy under the pretext of “defense,” without violating sacred market principles. Halliburton,
Bechtel, J.P. Morgan, and other supplicants will therefore have to face competition for contracts
from Rwanda and the Solomon Islands, but not France, Germany, and Russia, with any costs
incurred by these market-friendly procedures borne by the US taxpayer.

There is one particle of (apparent) evidence in support of the new vision: the invasion did depose
Saddam Hussein, an outcome that can be welcomed without hypocrisy by those who strenuously
opposed US-UK support for Saddam Hussein through his worst crimes, including the crushing of
the Shi’ite rebellion that might have overthrown him. The reasons for that stance were frankly
explained: the United States preferred a military junta that would rule the country with an “iron
fist” just as Saddam had done, and if “the best of all worlds”—an iron-fisted junta without
Saddam—is unavailable, then he would have to do, because Washington and its allies held the
“strikingly unanimous view” that “whatever the sins of the Iraqi leader, he offered the West and
the region a better hope for his country’s stability than did those who have suffered his
repression.” Those who believe that there has a miraculous religious conversion in that regard
may want to explain why they do not also accept Saddam’s professions that he is a nice guy now,
so that his past mistakes can be overlooked.

The end of Saddam’s rule was one of two very welcome “regime changes.” The other was the
formal end of the murderous sanctions regime,*® which killed hundreds of thousands of people
by conservative estimate, devastating the civilian society, strengthening the tyrant, and
compelling the population to rely on him for survival. It is because of these hideous
consequences that the highly respected international diplomats who administered the programs,
Denis Halliday and Hans von Sponeck, resigned in protest at what Halliday called the
“genocidal” sanctions regime. They are the Westerners who knew Iraq best, having access to
regular information from a great many investigators in all parts of the country. The sanctions
regime was administered by the UN, but its cruel and savage character was dictated by the
United States and its British subordinate, which is why it is systematically excluded from
discussion. Ending this regime is a very positive aspect of the invasion. But of course that could
have been done, and sanctions could have been directed to weapons programs instead, without an
invasion. So this beneficial consequence provides no justification for the invasion.

There is reason to believe—as Halliday and von Sponeck had argued—that if the vicious
sanctions regime had been directed to preventing weapons programs, the population of Iraq
would have been able to send Saddam Hussein to the same fate as other murderous gangsters
supported by the current incumbents and their British allies: Ceausescu, Suharto, Marcos,
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Duvalier, Chun, Mobutu....—an impressive list, some of them comparable to Saddam, to which
new names are being added daily by the same Western leaders. If so, both murderous regimes
could have been ended without invasion. Postwar inquiries, such as those of Washington’s Iraq
Survey Group headed by David Kay, add weight to these beliefs by revealing how shaky
Saddam’s control of the country was in the last few years.

We may have our own subjective judgments about the matter, but elementary honesty dictates
that they are completely irrelevant. Unless the population is given the opportunity to overthrow a
brutal tyrant, as they did in the case of the other members of the Rogue’s Gallery supported by
the United States and United Kingdom, there is no justification for resort to outside force to do
s0. Another truism, which has repeatedly been pointed out—and systematically ignored within
the doctrinal system.*

That is sufficient to eliminate the particle of truth that might be adduced to support the new
doctrine contrived after the collapse of the official reasons for invasion. On different grounds,
these arguments have been thoroughly refuted by Human Rights Watch.”® But there are many
further considerations as well, some already mentioned.

In the face of these facts it would be surprising if anyone were to take seriously the professions
of virtuous intent, and it is instructive that the commitment to do so appears to be exceptionless.
Almost. I did find one exception, a news report in the Washington Post a few days after the
president’s proclamation of his vision to bring democracy to Iraq and beyond. The report
presented the results of a Gallup poll in Baghdad, asking about motives for the US invasion.
Some agreed with articulate opinion among the invaders that the goal was to establish
democracy: One percent. Five percent felt that the goal was “to assist the Iraqi people.” The rest
assumed that the goal was to take control of Iraq’s resources and to reorganize the Middle East in
US and Israeli interests, or to get rid of Saddam Hussein for US purposes’'—the possibility
excluded in US commentary.

The results were in fact more nuanced. Though only 1 percent of Baghdadis thought the United
States invaded to bring democracy, half felt that the United States wants democracy. A
contradiction? Not really. The full response is that the United States wants to establish a
democratic government, but “would not allow Iraqis to do that without U.S. pressure and
influence.” In brief, democracy is fine, but only if you do what we say. They understand us better
than we choose to understand ourselves: choose, because we have overwhelming evidence, if we
are willing to look at it. In situations of dominance quite generally, those at the wrong end of the
club tend to have clearer perceptions of reality.

US commentators like to see themselves as “yearning for democracy,” pursuing “Wilsonian
visions,” etc., deterred from these noble goals by the Cold War, the ingratitude of their
beneficiaries, naiveté and mistakes, terror, etc. The reality is frankly described by honest
observers, including prominent scholars who have taken part in carrying out the “vision,” but
recognize that the United States “sincerely” wanted democracy only if it could be restricted to
“top-down forms of democracy” with traditional elites in power that are responsive to US
demands (Thomas Carothers).
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The highly consistent pattern was illustrated right on the front pages as the war’s anniversary
approached: the coup in Haiti. To sketch the immediately relevant background, in 1990 Haiti had
its first free election. Remote from Western eyes, a vibrant and lively civil society had been
organized in the slums and the hills, enabling the vast majority of the population to elect their
own candidate, a populist priest, over enormous odds. Washington was appalled, and moved at
once to undermine the democratic government. When it was overthrown by a military coup a few
months later, Bush I and Clinton effectively supported the military junta and its wealthy
supporters, even authorizing the Texaco oil company to supply them with oil in violation of
presidential directives, thus rendering the OAS blockade that the United States had been openly
undermining almost entirely meaningless. After three years of state violence, Clinton allowed
President Aristide to return, but on a crucial condition: that he adopt the program of the defeated
US candidate in the 1990 election, who won 14 percent of the vote—what we call “restoring
democracy” in an altruistic effort at “nation building.” As predicted, the harsh neoliberal
program imposed on Haiti undermined what was left of economic sovereignty, and drove the
country into chaos and violence, accelerated by Bush’s banning of international aid on cynical
grounds.” By focusing on the final days, reporting and commentary were able to evade the
uncomfortable truths and what they reveal, keeping to distribution of blame among Haitians in
their “failed state.”

During the first modern democratic revolution, in 17th-century England, the pamphlets of the
popular democratic forces declared that they did not want to be ruled by “knights and gentlemen,
that are chosen for fear and do but oppress us,” but “by countrymen like ourselves, that know our
wants [and] know the people’s sores.” That has happened in Latin America: in Haiti, more
recently in Brazil, though the “knights and gentlemen” have constructed institutional means to
ensure that the people’s sores will not be tended. Such democratic achievements are next to
inconceivable in the United States, a fact that might suggest some reflection on the fashionable
notions “failed state” and “nation building.”

The program that Clinton imposed on Aristide is approximately the same as the one dictated by
Pentagon proconsul Paul Bremer for Iraq, Order 39, allowing effective takeover of the economy
by foreign banks and businesses. It is a sound conclusion of economic history that such
measures, undermining economic sovereignty, also undermine development and reduce political
democracy to a shadow. In fact, these are the kinds of programs that helped create the “third
world,” where they were imposed by force, while the imperial powers resorted to radical state
intervention to protect the rich from market discipline, as they still do, the United States very
prominently among them from its origins until today.

In the same days in March 2004, the standard pattern was also illustrated in an election in El
Salvador. To ensure that the democratic vote would come out the right way, the Bush
administration warned that if it did not, the country’s lifeline—remittances from the United
States, a crucial pillar of the “economic miracle”—might be cut , along with other consequences
familiar to the population.”® Keeping to convention, these moves to undermine democratic
elections were interpreted as part of the crusade to bring democracy to a world that pleads for our
assistance. Salvadorans too young to recall what the warnings mean may look across the border
to Nicaragua. After the Reagan-Bush terrorist war of the 1980s, the population accepted the US
candidate, only to find that their punishment did not end. Since the United States took over
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again, the country has declined to second poorest in the hemisphere, after Haiti. According to
current Health Ministry reports, 60 percent of children under two are suffering from anemia due
to malnutrition caused by severe poverty, with likely mental retardation. Quite a change from 20
years earlier, when Washington was panicked by reports from UNICEF, the World Bank, and
other international agencies about Nicaragua’s “remarkable” achievements that were “laying a
solid foundation for long-term socio-economic development” as the country enjoyed “one of the
most dramatic improvements in child survival in the developing world.”**

The costs of seeking independence are not slight, and the fanaticism of those determined to
prevent it can be quite extraordinary, even reaching to punishment for American scientists who
dare to edit journal submissions from Cuba or try to attend medical conferences there,’” the latter
particularly threatening because of embarrassment that health outcomes in a poor country that
has been under US terrorist attack and illegal economic embargo for 45 years are about the same
as in the United States.

Iraqis do not have to know US history to draw conclusions about the noble vision. Their own
history suffices. Iraq was created by the British with boundaries to ensure that Britain would gain
the oil reserves of the north, not Turkey, and that Iraq would be virtually barred from the sea by
the British colony of Kuwait. Iraq was “independent,” with a constitution and other forms of
parliamentary government. Iraqis did not have to read classified British foreign office documents
to understand that Britain intended to impose an “Arab fagade” while Britain would rule behind
various “constitutional fictions.”

Furthermore, they can see what is happening before their eyes. Iraqis do not have to read the US
press to discover that “Even after the transfer of power, US officials said they plan a huge
military and diplomatic presence in the independent Iraq. ‘The coalition authority will become
the world’s largest embassy America has,” Bremer said last night, adding that the embassy would
employ ‘thousands’ of US officials.” More than 3,000 personnel, according to the State
Department, “the largest diplomatic staff anywhere in the world”—mnot in order to supervise
transfer of meaningful sovereignty to Iraqis. And Iraqis would be hardly surprised to learn that
US officials intend “to postpone some [Iraqi reconstruction] work until after the June 30 transfer
of sovereignty, in part to maintain leverage over the next Iraqi government.””°

Restricting Iraqi sovereignty is only one task Washington faces after an “independent Iraq” is
established. Another “major challenge is sorting out the terms of the U.S. military presence,
which is expected to exceed 100,000 troops even after the occupation ends, U.S. officials say.”
Without reading the US press, Iraqis can also understand that US officials “do not expect the
transfer of political power to lead to a short-term reduction in US military might there” and that
the United States has “rejected the notion that handing over political power is the first step
toward an immediate withdrawal of forces, citing ongoing security needs.””’

The last phrase is for the US audience. To lend it credibility, some facts have to be avoided:

crucially, that Iraqis want Iraqis to take responsibility for “security needs,” so we learn from one
of the most extensive Western-run polls.”® It was reported, but keeping to useful trivialities (e.g.,
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that people are happy to be rid of the tyrant, which we know without polls). The poll also found
that although “people overwhelmingly worry about their security and the spectre of drifting into
chaos,....less than 1% worry about occupation forces actually leaving” and 60 percent want Iraqis
to be in charge of security (7 percent prefer US forces, 5 percent other “coalition” forces, and 5
percent the US-appointed Governing Council). In general, “People have no confidence in US/UK
forces (79%) and the Coalition Provisional Authority—CPA (73%). 8% say they have a ‘great
deal’ of faith in US/UK troops. They also mistrust Iraqi political parties (78%). While still
largely mistrusted, the UN scores relatively best among non-Iraqi institutions (35% confidence).”
Pentagon favorite Ahmed Chalabi had no detectable support; in contrast, “Saddam Hussein
remains one of the six most popular politicians in the country.” In another poll, 57 percent said
they would support “Arab forces” providing security.>”

When asked what Iraq needs right now, over 70 percent “strongly agree” with the choice
“democracy,” while 10 percent choose the CPA and 15 percent the Governing Council.*® And by
“democracy” they mean democracy, not the fagade of nominal sovereignty that the “Idealist in
Chief” and his colleagues are designing.

The US-Iraqi conflict over sovereignty was highly visible at the first anniversary of the invasion.
Wolfowitz and his Pentagon staff “are signalling that they favor a sizable, prolonged US troop
presence there and a relatively weak Iraqi army as the best way to nurture democracy,” where the
phrase “nurture democracy” is to be understood in the style of Wolfowitz’s reprimand to the
Turkish military: its beneficiaries have to “salute and shout, ‘Yes sir’... We have to please
America no matter what the cost,” as explained by a high Latvian official when asked why
Latvia agreed to send troops to Iraq over enormous public opposition. Even the US-appointed
“interim leaders,” bowing to public demands, say “they could not negotiate a formal agreement
with the American military on maintaining troops in Iraq,” a task that must be left to a
“sovereign Iraqi government.” That poses a serious problem for Wolfowitz-style democracy:
“The delay could put the Americans in the position of negotiating an agreement with leaders they
did not appoint on such sensitive issues as when the use of force would be allowed.”®’
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From the outset, the United States had been “planning a long-term military relationship with the
emerging government of Iraq, one that would grant the Pentagon access to military bases and
project American influence into the heart of the unsettled region, senior Bush administration
officials say.” The plans have faced firm resistance from Iraqis, part of their steadfast effort to
gain more than the nominal sovereignty that the United States has in mind for them. This
resistance, rather than bombs and killings, may have been the most serious problem facing
Washington, a fact occasionally recognized.®

There would have been no point in the invasion in the first place if it did not lead to an “Arab
fagade” with “top-down democracy” run by elite elements linked to the United States, with
stable US military bases. Washington is particularly concerned about Iraqi demands that
“directly elected representatives” approve any military agreement that would “allow more than
100,000 American troops to remain in the country after power is handed over to the Iraqis” in
July 2004. Washington planners hoped, somehow, to tweak the “caucus system [effectively
under US control] to look more democratic without changing it in a fundamental way.” The UN
may be brought it, but Washington is asking it “to endorse a future Iraqi government of only
nominal sovereignty and questionable legitimacy, by whose invitation the occupying powers
would remain in place.”® “Nurturing democracy” in that style is never an easy sell.

US officials, at last report, “say they believe they have found a legal basis for American troops to
continue their military control over the security situation in Iraq”™; to translate to simple English,
to maintain their military presence despite strong Iraqi popular opposition, so as to control the
region and keep a firm hand on the “stupendous source of strategic power” that it offers for
world control. Bremer ordered that Iraqi forces be placed under US command, claiming frivolous
Security Council authorization.**

18



While watching US efforts to maintain control through diplomatic and military means, Iraqis can
also see the modalities imposed to eliminate economic sovereignty, including a series of orders
from Bremer to open up industries and banks to effective US takeover, and impose a flat tax of
15 percent. This “stunning [plan] would immediately make Iraq’s economy one of the most open
to trade and capital flows in the world, and put it among the lowest taxed in the world, rich or
poor,” virtually eliminating the hope for funding of desperately needed social benefits and
infrastructure, economist Jeff Madrick writes. The plan is “supported neither by theory nor
experience, only by the wishful ideological thinking of its advocates,” with consequences that
“could be widespread cruelty.” Not surprisingly, the plans “were immediately attacked by Iraqi
business representatives,” who charged that they would “destroy the role of the Iraqi
industrialist.”®

There may be fewer problems with Iraqi workers. The occupying army quickly took action to
destroy the unions, breaking into offices and arresting leaders, blocking strikes, enforcing
Saddam’s brutal anti-labor laws, handing over concessions to bitterly anti-union US businesses,
and in general ensuring that there will be no interference with approved economic policies from
the underlying population.®® Nevertheless, strong Iraqi resistance and the remarkable failures of
the military occupation caused Washington to backtrack somewhat from the more extreme
proposals.”’

The proposals to open up the economy to effective foreign takeover excluded oil. Presumably
that would have been too brazen. However, Iraqis do not have to read the Western business press
to discover that “getting to know Iraq’s ravaged oil industry in detail,” thanks to lucrative
contracts provided them by US taxpayers, “eventually could help Halliburton win mainstream
energy business there,” along with other state-supported MNCs.®

It remains to be seen whether Iraqis can be coerced into accepting the “nominal sovereignty” that
is offered them under the various “constitutional fictions” that are devised by the occupying
power. Another question is far more important for privileged Westerners: Will they permit their
governments to “nurture democracy” in the interests of the narrow sectors of power they serve,
over strong Iraqi opposition? Will the large majority of Americans who support the decision of
the Spanish voters in March 2004 find a way to enter their own political system? These matters
extend far beyond Iraq: to terror and intervention elsewhere, to weapons development, and to a
host of other policies that threaten decent survival. And to domestic affairs as well. It is no secret
that a major domestic problem is the exploding health care costs in the mostly privatized US
system, far higher than comparable societies and with relatively poor outcomes, results traceable
in large measure to the enormous inefficiencies of privatization and the control of the
government by the pharmaceutical industry, which tops the profit ranking year after year. As in
the past, large majorities favor national health insurance, most regarding it as a “moral issue.” 80
percent regard universal health care as “more important than holding down taxes,” and favor
legal imports of prescription drugs. But if these questions arise at all, the proposals are held to be
“politically impossible,” because of “tangled politics.” That is true: disentangling the politics, we
discover that the pharmaceutical industry, insurance companies, and other private powers will
not allow it, so the will of the public is out of the political arena.”’
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These are among the many signs of serious erosion of a democratic culture under dedicated
multi-pronged assaults. Americans are hardly less able to confront such problems than landless
workers in Brazil, Haitian peasants, and many others: today Iraqis. There is no need to linger on
what is at stake as they confront the severe and growing democratic deficit in the world’s most
powerful state.

Noam Chomsky
April 2004
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