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foreword

CONGRESSMAN PAUL FINDLEY

HEN MY BOOK They Dare to Speak Out was first pub-

lished 25 years ago, I might have hoped, if I had thought

about it at the time, that the pervasive and inordinate

power of what is known as the “Israel lobby” might have
been diminished somewhat in this country by now, for the good of the
United States as well as that of Israel. After all, during those years Israel has
become a prosperous, self-sustaining nation, and though surrounded by
potentially hostile neighbors is far and away the most militarily powerful
state in the region. And in reality, with a stockpile of atomic weapons reli-
ably estimated to number in the hundreds, is among the four or five most
powerful nations in the world.

Yet in spite of this, the lobby has not seen fit to curtail its influence. In
fact, if anything, it has expanded it; and today exerts an even greater influ-
ence on both U. S. domestic and foreign policy than ever before. And it is
the intertwining of the power of the various factions of the lobby with the
predominantly pro-Israel neoconservative forces in our government that
helped produce what Professor Richard Norton of Boston University called
a “monumentally ill-informed and counterproductive” decision on the part
of President Bush to invade and occupy the sovereign nation of Iraq.

But as the American public’s disenchantment with the war has grown,
the remaining supporters (dwindling though they may be) continue to
push for continued involvement in Iraq. For example, a pro-war group
called Freedom’s Watch sponsored a $15-million ad campaign in the late

summer of 2007 targeting Republican congressmen who were beginning
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THE TRANSPARENT CABAL

to go soft on their support for the war. Now the fact that Ari Fleisher, for-
mer Bush White House spokesman, is a member of the board at Freedom’s
Watch would be of little or no interest here except for this curious detail:
As headlined by the Jewish Telegraphic Agency (JTA), lead wire service for
Jewish news, the “Pro-Surge Group [Freedom’s Watch] Is Almost All Jew-
ish.” In fact, according to JTA, four out of five members of the board are
Jews, as are half of its donors.

This in no way means to imply that there is anything intrinsically wrong
with Freedom’s Watch wanting to continue support for the war in Iraq.
That’s their choice. But in the overall context of this volume, it is the mo-
tivation for that support that merits comment. Author Philip Weiss, a self-
described “progressive Jew,” maintains that “it is no coincidence that the
biter-enders [war supporters] draw on heavy Jewish support” (The Amer-
ican Conservative, Oct. 8, 2007). These supporters of Israel, according to
Weiss, have managed to convince themselves, and the current administra-
tion, that the United States is in the same war against terror as Israel is.
And it is this same conviction that, in my view, also drives the efforts of the
Israel lobby and the neoconservatives — to the potential detriment of the
United States.

Details of the role played by the most hard-line component of the Israel
lobby in leading us to war are found in this scrupulously researched and
referenced book written by Dr. Stephen Sniegoski. The Transparent Cabal:
The Neoconservative Agenda, War in the Middle East and the National Interest
of Israel deals, in its own unique way, with themes also treated by two re-
cent best-selling books. With rarely seen candor, Jimmy Carter’s Palestine
Peace or Apartheid and Mearsheimer and Walt’s The Israel Lobby and U.S.
Foreign Policy also deal in different ways with the results of lobby/neocon
influence at home as well as on the ground in Israel. And, as we have sadly
come to expect, they came under attack from the usual suspects as being
anti-Semitic.

The same fate is likely to befall Dr. Sniegoski and his equally candid book.
Which is too bad, because to the objective reader it can no way be seen as
either anti-Jewish or anti-Israeli. In fact, Dr. Sniegoski goes out of his way
to make it clear that the neocon movement did not single-handedly compel
the United States to embark on war with Iraq. Support for that aspect of the
neocon agenda from a number of other key groups was both necessary and

instrumental for bringing it to fruition. In addition, neither the neoconser-
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vative movement nor the Israel lobby are entirely Jewish. Many pro-Israel
groups, for example, are found among what the media generally term the
“religious right,” and these tend to be mainly the Christian Zionists. (The
term Christian Zionist, of course, is somewhat of a misnomer; they are
more Zionist than Christian.) Moreover, in spite of charges to the contrary,
the term “neocon” is not a codeword for “Jew.” But the fact is, as author
Philip Weiss points out, the neoconservatives originated as a largely Jewish
movement in the 1970s “in good part out of concern for Israel’s security.”

On the other hand, though the Bush Administration hawks that argued
for war had a goodly number of Jews among them (many of whom had very
close political and financial connections to Israel), one cannot ignore the
non-Jewish actors, among whom we might mention Vice President Cheney,
former Defense Secretary Rumsfeld, Colin Powell, Condoleeza Rice, Wil-
liam Bennet, and of course, the President himself, in the ill-fated decision
to go to war.

At the same time, a fear of being smeared with the “anti-Semite” label
should not, and does not, prohibit Dr. Sniegoski from pointing out the fact
that people — all people — are affected to a greater or lesser degree in their
foreign policy views by ethnic and emotional ties to a foreign country (often
the country of their forebears). He maintains, and I agree, that the foreign
policy views of various ethnic groups — be they German-American, Irish-
American, Polish-American, or whatever — are based at least in part on
their ethnic identities and loyalties. Can it not be reasonably posited, then,
without charges of bigotry and worse, that within the heavy concentration
of Jewish neocons in the White House circle of war planners that their
identification with Israel helped shape their views on Middle East policy?

Sadly, for well over a half century, with rare exceptions, Jewish influ-
ence in the halls of political and governmental power has been off-limits
for rational, reasoned discussion. In my 22 years as a member of the U.S.
House of Representatives, I became all too painfully aware that there are
many in our government — too many, in my view — who are pre-primed to
roar approval for all things Israeli, right or wrong; whether it be perpetual
financial aid or going to war on their behalf. It was my opposition to this
rubber-stamp approval for Israel that ultimately led to my to downfall. In
1980, my opponent charged me with anti-Semitism. Money poured into his
campaign from across the country and two years later [ was defeated by a

narrow margin. In 1984, Senator Charles Percy, a sometimes critic of Israel,
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also lost his seat. Leaders of the Israel lobby claimed credit for defeating
both Percy and me.

I relate these stories for one reason only. Let it be said that neither I nor
any of those with whom I associate would ever engage in or endorse anti-
Semitism, namely, hatred or persecution of Jews based on their race or reli-
gion. But it is a lamentable fact that all too often the calculated, knowingly
false charge of anti-Semitism is used as a means of preventing rational dis-
cussion even in matters of life and death importance, or to crush political
opposition that might otherwise prevail in a reasoned debate. Nowhere can
a greater necessity for free and open debate be found than among the ranks
of the neoconservatives in the top echelons of our government — many of
whom just happen to be Jewish — who have, in my view, led our nation to
the brink of disaster.

I hope that this book will motivate the American people to demand fun-
damental change in the way in which public policy is formed by our elected
officials: That is, without fear of intimidation from any ethnic or ideologi-

cal group, but with only the best interests of our nation in mind.
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introduction

PAUL GOTTFRIED, PH.D.

TEPHEN SNIEGOSKI'S study The Transparent Cabal: The Neo-

conservative Agenda, War in the Middle East, and the National In-

terest of Israel is a meticulously prepared and strenuously argued

brief against the neoconservatives’ continued influence over
American foreign policy. Although Dr. Sniegoski does not investigate all as-
pects of this pervasive influence on the Bush Two administration, he does
focus methodically on the effects of the neoconservatives’ rise to power
in terms of U.S. relations with the Middle East. What is most impressive
about Sniegoski’s study is its rigorous demonstration of the persistence
with which neoconservative “policy advisers” have pushed particular agen-
das, driven by their strident Zionism, over long periods of time. Indeed
these activists have stayed with their agenda until both historic opportuni-
ties and their personal elevation have allowed them to put their ideas into
practice.

Sniegoski does not have to reach far to prove his case. As his documen-
tation makes crystal (rather than Kristol!) clear, much of the evidence for
his thesis is readily available, or has been at least alluded to, in the na-
tional press and in the published works of neoconservative celebrities. As
a European historian, I have been struck by the resemblance between this
situation and the way certain European statesmen before the First World
War, who were eager for a showdown with a particular national enemy, kept
climbing back into power in ruling coalitions, until they could carry out
their purpose. This was true for both of the sides that went to war in the

summer of 1914.
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It might be argued that the recent bestseller by John Mearsheimer and
Stephen J.Walt, The Israeli Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy, has pre-empted
Sniegoski’s work, by making a wide readership aware of the machinations
of the American Israeli Political Action Committee (AIPAC) and its neo-
conservative shock troops. These well-known professors of international
relations, whom Sniegoski cites, have recently delved into the ways that the
American Zionist lobby has colored and distorted American foreign policy
in relation to the Middle East. Mearsheimer and Walt have documented
(and this may be the most effective part of their presentation) the war of
vilification that has been conducted against any politician who has ques-
tioned the U.S.s “special relation” with Israel. Equally important, Norman
Finkelstein, who paid for his investigative zeal with his academic career,
has shown the way that AIPAC and its allies have played the double game of
being allied to the pro-Zionist Christian right while attacking Christianity
as “a major cause of the Holocaust.” And my own articles have provided
further evidence of how neoconservatives have been particularly adept at
playing both of these angles at different times.

Nevertheless, Sniegoski has cut out for himself a less glamorous but his-
toriographically valuable task, which is to detail exactly sow the neocon-
servatives moved into a position to realize their purposes and, moreover,
how closely their purposes dovetail with the foreign-policy aims put forth
by the Israeli right since the 1980s and even earlier. Sniegoski performs
these scholarly tasks while avoiding certain oversimplifications; and it
might be useful to point out what he expressly does not do, because if the
neoconservative press does decide to deal with his work, one can count on
its efforts to misrepresent his arguments. Nowhere does Sniegoski suggest
that the Israeli government controls its neoconservative fans in the U.S.
— or even less that Richard Perle, Douglas Feith, Michael Ledeen, and oth-
er neoconservative presidential advisors have been Israeli agents. In fact
Sniegoski points to cases in which American neoconservatives have been
vocally unhappy with peace initiatives begun by or with military restraint
exercised by actual Israeli governments. While neoconservatives have gen-
erally opposed the Israeli Labor Party as too soft on Israel’s Arab enemies,
it has also scolded Likud premiers Ariel Sharon and Ehud Olmert when
they have not met neoconservative standards of being tough enough with
the Palestinians or with Hezbollah in Lebanon. Probably the ideal Israeli

leader, from the neoconservative perspective, is Benjamin Netanyahu, for
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which one major reason is that this Likudnik hawk has spent consider-
able time in the U.S. and around the neoconservatives, and he slavishly
imitates their rhetoric about Israel as a Middle Eastern advocate of “global
democracy.”

Another argument that Sniegoski never makes, and which should not be
ascribed to him, is to identify the neoconservatives and their beliefs with
the pursuit of Israeli interests alone. The author’s position is far more so-
phisticated and goes something like this: The neoconservatives bring with
them a distinctive worldview, and in terms of their positions on Amer-
ican internal politics, one can easily fit them into a certain tradition of
New Deal-Great Society American progressivism. Nor have the neocon-
servatives ever tried to hide this identification, or their huge differences
with either small-government, isolationist Taft Republicans or with the
anti-Communist interventionists grouped around William F. Buckley and
National Review in the 1950s and 1960s. What has made the neoconserva-
tives seem “conservative” has been primarily their role in foreign policy, as
critics of détente with the Soviet Union and as hardliners on Israel. Their
anti-Soviet posture helped the neoconservatives relate to the conservative
movement that had been there before; nonetheless, once they took over
that movement (which is the subject of my latest book), they turned a hard-
line Likudnik view of Middle Eastern affairs into a litmus test of who is or
is not an “American conservative.”

Finally, Sniegoski never suggests that the Israeli government pushed the
U.S. into invading Iraq. What he does argue is that the neoconservatives,
who played a decisive role in plunging us into that quagmire, were acting
in harmony with what they perceived as the interests of the Israeli govern-
ment and the position of the Sharon government. Nobody coerced Presi-
dent Bush into launching an unwise war; and if he were a more prudent
and better-informed statesman, he would not have chosen to listen to Vice
President Cheney and his neoconservative hangers-on about invading Iraq.
Foreign states and domestic lobbies may agitate to get us to do question-
able things internationally, but it is the duty of intelligent leaders to ignore
such coaxing and threats. Nor does Sniegoski attach to the Israeli govern-
ment any special quality of nastiness or deny that internally it is arguably
a more civilized state than one might find among many of its Muslim ad-
versaries. Israeli leaders are simply trying to advance the interests of their

country, as they perceive them. What Sniegoski is challenging is the man-
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agement of American foreign policy by extreme Zionists, who can never
seem to make the proper distinctions between American and (their vision
of) Israeli interests.

Although my views of the plight of the Israelis is probably far more sym-
pathetic than that of Dr. Sniegoski, I am appalled by the evidence he ad-
duces of the activities of neoconservative “policy-advisors” in pushing the
U.S. into conflicts they thought were “good for Israel.” The dogged, obses-
sive character of these efforts, some going back to blueprints for change
constructed in the late 1960s, gives the lie to any view that the neoconser-
vatives are only trying to help the Israelis on an ad hoc basis. Sniegoski’s
research also illustrates the tremendous gulf between what the neoconser-
vatives want for Israel and intend to have the U.S. government provide and
what the Israeli public, when polled, thinks is necessary to achieve peace
with the Palestinians.

The neocons invariably seem more extreme, and the paper trail they
have left behind about how the U.S. should advance “democratic” inter-
ests in the Middle East indicates something far less than even-handedness.
The fact that the neoconservative press still denies what few Israelis would
hesitate to acknowledge, that Palestinians were subject to ethnic cleansing
in 1948, speaks volumes about Sniegoski’s subjects. Sniegoski also stresses
the divergence between the bellicosity of neoconservative presidential ad-
visors and the general lack of enthusiasm for the Iraq war expressed by
American Jews. Whereas the general American population, according to
a Gallup Poll conducted in February 2007, opposed the war by a margin
of 56 to 42 percent, Jewish opposition to the war policy was as high as 77
percent. One must of course factor in that the vast majority of American
Jews, despite their residual Zionism, are on the Democratic left; and since
this war was started by a “rightwing” Republican, they are predictably op-
posed to it. But the question — unanswered, naturally — remains whether
or not they would oppose it, if they saw it as being in Israel’s interest, or if it
were started by Jewish liberal Democrat war-hawk Senator Joe Lieberman.
Sniegoski is nonetheless correct to note that in the present circumstances
Jewish “public opinion” seems far less war-happy than the policy pursued
by the Zionist neoconservatives.

In closing I would observe that this book compares favorably to the re-
cent bestseller by Mearsheimer and Walt, although because of the author’s

more modest professional position and because of the limited public rela-
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tions funds available to Enigma, Sniegoski may never gain as much atten-
tion as these other critics for his scholarly efforts. His work covers many of
the same themes as those found in The Israeli Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy,
but he covers them with more voluminous documentation. By the time the
reader gets to the end of this volume, he is pleasantly overwhelmed with
facts and citations that amply support Sniegoski’s argument. Moreover,
unlike Mearsheimer and Walt, Sniegoski does not ascribe to this group
“decades” of evil doing, and he also points out that the Zionist lobby is act-
ing in a perfectly “American” way to carry out what it regards as reasonable
goals. He shows how the neoconservatives rose to national prominence,
taking over the American conservative movement while maintaining ex-
tensive contacts within the liberal establishment. From this springboard,
members of this group eventually became government advisors in Republi-
can administrations — and more particularly in the Bush Il administration;
and this leverage allowed them to carry out particular plans for reconfigur-
ing the Middle East, which some of them had been working on for many
years. The argument is thoroughly convincing, and Dr. Sniegoski, who is a
trained practitioner of the historian’s craft, merits high praise for what he
has produced.

The history discussed in this book has not come to an end but belongs
to an ongoing problem. Neoconservatives continue to have direct influ-
ence both in the Bush administration and with the leading contenders for
the presidency. Rudolph Giuliani, the first leading Republican candidate,
had his campaign war chest filled up with donations from neoconservative
funding sources, and his roster of advisors looked like a gathering of the
editors and contributors to Commentary magazine. And neoconservatives
have now become the major advisors to the Republican presidential nomi-
nee John McCain, who explicitly expresses their democratic universalism
and hawkish foreign policy. Nor is the neoconservative influence on presi-
dential politics limited to Republicans. Such prominent neocon spokesmen
as William Kristol and William Bennett initially eyed as a presidential
candidate socially liberal Zionist hawk Joe Lieberman, and they have since
adapted to circumstances by going from speaking of a Rudy-Lieberman
dream team to having the Connecticut Senator on McCain’s ticket. Mean-
while, the New York Times’s token (neo)“conservative” David Brooks has
heaped praise on Hillary, and a feature article in an issue of The American

Conservative from late last year demonstrated that Hillary’s advisory staff
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is honeycombed with identifiable “neoliberals,” who bear a strong family
resemblance to the neoconservatives.

If any one of these neocon-preferred presidential candidates gets into the
White House, the story told in this book will be only a prelude to a much
greater national disaster. Therefore intelligent and patriotic Americans are
urged to purchase, study, and talk about this important work. If Stephen
Sniegoski can help to create the public awareness necessary to deal with
the problem that he painstakingly examines, we might be able to rejoice

that his book pointed to, and warned of, an ultimately avoidable future.
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“... a passionate attachment of one nation for another
produces a variety of evils. Sympathy for the favorite
nation, facilitating the illusion of an imaginary com-
mon interest in cases where no real common interest
exists, and infusing into one the enmities of the other,
betrays the former into a participation in the quarrels
and wars of the latter without adequate inducement
or justification. It leads also to concessions to the fa-
vorite nation of privileges denied to others which is apt
doubly to injure the nation making the concessions; by
unnecessarily parting with what ought to have been
retained, and by exciting jealousy, ill-will, and a dis-
position to retaliate, in the parties from whom equal
privileges are withheld. And it gives to ambitious, cor-
rupted, or deluded citizens (who devote themselves to
the favorite nation), facility to betray or sacrifice the in-
terests of their own country, without odium, sometimes
even with popularity; gilding, with the appearances of
a virtuous sense of obligation, a commendable defer-
ence for public opinion, or a laudable zeal for public
good, the base or foolish compliances of ambition,
corruption, or infatuation.”
—George Washington

Farewell Address
1796



chapter 1

THE TRANSPARENT CABAL

HERE IS A GROWING realization that the U.S. war against
Iraq and American Middle East policy in general has been
disastrous to American interests. In the words of A. Richard
Norton, professor of international relations at Boston Univer-
sity, who served as an adviser to the James Baker-led Iraq Study Group,
“Surveying U.S. history, one is hard-pressed to find presidential decisions
as monumentally ill-informed and counterproductive as the decision to
invade and occupy Iraq; however, a decision to go to war against Iran would
arguably surpass the Iraq war as the worst foreign-policy decision ever
made by an American president.” The unnecessary American war against
Iraq has not only killed and wounded thousands of Americans and hun-
dreds of thousands of Iraqis,” but has also actually increased the terrorist
threat to the United States. An American attack on Iran would compound
this damage geometrically, bringing about a major conflagration in the
heart of the oil-producing region of the Middle East that would reverberate
throughout the entire world. This disaster is highly likely unless the United
States completely eschews all elements of the Middle East war policy.
How did the United States come to formulate this colossally erroneous
policy? This is not simply a question of significance to those who study
history; it is of vital importance to everyone alive today. For it is only by
understanding the origins of and motivation behind the current policy
that we may establish the proper alternative policy, to extricate the United
States from the existing quagmire and bring about the best settlement now

possible.
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This work examines a controversial and in some respects taboo subject:
the close relationship of the American neoconservatives® with the Israe-
li Likudnik right, and their role as the fundamental drivers of the Bush
administration’s militant American policy in the Middle East — a policy
which inspired both the 2003 war in Iraq and the equally militant solutions
contemplated since for other Middle East policy problems. It marshals evi-
dence to illustrate that the war in Iraq (a foreign-policy blunder of colossal
proportions, considered from the perspective of the American national in-
terest) and the policy that inspired it and continues to inspire our approach
to other actors and issues in the Middle East, have their common origin in
the orientation of the neoconservative policy towards service of the inter-
ests of Israel. This orientation is at the root of the explanation for why our
policy does not seem to address or correspond with the genuine security
needs of the United States. Such an understanding does not mean that the
neoconservatives necessarily or consciously sought to aid Israel at the ex-
pense of the United States, but rather that they have seen American foreign
policy through the lens of Israeli interest. Ideology and personal ties have
blinded them to what most others clearly see as the foreign policy reality.

The term “neoconservative” is of popular usage, though like the descrip-
tion of political groups in general, it lacks clear-cut precision. What the
term “neoconservative” refers to should become apparent in the following
pages. While not focused on the neoconservative movement per se, this
book reviews the background of the neoconservatives — their network and
agenda — as it relates to the aforementioned foreign-policy theme. And what
characterizes neoconservatives is not only their ideology — which basically
consists of support for a militarily oriented American global intervention-
ism and a big government, welfare statist form of conservatism — but also
their personal interconnectedness in terms of organizations, publications,
schooling, and even blood. Of crucial importance, as the work will show, is
how the neocons, over the years, identified closely with the interests of Is-
rael, and how their Middle East agenda paralleled that of the Israeli Likud-
nik right. In fact, much of the neocon approach to the Middle East can be
seen to have originated in Likudnik thinking. And the Israeli government
of Ariel Sharon worked in tandem with the neocons in supporting both the
war on Iraq and later militant policies toward Iran and Syria.

The overarching goal of both the neocons and the Likudniks was to cre-

ate an improved strategic environment for Israel. To reiterate, this does not
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necessarily mean that the neocons were deliberately promoting the inter-
est of Israel at the expense of the United States. Instead, they maintained
that an identity of interests existed between the two countries — Israel’s
enemies being ipso facto America’s enemies. However, it is apparent that
the neoconservatives viewed American foreign policy in the Middle East
through the lens of Israeli interest, as Israeli interest was perceived by the
Likudniks.

The aim of the neoconservative/Likudnik foreign policy strategy was to
weaken and fragment Israel’s Middle East adversaries and concomitantly
increase Israel’s relative strength, both externally and internally. A key ob-
jective was to eliminate the demographic threat posed by the Palestinians
to the Jewish state, which the destabilization of Israel’s external enemies
would achieve, since the Palestinian resistance depended upon external
support, both moral and material. Without outside support, the Palestin-
ians would be forced to accede to whatever type of peaceful solution Israel
offered.

The neoconservative position on the Middle East was the polar opposite
of what had been the traditional United States foreign policy, set by what
might be called the foreign policy establishment. The goal of the tradition-
al policy was to promote stability in the Middle East in order to maintain
the flow of oil. In contrast to the traditional goal of stability, the neocons
called for destabilizing existing regimes. Of course, the neocons couched
their policy in terms of the eventual restabilization of the region on a demo-
cratic basis. This work questions the genuineness of the neocons’ motives
with respect to democracy — at least in light of how democracy is normally
understood. Likudnik strategy saw the benefit of regional destabilization
for its own sake — creating as it would an environment of weak, disunified
states or statelets involved in internal and external conflicts that could be
easily dominated by Israel. The great danger from the Likudnik perspective
was the possibility of Israel’s enemies forming a united front.

The book has been entitled The Transparent Cabal because the neocon-
servatives have sometimes been referred to as a cabal, and, in fact, the term
has been taken up by neoconservatives themselves. By implying secret plot-
ting, the aim of such a term is often to make the whole idea of neoconserva-
tive influence appear ridiculous. For while the neoconservatives represent
a tight group devoted to achieving political goals, they have worked very

much in the open to advance their Middle East war agenda. Thus, unlike
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a true “cabal,” characterized by secrecy, the neoconservatives are a “trans-
parent cabal” — oxymoronic as that term might be. The neoconservatives
quite openly publicized their war agenda both before and after September
11, 2001. In developing this history, the author has relied heavily on pub-
lished sources produced by the neoconservatives themselves. In fact, it is
the very transparency of the neoconservatives that has allowed this work
to exist.

Like a “cabal,” the neoconservatives have worked in unison to shape ma-
jor policy. And though acting largely in the open, they nonetheless have
been shrouded in a certain measure of secrecy, especially regarding their
connection to Israel, because of the taboo nature of the issue. In short, the
mainstream media has not probed this relationship to avoid the lethal
charge of “anti-Semitism.”

Over the years, the neocons had developed a powerful, interlocking net-
work of think tanks, organizations, and media outlets outside of govern-
ment with the express purpose of influencing American foreign policy. By
the end of the 1990s, the neoconservatives developed a complete blueprint
for the remaking of the Middle East by military means, starting with Iraq.
The problem they faced was how to transform their agenda into official
United States policy. It was only by becoming an influential part of the
administration of George W. Bush that they would be in a position to make
their Israelocentric agenda actual American policy.

The neocons, however, did not gain the upper hand in formulating the
foreign policy of the Bush administration until the terror attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001 — which proved to be the pivotal event in the neocon ascen-
dancy. When the administration looked for a plan to deal with terrorism,
the neocons had an existing one to offer, and a network, inside and outside
of the government, to promote it.

The second President Bush was essentially a convert to the neoconser-
vative policy. Examples of national leaders’ falling under the influence of
their advisers are commonplace in history. And it would be especially un-
derstandable in the case of George W. Bush, who prior to 9/11 never exhib-
ited any strong understanding or interest in Middle East policy, and was
therefore in need of guidance, which the neocons could easily provide and
present in a simple paradigm that Bush could find attractive.

The neocons did not drag the majority of the American people into war

in 2003 against their collective will. In large measure, the neocon militaris-
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tic agenda resonated with an American public and Congress that had been
traumatized by terror and was desperately seeking a way to retaliate. More-
over, the neocon network, inside and outside the government, was in place
to push the bogus propaganda — most critically the non-existent weapons
of mass destruction (WMD) threat — to successfully mobilize congressio-
nal and popular support for the war agenda.

The thesis outlined above is elaborated in the pages that follow. This
work does not purport to be an overall history of the war on Iraq or the
Bush Middle East policy; rather, evidence has been marshaled concerning
the specific thesis of the neoconservative influence on U.S Middle East pol-
icy. In demonstrating the thesis, the work addresses various counter-argu-
ments, dealing not only with allegations of the neocons’ powerlessness but
also with arguments offered by critics of the war, that oil and the quest for
global dominance motivated the American war on Iraq and overall Middle
East policy. The evidence presented in the work demonstrates that the neo-
conservative pro-Israel thesis is far more compelling than other explana-
tions for the Bush II Middle East policy.

Lest any reader misinterpret this work, it is necessary to further explain
what the book is not. Since it is not an analysis of neoconservatism per se it
does not claim that neoconservatism is simply a cover for the support of Is-
rael. Undoubtedly, the overall neoconservative viewpoint does not revolve
solely around the security needs of Israel, and the same is true even of the
neocons’ positions on foreign policy and national-security policy. To state
that neoconservatives viewed American foreign policy in the Middle East
through the lens of Israeli interest — and that this was the basis of the neo-
con Middle East war agenda — is not to say that their support for Israel has
been the be-all and end-all of their foreign policy ideas, which encompass
the entire world.

There is nothing exceptional in this work’s interpretation as it has just
been outlined. It is hardly controversial to propose that elites, rather than
the people as a whole, determine government policies, even in democracies.
We see that idea in, for example, Robert Michels’s “Iron Rule of Oligarchy”
and Pareto’s concept of “circulating elites.” Even a cursory look at Ameri-
can historiography reveals that the premise of elite domination is widely
shared.

Furthermore, there is nothing outré in the view that people would be af-

fected in their foreign policy views by ethnic and emotional ties to a foreign
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country. The fear that such motives would shape American foreign policy
loomed large in George Washington’s Farewell Address of 1796. Ameri-
can historians, for their part, have often broached the idea that the foreign
policy views of various ethnic groups — German-, Polish-, Irish-, and Cu-
ban-Americans — have been based on their ethnic identities and loyalties.
This clearly corresponds to the contention that the neocons’ predominantly
Jewish background and their identification with Israel shaped their view of
Middle East policy.

This motivation ascribed to the neocons, however, does not imply that a
majority of American Jews held the same view as the neoconservatives on
the war in the Middle East. The American Jewish Committee’s 2002 An-
nual Survey of Jewish Opinion — conducted between December 16, 2002,
and January 5, 2003 — showed that 59 percent approved of the United States
taking military action against Iraq to remove Saddam Hussein from power
while 36 percent opposed military action. This finding was comparable to
polls of the general American population.* Other polls showed less sup-
port for the war among American Jews than among the public at large. A
compilation of public opinion polls by Pew Research Center in the first
quarter of 2003 showed war support among Jews at 52 percent compared
to 62 percent among the general public.®

As the occupation of Iraq continued, opposition to the war become the
majority position among American Jews. The 2003 Annual Survey of Amer-
ican Jewish Opinion, conducted between November 25 and December 11 of
that year showed Jews opposing the war by 54 percent to 43 percent.® The
2005 Annual Survey of American Jewish Opinion revealed that 70 percent
of Jews opposed the war on Iraq, while only 28 continued to support it.” A
Gallup Poll conducted in February 2007 found that 77 percent of Jews be-
lieved that the war on Iraq had been a mistake, while only 21 percent held
otherwise. This contrasted with the overall American population in which
the war was viewed as a mistake by a 52 percent to 46 percent margin.® To
be perfectly clear, there was nothing like monolithic Jewish support for the
war on Irag; in fact, Jews tended to be more anti-war than the American
public in general. This work, however, does not focus on general American
Jewish opinion, but rather on the neoconservatives and Israel.

In short, there is nothing about the overall thesis presented in this book
that should cause one to reject it out of hand as somehow implausible. The

question is: does the information provided back up the thesis? The follow-
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ing chapters, containing evidence both extensive and detailed, should an-
swer that in the affirmative.

Of course, no work can be definitive, especially one dealing with a con-
temporary issue that is still unfolding. Obviously, much information is yet
to come, especially with the future release of archival collections. Evidence
undoubtedly could appear that would alter this work’s interpretations. All
historical interpretations are only tentative. However, it would seem im-
possible to find new evidence that would remove the neoconservatives and
Israel from the picture concerning the American war on Iraq and the suc-
ceeding developments in the wider Middle East. As George Packer, a staff
writer for the New Yorker magazine, asserts in The Assassins’ Gate: “The Iraq

War will always be linked with the term ‘neoconservative.””
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chapter 2

THE “NEOCON-ISRAEL’ CLAIM: BITS AND PIECES

HE CONNECTION of neoconservatives and Israel to the

American war on Iraq, and on the further developments in the
Middle East that sprang from that war, is hardly a novel the-
sis peculiar to this author nor one confined to fringe elements
on the Internet. On the contrary, it has been put forth by numerous com-
mentators dating back to the time of the build-up for war. But while these
commentators have been candid about the role neoconservatives played
in making and effectively selling the case for war in Iraq, at times even
locating the roots of the neoconservative argument in concern for the se-
curity of Israel, none have dealt comprehensively with the topic, nor has
anyone put together a thorough and systematic evidentiary base to sup-
port the intimation. Neither has their assessment, by any means, become
mainstream. Indeed, the perspectives offered by many of these individuals
have frequently been dismissed as mere assertion, if not outright “anti-Se-
mitic” bigotry. Thus, a brief examination of some of these references will
help to set the stage for the more extensive elaboration of the thesis that
will be made in the succeeding chapters. It is hoped that this elaboration
will ultimately show that their position, despite the dismissal and ridicule
these individuals have at times encountered, is defensible, reasonable, and
supported by an overwhelming amount of evidence.
Among those significant figures making the connection with the neo-
conservatives was Howard Dean, who in early August 2003, when he was
the Democratic Party’s leading candidate for President, said that while

President George W. Bush was “an engaging person,” he had been “cap-
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tured by the neoconservatives around him.” Senator Joseph Biden, the
ranking Democrat on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, said in
several major speeches in 2003 that neoconservatives had been driving
U.S. foreign policy into a dangerous direction. As Biden put it: “This is the
most ideological administration in U.S. history, led by neoconservatives
who believe that the only asset that counts is our military might.”? Regard-
ing the war in Iraq, anti-war Republican presidential candidate Ron Paul
proclaimed in September 2007 that “The American people didn’t go in. A
few people advising this administration, a small number of people called
the neoconservative [sic] hijacked our foreign policy. Theyre responsible,
not the American people.”

Former acting ambassador to Iraq and former career foreign service of-
ficer, Joseph Wilson, who had been sent on a CIA mission to determine
the veracity of the administration’s claim that Saddam had attempted to
procure yellow cake uranium from Niger, presents in his memoirs the
neoconservatives as the major proponents of the war. “This enterprise in
Iraq,” Wilson writes, “was always about a larger neoconservative agenda of
projecting force as the means of imposing solutions. It was about shaking
up the Middle East in the hope that democracy might emerge.” Craig R.
Eisendrath and Melvin A. Goodman in their Bush League Diplomacy: How
the Neoconservatives are Putting the World at Risk focus on the neoconserva-
tive dominance of Bush foreign policy.® Expressing a similar view of neo-
conservative control of Middle East policy during George W. Bush’s first
term were Stefan Halper and Jonathan Clarke in America Alone: The Neo-
conservatives and the Global Order. The authors consider themselves conser-
vatives, and Halper served in the White House and the State Department
during the Nixon, Ford, and Reagan administrations.®

When serving as the director of the Nonproliferation Project at the
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Joseph Cirincione wrote on
the organization’s web site: “We have assembled on our web site links to the
key documents produced since 1992 by this group, usually known as neo-
conservatives, and analysis of their efforts. They offer a textbook case of
how a small, organized group can determine policy in a large nation, even
when the majority of officials and experts originally scorned their views.””

Joshua Micah Marshall authored an article in the liberal Washington
Monthly entitled: “Bomb Saddam?: How the obsession of a few neocon

hawks became the central goal of U.S. foreign policy.” “The neoconserva-
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tives. .. are largely responsible for getting us into the war against Iraq,”
observed veteran journalist Elizabeth Drew in her article “The Neocons
in Power,” appearing in the prestigious New York Review of Books in June
2003. Drew maintained that “The neoconservatives are powerful because
they are cohesive, determined, ideologically driven, and clever (even if their
judgment can be questionable), and some high administration officials, in-
cluding the vice-president, are sympathetic to them.”

“The neocon vision has become the hard core of American foreign policy,”
declared Michael Hirst in Newsweek magazine.”® Liberal columnist Rob-
ert Kuttner titled one of his articles, “Neo-cons have hijacked U.S. foreign
policy.™ News commentator Chris Matthews, of MSNBC'’s television pro-
gram “Hardball,” saw the move to war on Iraq as an alliance “demanded by
neo-conservative policy wonks and backed by oil-patchers George W. Bush
and Dick Cheney.”? Billionaire financier and philanthropist George Soros
stated that the “neocons form an influential group within the executive
branch and their influence greatly increased after September 11.”3

Investigative reporter Seymour Hersh went so far as to say that

the amazing thing is we are been taken over basically by a cult, eight or nine
neo-conservatives have somehow grabbed the government. Just how and why
and how they did it so efficiently, will have to wait for much later historians
and better documentation than we have now, but they managed to overcome
the bureaucracy and the Congress, and the press, with the greatest of ease. It
does say something about how fragile our Democracy is. You do have to wonder
what a Democracy is when it comes down to a few men in the Pentagon and a

few men in the White House having their way."*

(This present work adds some of that “better documentation,” which shows
that the neocons represented far more than a small cult of “eight or nine”
individuals, but an interlocking network in the United States that often
acted in tandem with the government of Israel. In fact, Hersh, through
his investigative reporting, actually provided some of the evidence for this
interpretation.)

The idea that the neoconservatives are motivated by their support for
Israel is somewhat taboo, implying, as it does, external loyalties and Jewish
power; nonetheless, it has received public attention. It is popular among
rightist opponents of the neoconservative interventionist foreign policy
and, in particular, of the Iraq war — that is to say, among paleoconserva-

tives and paleolibertarians.”® Patrick J. Buchanan, the well-known politi-
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cal commentator, former third-party Presidential candidate and editor of
American Conservative, consistently pushed this theme; in his often-cited
essay “Whose War?,” he charged “that a cabal of polemicists and public
officials seek to ensnare our country in a series of wars that are not in
America’s interests . . .. What these neoconservatives seek is to conscript
American blood to make the world safe for Israel.”*

Lambasting the neoconservatives in his thrice-weekly column on the
popular Antiwar.com web site, paleolibertarian Justin Raimondo summa-
rized his views in his “The Neocons’ War,” in which he described the neo-
conservatives as “Israel’s fifth column in America.”” Among other leading
paleoconservative journalists who expressed the neoconservative-war-for-
Israel theme were Paul Craig Roberts, a former assistant secretary of the
treasury under Ronald Reagan, and Sam Francis, one of the major intel-
lectuals of the movement.!®

On the left, there was also mention of Israel’s relationship to the war on
Iraq. Eric Alterman stated that “The war was planned by neoconservatives,
many of whom worked directly with their counterparts in the Israeli gov-
ernment, who helped perpetuate the deception.””® Long before the buildup
for the war on Iraq, Jim Lobe was a close follower of the neoconservatives
for the Interpress Service News Agency; and his writings are referred to many
times in this work.?® In Lobe’s view, “neoconservatives put Israel at the ab-
solute center of their worldview.”” Journalist and radio program producer
Jeffrey Blankfort wrote one of the more extensive pieces on the subject, “War
for Israel.”?2 And CounterPunch, one of the most frequently visited leftist web-
sites on the Internet, is very sympathetic to the view that links neocons to
Israel. For example, CounterPunch frequently publishes pieces by former CIA
officials, Bill and Kathleen Christison, which focus on this subject. Bill Chris-
tison, for example, maintained that that “the neocons definitely wield real
power and influence” and that they were able to direct the Bush adminis-
tration’s policy agenda for the Middle East, which involved the “strengthen-
ing of Israeli/U.S. partnership and hegemony throughout the region and, in
furtherance thereof, advocacy of war, first against Iraq and then if necessary
against Syria, Iran, and possibly other Middle Eastern states.”? Others on the
CounterPunch web site who expressed that view included academics James
Petras and Gary Leupp, journalists Stephen Green and Kurt Nimmo, and edi-
tor Alexander Cockburn.?* Petras would expand on this theme in his book, The
Power of Israel in the United States, which was published in 2006.%
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In the leftist Nation magazine, British author and consultant on Middle
East affairs Patrick Seale stated that

The neocons — a powerful group at the heart of the Bush Administration
— wanted war against Iraq and pressed for it with great determination, overrid-
ing and intimidating all those who expressed doubts, advised caution, urged
the need for allies and for UN legitimacy, or recommended sticking with the

well-tried cold war instruments of containment and deterrence.

Seale continued:

Right-wing Jewish neocons — and most prominent neocons are right-wing
Jews — tend to be pro-Israel zealots who believe that American and Israeli in-
terests are inseparable (much to the alarm of liberal, pro-peace Jews, whether
in America, Europe or Israel itself). Friends of Ariel Sharon’s Likud, they tend
to loathe Arabs and Muslims. For them, the cause of liberating Iraq had little to
do with the well-being of Iraqis . . . . What they wished for was an improvement

in Israel’s military and strategic environment.?

The Israeli connection to the war is not the preserve solely of the anti-
establishment left and right; mainstream figures have also mentioned it.
In February 2003, a month before the invasion of Iraq, an article entitled
“Bush and Sharon Nearly Identical On Mideast Policy” appeared on the
front page of the Washington Post. The author, reporter Robert Kaiser, quot-
ed a senior U.S. official as saying, “The Likudniks are really in charge now
[of U.S. policy].” Pointing out that Sharon often claimed a “deep friendship”
and “a special closeness” to the Bush administration, Kaiser asserted that
“For the first time a U.S. administration and a Likud government are pursu-
ing nearly identical policies.””
Author and political analyst Michael Lind, who has been labeled “our
first notable apostate from neoconservatism” by Scott Malcolmson in the
Village Voice*® because of his former neoconservative ties, stressed the lead-

ing war role of the neoconservatives. Lind held that

[a]s a result of several bizarre and unforeseeable contingencies, the foreign
policy of the world’s only global power is being made by a small clique that
is unrepresentative of either the U.S. population or the mainstream foreign

policy establishment.

Lind continued: “The core group now in charge consists of neoconserva-
tive defense intellectuals.” And “The neocon defense intellectuals, as well

as being in or around the actual Pentagon, are at the center of a metaphori-
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cal ‘pentagon’ of the Israel lobby and the religious right, plus conservative
think tanks, foundations and media empires.””

Columnist and television commentator Robert Novak referred to the
American war on Iraq as “Sharon’s war.”® Maureen Dowd of the New York
Times stated, in a column entitled “Neocon Coup at the Department d’Etat,”
that the neo-conservatives seek to make sure that U.S. foreign policy “is
good for Ariel Sharon.”® Arnaud de Borchgrave, who had been a senior
editor of Newsweek and president and CEO of United Press International,
wrote in February 2003: “Washington’s ‘Likudniks’ — Ariel Sharon’s power-
ful backers in the Bush administration — have been in charge of U.S. policy
in the Middle East since President Bush was sworn into office.”*> He pur-
sued that theme in a later, postwar article: “So the leitmotif for Operation
Iraqi Freedom was not WMDs, but the freedom of Iraq in the larger con-
text of long-range security for Israel.”® Harvard professor Stanley Hoft-
man included neocon concern for Israel as one of the motives for the war,
writing that

there is a loose collection of friends of Israel, who believe in the identity of
interests between the Jewish state and the United States — two democracies
that, they say, are both surrounded by foes and both forced to rely on military
power to survive. These analysts look at foreign policy through the lens of one
dominant concern: Is it good or bad for Israel? Since that nation’s founding in
1948, these thinkers have never been in very good odor at the State Department,

but now they are well ensconced in the Pentagon, around such strategists as
Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Perle and Douglas Feith.>*

In The One-State Solution: A Breakthrough for Peace in the Israeli-Palestin-
ian Deadlock, academician Virginia Tilley includes a discussion of the role
of the neoconservatives in bringing about the war on Iraq. After mention-
ing the various official justifications for the war on Iraq, Tilley writes: “But
sheltered under the U.S. vice president and secretary of defense was a cadre
of advisors who had long planned the invasion on a very different agenda:
to reconfigure the Middle East in ways favorable to Israeli security.”*

Jeftrey Record, a prominent national security analyst, who during 2003
was a visiting research professor at the Strategic Studies Institute of the
Army War College, writes: “The primary explanation for war against Iraq
is the Bush White House’s post-9/11 embrace of the neoconservatives’ ide-
ology regarding U.S. military primacy, use of force, and the Middle East.”

Regarding Israel, Record maintains:
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The neoconservatives who populated the upper ranks of the Bush adminis-
tration had been gunning for Saddam Hussein for years before 9/11. They had
an articulated, aggressive, values-based foreign policy doctrine and a specific
agenda for the Middle East that reflected hostility toward Arab autocracies and
support for Israeli security interests as defined by that country’s Likud political

party.®®

Some significant United States government figures, mostly retired or
about to retire, also commented about the Israeli role in the war. On May
23, 2004, retired Marine General Anthony Zinni, stated on the popular “60
Minutes” television program that the neoconservatives’ role in pushing the
war for Israel’s benefit was

the worst-kept secret in Washington ... And one article, because I mentioned
the neoconservatives who describe themselves as neoconservatives, I was
called anti-Semitic. I mean, you know, unbelievable that that’s the kind of per-
sonal attacks that are run when you criticize a strategy and those who propose
it.... I know what strategy they promoted. And openly. And for a number of
years. And what they have convinced the President and the secretary to do.
And I don’t believe there is any serious political leader, military leader, diplomat
in Washington that doesn’t know where it came from.*

Zinni had been in charge of all American troops in the Middle East as
commander-in-chief of the U.S. Central Command, and had also served
President George W. Bush as a special envoy to the Middle East.

Zbigniew Brzezinski, National Security Advisor to former President Jim-
my Carter, expressed a mild version of the war-for-Israel scenario, pointing
out that “various right-wing, neoconservative, and religiously fundamen-
talist groups” hold the view “that America’s goal should be to reorder the
Middle East, using America’s power in the name of democracy to subordi-
nate the Arab states to its will, to eliminate Islamic radicalism, and to make
the region safe for Israel.”*®

In May 2004, U.S. Senator Ernest “Fritz” Hollings, Democrat of South
Carolina, who was in his last term of office, addressed Israel’s connection
to the war:

With Iraq no threat, why invade a sovereign country? The answer: President
Bush’s policy to secure Israel.

Led by Wolfowitz, Richard Perle and Charles Krauthammer, for years there
has been a domino school of thought that the way to guarantee Israel’s security

is to spread democracy in the area.*
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When called upon to retract his claims, which influential American
Jews deemed “anti-Semitic,” Hollings instead reiterated them on the floor
of the U.S. Senate on May 20, 2004. “That is not a conspiracy. That is the
policy,” he said. “Everybody knows it because we want to secure our friend,
Israel.™?

It was even revealed that a Bush administration figure, Philip Zelikow,
who then served on the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board
and supported the war, publicly acknowledged that the Iraqi threat was
primarily against Israel, not the United States, in a speech at the University
of Virginia on September 10, 2002. “Why would Iraq attack America or
use nuclear weapons against us? I'll tell you what I think the real threat [is]
and actually has been since 1990 — it’s the threat against Israel,” Zelikow
asserted.

And this is the threat that dare not speak its name, because the Europeans
don’t care deeply about that threat, I will tell you frankly. And the American
government doesn’t want to lean too hard on it rhetorically, because it is not a

popular sell.*

Zelikow later became the executive director of the National Commis-
sion on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States, better known as the 9/11
Commission. In late February 2005, he was appointed a senior adviser on
foreign policy issues to Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice.*?

Perhaps the most prominent proclamation of Israel’s connection to the
war was made by two leading scholars in the field of international relations,
John Mearsheimer and Stephen Walt, who produced an 82-page essay (42
pages of narrative and 40 pages of endnotes), “The Israel Lobby and U.S.
Foreign Policy,” that became public in March 2006.** The paper was not
published in the United States but did come out in an abbreviated form in
the London Review of Books. In the United States, it remained only a “work-
ing paper” on a Harvard faculty website. Nonetheless, the work did gain a
considerable degree of attention, especially in the intellectual press.** The
authors transformed this work into a longer book, The Israel Lobby and ULS.
Foreign Policy, which was published in September 2007.%°

The Mearsheimer and Walt essay covered the broader “Israel Lobby,” of
which they see the neoconservatives to be a part. They maintain that the
pro-Israel lobby, made up of an extensive network of journalists, think-

tankers, lobbyists, and officials of the Bush regime — largely but not solely
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of Jewish ethnicity — has played a fundamental role in shaping American
Middle East policy. The lobby’s goal has been to enhance Israeli security,
often at the expense of U.S. interests. Regarding the neoconservatives, they
hold that “the main driving force behind the Iraq war was a small band of
neoconservatives, many with close ties to Israel’s Likud Party.™®

The essay drew a firestorm of criticism to the effect that it was anti-Se-
mitic.”” This has been the standard reaction to anyone who violates the ex-
isting taboo. In fact, the neocons have been quick to claim that criticism of
the neoconservatives is really anti-Semitic. In doing so, they acknowledged
the Jewish background of neoconservatism. For example, neocon Joshua
Muravchik argued: “The neoconservatives, it turns out, are also in large
proportion Jewish — and this, to their detractors, constitutes evidence of
the ulterior motives that lurk behind the policies they espouse.”®

Norman Podhoretz, the doyen of neoconservatism, used the very popu-
larity of the claim of the connection of neocons and Israel to the war as
reason to reject it as classical “anti-Semitism.”

“Before long, this theory was picked up and circulated by just about ev-
eryone in the whole world who was intent on discrediting the Bush Doc-

trine,” Podhoretz asserted in Commentary magazine in September 2004.

And understandably so: for what could suit their purposes better than to ex-
pose the invasion of Iraq — and by extension the whole of World War IV — as a
war started by Jews and being waged solely in the interest of Israel?

To protect themselves against the taint of anti-Semitism, purveyors of this
theory sometimes disingenuously continued to pretend that when they said
neoconservative they did not mean Jew. Yet the theory inescapably rested on
all-too-familiar anti-Semitic canards — principally that Jews were never reli-
ably loyal to the country in which they lived, and that they were always conspir-
ing behind the scenes, often successfully, to manipulate the world for their own

nefarious purposes.*

Even Jews outside the distinctly neocon orbit became very upset about
the criticism of neocons and turned to the “anti-Semitism” defense. In May
2003, Abraham Foxman, national chairman of the Anti-Defamation League,
wrote an essay, “Anti-Semitism, Pure and Simple,” bemoaning the fact that

The accusation about Jews and Jewish interests is being aired almost daily,
on the airwaves, in the nation’s editorial pages and from a range of pundits

who want to pin the blame for this war on the Jews. The spread of this new lie

is not surprising, because it is really not so new. In times of crisis, in times of
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uncertainty, at times nations face danger, Jews continue to be a convenient and
tempting option for scapegoating.*

A year later, Foxman would demand that Senator Hollings retract his
comments about neoconservatives and Israel, charging that “[t]his is remi-
niscent of age-old, anti-Semitic canards about a Jewish conspiracy to con-
trol and manipulate government.”™

Undercutting the charge of “anti-Semitism” was the fact that more than
a few individuals of Jewish heritage shared the view that neocons played
a major role in driving the United States to war, including Rabbi Michael
Lerner, Michael Lind, Paul Gottfried, Robert Novak, Jim Lobe, Seymour
Hersh, Stanley Heller, Philip Weiss, Joshua Micah Marshall, Jeffrey Blank-
fort, Eric Alterman, and George Soros.*

In fact, Rabbi Lerner, editor of the liberal Jewish publication Tikkun, went

much further than most gentile commentators in branding Jews pro-war:

The State of Israel seems unequivocally committed to the war, the most
prominent advocates of this war inside the administration have been Jews, the
major sentiment being expressed inside the Orthodox synagogues is that of
support for the war, and the voices of liberals who might normally be counted
on to be raising questions are in fact silent. Isn’t that enough reason for most
people to feel that this is a war supported by the Jewish community, though in

fact it is only the organized community and not most Jews who support it?>

Paul Gottfried explained what was really meant by those who ascribe
a major role in the war to the neoconservatives: “No one who is sane is
claiming that all Jews are collaborating with Richard Perle and Bill Kristol.
What is being correctly observed is a convergence of interests in which
neoconservatives have played a pivotal role.”*
Obviously, there are those who would label the war as the work of all Jews
— an imaginary monolithic World Jewry — but all views can be distorted
into fallacious, and even hostile ones. The war on Iraq, of course, spawned
anti-Arab and anti-Muslim feelings, just as the World War II spawned anti-
Japanese sentiment (and World War I Germanophobia). These develop-
ments, by themselves, would not undermine the causes to which they were
attached, e.g., World War II.
Joshua Micah Marshall held that use of “blanket criticisms of anti-Semi-
tism” were intended “to stigmatize and ward off any and all criticism” of
the Bush administration foreign policy and Ariel Sharon.”® “But I must tell

you that I am growing more than a little weary of the Jewlier than thou
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comments emanating from some of my co-religionists on the other side of
the aisle,” Marshall averred. He countercharged that
those who make these charges are exploiting and trivializing the issue of anti-
Semitism by using it as a tool to blunt criticism of their foreign policy views and
the foreign policy pursued by this administration. One does not have to agree
with the policies of Ariel Sharon’s government to be a Jew in good standing or

even an Israeli for that matter.>

Intertwined with the “anti-Semitic” charge was the implication that the
very idea of neoconservatives exercising power or possessing inordinate in-
fluence was preposterous. For example, Robert J. Lieber, professor of govern-
ment and foreign service at prestigious Georgetown University, titled an es-
say, “The Neoconservative-Conspiracy Theory: Pure Myth,” claiming that

[tlhis sinister mythology is worthy of the Iraqi information minister, Mu-
hammed Saeed al-Sahaf, who became notorious for telling Western journalists
not to believe their own eyes as American tanks rolled into view just across the

Tigris River.”’

It might be pointed out that Lieber himself was closely connected with
the neoconservatives, and could legitimately be considered a neoconserva-
tive, being a member of the Committee for the President Danger, which
was revived in July 2004 to promote war against Islamic terrorism and was
made up of such neocon luminaries as Norman Podhoretz, Midge Dec-
ter, Joshua Muravchik, Kenneth Adelman, Laurie Mylroie, Frank Gaffney,
and Max Kampelman,*® Lieber’s argument here represents an ironical one
pushed by many neocons — to wit, while the neoconservatives form many
groups to influence public policy, they often deny that they are in any way
successful in doing so.

Sometimes, however, neoconservatives do admit their influence on Ameri-
can war policy. For example, in the course of trying to deny the leading role
of neoconservatives in the war on Iraq, neoconservative Max Boot in De-
cember 2002 had to admit that the national security strategy of the Bush
administration “sounds as if it could have come straight from the pages of
Commentary magazine, the neocon bible.””

And in that very “neocon bible,” Commentary, Joshua Muravchik went
a long way in the direction of acknowledging that America’s war on Iraq
had reflected neoconservative policy. Ironically, the article, published in
September 2003, was entitled “The Neoconservative Cabal,” seemingly

intended to imply the ridiculousness of the critics’ charges, but the piece
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actually did much to provide confirmation. Muravchik acknowledged that
the September 11 terrorist atrocities enabled long-standing neoconserva-
tive plans to come to the fore.
Not only did the neocons have an analysis of what had gone wrong in Ameri-
can policy, they also stood ready with proposals for what to do now: to wage
war on the terror groups and to seek to end or transform governments that sup-
ported them, especially those possessing the means to furnish terrorists with
the wherewithal to kill even more Americans than on September 11. Neocons
also offered a long-term strategy for making the Middle East less of a hotbed of
terrorism: implanting democracy in the region and thereby helping to foment a

less violent approach to politics.

After 9/11, policies espoused by neoconservatives were “embraced by the
Bush administration.”

Muravchik purported to be agnostic as to whether the neocons them-
selves caused the adoption of their policies: “Was this because Bush learned
them from the likes of Wolfowitz and Perle? Or did he and his top advisers

— none of them known as a neocon — reach similar conclusions on their
own?” But Muravchik made the neoconservative authorship of American
foreign policy more explicit in his final conclusion, where he wrote that if

the [Bush administration] policies succeed, then the world will have been de-

livered from an awful scourge, and there will be credit enough to go around —

some of it, one trusts, even for the lately much demonized neoconservatives.*

In December 2003, the neocon Hudson Institute and the neocon fel-
low-traveling, pro-Israel New Republic magazine sponsored a conference
entitled “Is the Neoconservative Moment Over?” Obviously, the title itself
implied that neoconservatism had been influential at least for the “mo-
ment” of the Iraq war. Moreover, Richard Perle, a leading neocon who was
a speaker at the conference, would maintain that “Not only is the neocon-
servative movement not over, it’s just beginning.”®

Acknowledging neocon influence, of course, is not the same thing as
saying that the neocons were motivated by Israeli interests. However, after
General Zinni’s remarks in May 2004, the Jewish weekly, Forward, con-
cluded that that the argument that Israeli security was the motivation for
the American war on Iraq had to be confronted by ideas, and could not be
simply tossed aside as sheer bigotry. Its editorial stated:

As recently as a week ago, reasonable people still could dismiss as antisemitic

conspiracy mongering the claim that Israel’s security was the real motive be-
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hind the invasion of Iraq. No longer. The allegation has now moved from the
fringes into the mainstream. Its advocates can no longer simply be shushed or
dismissed as bigots. Those who disagree must now argue the case on the merits.

What was required, the Forward opined, was open debate.

The line between legitimate debate and scapegoating is a fine one. Friends of
Israel will be tempted to guard that line by labeling as antisemites those who
threaten to cross it. They already have begun to do so. But it is a mistake. Israel
and its allies stand accused of manipulating America’s public debate for their
own purposes. If they were to succeed in suppressing debate to protect them-
selves, it only would prove the point. Better to follow the democratic path: If

there is bad speech, the best reply is more speech.®

The Forward has here offered wise counsel. Truth can only be obtained
through freedom of inquiry, not by intimidation and suppression, and it
is the arrival at a better understanding of the truth to which this work is
dedicated. As noted earlier, the thesis here presented is neither novel nor
particularly original. What is newly presented, however, is the extensive
evidence, from matters of public record, necessary to evaluate the claims
made by, e.g., those identified in this chapter, whose assessments have up
to now typically been dismissed as lunacy, bigotry, or both. Also new, and
hopefully useful, is the tying together of the strands of evidence and argu-
ment into a coherent whole, the luxury for which is available in a work of
this length, while such hasn’t been the case for many of those cited above
who have dealt with the issue more briefly and, therefore, less thoroughly.
Anyone wishing honestly to determine whether it is myth or reality that
the neoconservatives were the driving force behind the Iraq war and the
Bush administration’s later militant policy in the Middle East, and wheth-
er that neoconservative policy was and is designed to benefit Israel, must
consider this evidence. The author believes the case made by it to be over-

whelmingly persuasive.
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chapter 3

WHO ARE THE NEOCONS?

LTHOUGH THE TERM neoconservative isin common usage,
a brief description of the group might be helpful. The term

was coined by socialist Michael Harrington as a derisive term

for leftists and liberals who were migrating rightward. Many
of the first generation neoconservatives were originally liberal Democrats,
or even socialists and Marxists, often Trotskyites. Most originated in New
York, and most were Jews. They drifted to the right in the 1960s and 1970s
as the Democratic Party moved to the anti-war McGovernite left.!

The Jewish nature of the neoconservatives was obvious. It should be
pointed out that Jews in the United States have traditionally identified with
the liberals and the left, and most still do. (Liberals in the American context
represent the moderate left.) Liberalism seemed to allow for advancement
of Jews in an open, secular society; to many Jews, conservatism, in contrast,
represented traditional Christian anti-Semitism. Moreover, as political sci-
entist Benjamin Ginsberg points out in his The Fatal Embrace: Jews and the
State, Jews were in favor of American liberalism’s creation of the welfare
state in the period between Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s New Deal in the
1930s and Lyndon B. Johnson’s Great Society in the 1960s, which brought
many Jews into power positions in the federal government apparatus.>

But those individuals who became neoconservatives were perceptive
enough to see that in the 1960s liberals and the left were identifying with
issues that were apt to be harmful to the collective interest of Jewry. As

historian Edward S. Shapiro, himself of a Jewish background, points out:
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Many of the leading neoconservative intellectuals were Jewish academicians
who moved to the right in the 1960s in response to campus unrest, the New
Left, the counterculture, the Black Power movement, the excesses of the Great
Society, the hostility of the left to Israel, and the left’s weakening opposition to
Communism and the Soviet Union. They became convinced, Mark Gerson, a
perceptive student of the neoconservatives, has written, that the left was “dis-
tinctively bad for the Jews.”

In response to efforts to deny the neoconservatives’ Jewishness, Gal
Beckerman wrote in the Jewish newspaper Forward in January 2006: “[I]t is
a fact that as a political philosophy, neoconservatism was born among the
children of Jewish immigrants and is now largely the intellectual domain
of those immigrants’ grandchildren.” In fact, Beckerman went so far as to
maintain that “[i]f there is an intellectual movement in America to whose
invention Jews can lay sole claim, neoconservatism is it.”

Concern for Jews abroad and Israel, in particular, loomed large in the
birth of neoconservatism. Proto-neocons adopted a pronounced anti-So-
viet policy as the Soviet Union aided Israel’s enemies in the Middle East
and prohibited Soviet Jews from emigrating. “One major factor that drew
them inexorably to the right,” writes Benjamin Ginsberg,

was their attachment to Israel and their growing frustration during the 1960s
with a Democratic party that was becoming increasingly opposed to American
military preparedness and increasingly enamored of Third World causes [e.g.,
Palestinian rights]. In the Reaganite right’s hard-line anti-communism, com-
mitment to American military strength, and willingness to intervene politi-
cally and militarily in the affairs of other nations to promote democratic val-

ues (and American interests), neocons found a political movement that would

guarantee Israel’s security.’

Neoconservative Max Boot acknowledged that “support for Israel” had
been and remained a “key tenet of neoconservatism.”

In the United States, it is sometimes taboo to say that the neoconserva-
tives are primarily Jewish or that they are concerned about Israel, but neo-
cons did not conceal these connections. The original flagship of the neo-
conservative movement was Commentary magazine, which is put out by the
American Jewish Committee and has styled itself as “America’s premier
monthly journal of opinion.” The American Jewish Committee pronounces
as its mission: “To safeguard the welfare and security of Jews in the United
States, in Israel, and throughout the world.””
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It was Norman Podhoretz, editor-in-chief of Commentary for 35 years
until his retirement in 1995, who transformed the magazine into a neocon-
servative publication, offering writing space to many who would be leading
figures in the movement. Ironically, when Podhoretz first became editor,
he allied himself with New Left radicals, who vociferously opposed the
war in Vietnam. Murray Friedman writes in The Neoconservative Revolution:
Jewish Intellectuals and the Shaping of Public Policy that under Podhoretz’s
editorship, “Commentary became perhaps the first magazine of any sig-
nificance to pay serious attention to radical ideology.” However, Podhoretz
started his move rightward by 1967, and by 1970, “his conversion to neo-
conservatism was complete.”

Friedman points out that Podhoretz, like most who gravitated to neo-
conservatism, did not dwell on Jewish interests and the fate of Israel until
the latter half of the 1960s and the early 1970s, when his “sense of this own
Jewishness intensified.” Friedman notes that

A central element in Podhoretz’s evolving views, which would soon become his

and many of the neocons” governing principle was the question, “Is It Good for

the Jews,” the title of a February 1972 Commentary piece.®

Exemplifying this greater focus on Jewish interests, Friedman observes
that

Commentary articles now came to emphasize threats to Jews and the safety and
security of the Jewish state. By the 1980s, nearly half of Podhoretz’s writings on

international affairs centered on Israel and these dangers."!

Benjamin Ginsberg similarly maintains:

A number of Jews ascertained for themselves that Israeli security required
a strong American commitment to internationalism and defense. Among the
most prominent Jewish spokesmen for this position was Norman Podhoretz,
editor of Commentary magazine. Podhoretz had been a liberal and a strong
opponent of the Vietnam War. But by the early 1970s he came to realize that
“continued American support for Israel depended upon continued American
involvement in international affairs — from which it followed that American
withdrawal into [isolationism] [preceding brackets in original] represented a

direct threat to the security of Israel.”">

Having a married daughter and grandchildren living in Israel, Podho-
retz’s identification with the Jewish state transcended intellectual convic-

tion. With the beginning of the Gulf War of 1991, Podhoretz actually went
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to live with his daughter in her home in Jerusalem in order to show his
solidarity with Israel, which Saddam had threatened to attack by missiles,
and did so to a limited extent.®
Podhoretz was a neoconservative of exceptional influence. As neocon-
servative Arnold Beichman contends, “in the ideological wars of the 1970s
and 1980s, Podhoretz had become an intellectual force who by himself and
through his magazine contributed mightily to the global victory against
communism.”* Denoting Podhoretz’s significance, President George W.
Bush awarded him the Presidential Medal of Freedom, the nation’s highest
civilian honor, on June 23, 2004.%°
In terms of membership, neoconservatism is not exclusively Jewish.
There are gentiles who identify with the neoconservative movement — some
because of its ideas but probably also because membership can be career
enhancing at a time when it has been difficult for scholars, especially white
male scholars, to even break into academia, where supply greatly exceeds
demand and where the environment has not been hospitable to individuals
of a conservative bent. For one thing, the numerous neoconservative think
tanks and media outlets offer numerous jobs. “One thing that the neocons
have that both other factions of conservatives and liberals don't have,” wrote
Scott McConnell, editor of the American Conservative, “is they can employ
a lot of people.””® Work in those jobs can provide credentials for important
positions outside neocon-controlled domains — government, academia, me-
dia, and the literary world. Moreover, the extensive neoconservative net-
work can facilitate personal advancement in all parts of the establishment.
It would appear that Jewish neoconservatives seek to feature their gen-
tile members, and use their existence to deny the Jewish nature of their
movement. But the fact of the matter is that the movement has been Jewish
inspired, Jewish-oriented, and Jewish-dominated. As historian Paul Gott-
fried, himself Jewish and a close observer of the neoconservative scene,
pointed out in April 2003:
[T]he term “neoconservative” is now too closely identified with the personal
and ethnic concerns of its Jewish celebrities. Despite their frequent attempts
to find kept gentiles, the game of speaking through proxies may be showing di-
minishing results. Everyone with minimal intelligence knows that Bill Bennett,

Frank Gaffney, Ed Feulner, Michael Novak, George Weigel, James Nuechterlein,

and Cal Thomas front for the neocons. It is increasingly useless to depend on
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out-group surrogates to repackage a movement so clearly rooted in a particular
ethnicity — and even subethnicity (Eastern European Jews)."”

Similarly, John J. Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt in The Israel Lobby
and U.S. Foreign Policy point out in their reference to the existence of non-
Jewish neoconservatives that “Jews nonetheless comprise the core of the
neoconservative movement.”®

Neoconservatives are distinguished by more than just their ideology
and ethnicity; they are not simply conservative Jews. They have formed and
sustained close personal connections between themselves over a long pe-
riod of time. As will be discussed later, this network has been perpetuated
by becoming institutionalized in a number of influential think tanks and
organizations. These close ties help to explain the neocons’ great power,
which far exceeds their rather limited numbers."

Social anthropologist Janine R. Wedel describes the successful neocon
network as a “flex group,” which she defines as an informal faction adept
at “playing multiple and overlapping roles and conflating state and private
interests. These players keep appearing in different incarnations, ensuring
continuity even as their operating environments change.”

Wedel continues:

As flex players, the neocons have had myriad roles over time. They quietly
promoted one another for influential positions and coordinated their multi-
pronged efforts inside and outside government in pursuit of agendas that were

always in their own interest, but not necessarily the public’s.

The neocon flex players

always help each other out in furthering their careers, livelihoods and mutual
aims. Even when some players are “in power” within an administration, they
are flanked by people outside of formal government. Flex groups have a cul-
ture of circumventing authorities and creating alternative ones. They operate
through semi-closed networks and penetrate key institutions, revamping them
to marginalize other potential players and replacing them with initiatives un-

der their control.?

But while personal advancement is involved, the flex players pursue
much more than this, being “continually working to further the shared
agenda of the group.”** What Wedel fails to bring out, however, is that the
“shared agenda of the group” involves the advancement of the interests of

Israel, as the neocons perceive Israel’s interests.
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The neocon network is especially solidified by the existence of relation-
ships by blood and marriage. Norman Podhoretz is married to Midge Dec-
ter, a neoconservative writer in her own right. Their son, John Podhoretz,
was a columnist for the neoconservative New York Post and Weekly Stan-
dard before being announced as the new editor of Commentary in Octo-
ber 2007. And their son-in-law is Elliott Abrams, who worked for Sena-
tor Robert Henry “Scoop” Jackson (D.-Wash.) and later served in the State
Department during the Reagan administration, where he was involved in
the Iran/Contra scandal. Abrams was director of Near Eastern Affairs in
the National Security Council during George W. Bush’s first term and was
promoted to Deputy National Security Adviser in the second term.?

Irving Kristol, who is regarded as the “godfather” of neoconservatism
(though his focus tended more to domestic matters in contrast to Podho-
retz’s concern for foreign policy), is married to Gertrude Himmelfarb, also
a major neoconservative writer. The Kristols’ son, William (Bill) Kristol, is
currently a leading figure in the neoconservative movement as editor of
the Weekly Standard, which surpassed Commentary to become the major
neoconservative publication.?

Meyrav and David Wurmser are another neoconservative couple. Is-
raeli-born Meyrav Wurmser was Director of the Center for Middle East
Policy at the Hudson Institute. In 2005, she became head of the Hudson
Institute’s Zionism Project, which involves a two-year study to look at “the
identity crisis of Israel and Zionism,” and to come up with recommenda-
tions “that can aid” in resolving it.** She also wrote for the Jerusalem Post
and was co-founder of the Middle East Media Research Institute. Her hus-
band, David Wurmser, is a leading neoconservative writer who was direc-
tor of the Middle East program at the American Enterprise Institute prior
to entering the Bush II administration, where he held a various positions,
becoming in 2003 an adviser on Middle Eastern affairs to Vice President
Dick Cheney.

Neoconservatives Richard Perle, R. James Woolsey Jr., and Paul Wol-
fowitz were all acolytes of the late Albert Wohlstetter, a professor at the
University of Chicago and the University of California at Berkeley and a
nuclear strategist at the RAND corporation, who now has a conference
center named for him at the influential neoconservative American Enter-
prise Institute (sometimes referred to as “Neocon Central”) in Washing-

ton, D.C. Gary Dorrien in Imperial Designs describes Wohlstetter as the
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“godfather of the nuclear hawks.”” Throughout the Cold War, Wohlstetter

denigrated America’s nuclear strategy of deterrence, and instead advocat-
ed a war-fighting stance, which he held could actually best serve to deter
war. He contended that other American experts grossly underestimated
the military power of the U.S.S.R. and that it was essential for the United
States to build up its military strength.?

In 1969, Wohlstetter landed Wolfowitz and Perle* their first Washing-
ton jobs as interns for Senator “Scoop” Jackson. Jackson was a hard-line
Cold Warrior, champion of Israel’s interests, and neoconservative icon.?® It
was likely through Wohlstetter that Perle met the now-notorious Ahmed
Chalabi, who would head the Iraqi exiles and play a significant role in in-
ducing the United States to make war on Iraq in 2003.%

While Wolfowitz would stay only briefly with Jackson, Perle would re-
main for over a decade. During this time, Jackson’s office became an in-
cubator for the incipient neoconservatives. Staff would include Elliott
Abrams, Douglas Feith, Frank Gaffney, R. James Woolsey, and Michael A.
Ledeen.*®

Many significant neoconservatives were followers of political philoso-
pher Leo Strauss. These included Paul Wolfowitz; William Kristol; Ste-
phen Cambone, under secretary of defense for intelligence in the Bush II
administration; and Robert Kagan, who teamed with William Kristol at
the Weekly Standard. Kagan is the son of leading Yale University Straussian
Donald Kagan and brother of Frederick W. Kagan of the American Enter-
prise Institute.®

This list of connections is far from complete (and will be developed more
in other chapters) but it helps to reveal an important fact about the neo-
conservative movement. As political writer Jim Lobe explains it:

Contrary to appearances, the neocons do not constitute a powerful mass po-
litical movement. They are instead a small, tightly-knit clan whose incestuous
familial and personal connections, both within and outside the Bush admin-
istration, have allowed them to grab control of the future of American foreign
policy.*

It should also be emphasized that the neoconservatives are far from be-
ing an isolated group; to the contrary, they work closely with others, where
common interests serve as the attraction. For example, neoconservatives
have received broad support from the Christian evangelical right for most

of their activities. To attract support on their particular issues, neoconser-
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vatives often have created ad hoc citizen groups, such as the Committee for
the Liberation of Iraq. Moreover, their advocacy of a strong military attracts
defense intellectuals, some mainstream conservatives, and representatives
from defense interests. On the other hand, the neocons find allies among
various Jewish Americans, who may not support all of their hard-line mili-
taristic positions or their more conservative domestic positions, but agree
on the issue of staunchly supporting Israel and its foreign policy objectives.
In this latter category are such liberal pro-Zionists as Senator Joseph Li-
eberman, former Congressman Stephen Solarz, Congressman Tom Lantos,
the New Republic’s Martin Peretz, and representatives from the American
Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC). A few more traditional conser-
vative Jews such as columnist William Safire, who pre-existed the neocons
on the right, closely identify with the neoconservatives regarding Israel
and American policies in the Middle East. As commentator Bill Christison,
a former CIA analyst, observes: “It suffices to know . .. that the neocons
and the [Israel] lobby together form a very powerful mutual support society,
and their relationship is symbiotic in the extreme.”*?

When they first emerged in the early 1970s, the neoconservatives worked
primarily through the Democratic party — they sought to combat the leftist
orientation that had enabled George McGovern to become the Democratic
presidential standard bearer in 1972. “The 1972 campaign proved to be a
watershed for the neoconservatives,” Gary Dorrien notes, “For them, the
McGovern candidacy epitomized the degeneration of American liberalism.
McGovern’s world view, like his slogan — ‘Come Home, America’ — was
defeatist, isolationist, and guilt-driven.”?*

McGovernites were not simply opposed to American military involve-
ment in Vietnam, they were opposed also to the continuation of the Cold
War with its global opposition to Communism and its concomitant mas-
sive military spending. The military retrenchment they sought, however,
would have had negative repercussions for Israel, dependent as it was on
American military assistance, and especially since it was targeted as an
ideological enemy by the Communist countries and the world left. As Ben-
jamin Ginsberg writes of that era:

Many liberal Democrats . . . espoused cutbacks in the development and pro-
curement of weapons systems, a curtailment of American military capabilities

and commitments, and what amounted to a semireturn to isolationism. These
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policies all appeared to represent a mortal threat to Israel and, hence, were op-

posed by many Jews who supported Israel.?®

“Increasingly,” Murray Friedman maintains,

neocons came to believe that the Jewish state’s ability to survive — indeed, the
Jewish community’s will to survive — was dependent on American military
strength and its challenge to the Soviet Union, the primary backer of Arab

countries in the Middle East.?¢

Neoconservatism’s first political manifestation was as the Coalition for a
Democratic Majority, which was formed in 1972, when most neoconserva-
tives entertained hopes of reclaiming the Democratic Party and American
liberalism. As James Nuechterlein, himself something of a neocon, notes:

Most of the leading neoconservatives were Jewish ... and Jews found it ex-
traordinarily difficult to think of themselves as conservatives, much less Re-

publicans. In the American context, to be a Jew — even more a Jewish intellec-

tual — was to be a person of the left.*”

Murray Friedman similarly writes in The Neoconservative Revolution that
at that time
neocons still associated conservatism with golf, country clubs, the Republican
Party, big business — a sort of “goyishe” fraternity — and with the ideological
posturing of right-wing fanatics. They viewed traditional conservatives as hav-
inglittle empathy for the underdog and the excluded in society. They thought of
themselves as dissenting liberals, “children of the depression,” as Midge Decter

declared, who “retained a measure of loyalty to the spirit of the New Deal.”*

In the 1970s, the neoconservatives’ political standard bearers were Sena-
tor “Scoop” Jackson and Daniel Patrick Moynihan. Neoconservatives basi-
cally wanted to return to the anti-Communist Cold War position exempli-
fied by President Harry Truman (1945-1953), which had held sway through
the administration of Lyndon B. Johnson (1963-1969). Anti-Communist
foreign policy, however, had been widely discredited among mainstream
liberal Democrats by the Vietnam imbroglio. While neoconservatives were
opposed to the McGovern liberals in the Democratic Party, whom they
viewed as too sympathetic to Communism and radical left causes, they
did not identify with the foreign policy of mainstream Republicans. Rather,
neoconservatives opposed Henry Kissinger’s policy of détente with the So-
viet Union, with its emphasis on peace through negotiations, arms control,

and trade, which was being pushed by the Nixon and Ford administrations.
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They viewed the détente policy as defeatist and too callous toward human
rights violations in Communist countries.

For the neoconservatives, the human rights issue centered on the right
of Jews to emigrate from the Soviet Union. That right was embodied in
the Jackson-Vanik amendment, which was especially the work of Jackson’s
staffer Richard Perle. By requiring that American trade favors to the Soviet
Union be based on the latter’s allowance of freer emigration, this amend-
ment undercut the Nixon-Kissinger policy of détente, which sought to
establish better relations with the Soviets through trade. While neocon-
servatives were only a small minority among Jews, on this issue they were
joined by the Jewish mainstream.*

The Jackson-Vanik amendment was a major achievement for American
Jewry. “Congress had rolled over administration resistance and passed a
proactive law that changed the structure of U.S.-Soviet relations,” writes J.
J. Goldberg. “Whether or not the legislation helped its intended beneficia-
ries, the Jews of Russia, it sent an unmistakable message around the world
that the Jews of America were not to be trifled with.”°

The neoconservatives remained loyal Democrats in 1976 and looked with
hope toward the presidency of Jimmy Carter. But the neoconservatives soon
came to realize that Carter did not seem to perceive a dire Soviet expan-
sionist threat. From the neocon viewpoint, the Soviet Union was advancing
around the globe while Carter appeared to lack the will to resist. Norman
Podhoretz would maintain that under Carter, the United States “continued
and even accelerated the strategic retreat begun under the Republicans.”

Moreover, Carter pursued policies that went directly against what the
neoconservatives considered to be Jewish interests, especially in his failure
to provide sufficient support for Israel. The neoconservatives were alarmed
by the Carter administration’s attempt to pursue what it styled an even-
handed approach in the Middle East, fearing that Israel would be pressured
to withdraw from the occupied territories, with only minor border mod-
ifications, in return for Arab promises of peace. What especially caused
neoconservative outrage was the media revelation that UN Ambassador
Andrew Young had a secret meeting in New York with the United Nation’s
Palestinian Liberation Organization observer. Reports surfaced that Israeli
intelligence had recorded the diplomats’ conversation and leaked it to the
American press. Negotiating with the PLO was a violation of American

policy. Young was one of the pre-eminent black leaders in the America
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and blacks made up a key part of Carter’s constituency. Faced with strong
Jewish protests, Carter replaced Young at the UN. However, his succes-
sor, Donald McHenry, supported a Security Council resolution declaring
Jerusalem to be occupied territory and charging Israel with extraordinary
human rights violations, which led to further Jewish outrage. As a result
of these activities, Friedman writes, “Carter ... was seen by neocons as
fundamentally hostile to Israel.”?
By the beginning of 1980, the neoconservatives had given up on the Dem-
ocratic Party. According to John Ehrman, a historian of neoconservatism:
In the neoconservatives’ view, its foreign policies were firmly in the hands
of the left and the party no longer opposed anti-Semitism or totalitarian
thinking — indeed, they believed that these tendencies were now in the party’s

mainstream.*

The neoconservatives gravitated to the Republicans where they found
kindred spirits among that party’s staunchly anti-Communist conservative
wing, which was also disenchanted with the détente policy of the Nixon
and Ford administrations. It was only among the right-wing Republicans
where there still remained firm support for the idea that Soviet Commu-
nism was an evil and implacable ideological enemy — an attitude that the
conventional wisdom of the times looked upon as outdated and gauche.**

Welcomed in as valuable intellectual allies by the conservative Repub-
licans, the neoconservatives had made their momentous shift just as the
most successful right-wing Republican of the modern era, Ronald Reagan,
won the presidential election of 1980.

Despite being newcomers to the conservative camp, neoconservatives
were able to find places in the Reagan administration in national security
and foreign policy areas, although at less than Cabinet-level status. “Rea-
gan’s triumph in the election,” Friedman contends, “provided the neocons
with their version of John F. Kennedy’s Camelot.™®

A fundamental reason for their success was that the neoconservatives
had the academic and literary standing and public reputations, which tra-
ditional conservatives lacked. The neoconservatives had published widely
in prestigious establishment intellectual journals. Some had impressive
academic backgrounds and influential contacts in political and media cir-
cles. This is not to say that neoconservatives necessarily exhibited superior
intellectual skills or academic scholarship compared to many traditional

conservative intellectuals, but rather that they possessed establishment
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credentials and respectability. The fact that they had recently espoused lib-
eral positions bolstered their credibility in the establishment. None had
ever expressed rightist views that might be considered taboo from the lib-
eral perspective. Consequently, they could not be easily ignored, ridiculed
or smeared, as could many marginalized traditional conservatives. Reagan
political strategists believed that neocons could serve as effective public
exponents of administration policy.*® It should also be added that the more
illustrious neoconservatives tended to bring in other, usually younger, neo-
cons with negligible scholarly or public achievements.”

Significant neoconservatives in the Reagan administration included
Richard Perle, assistant secretary of defense for international security pol-
icy; Paul Wolfowitz, assistant secretary of state for East Asian and Pacific
affairs and later ambassador to Indonesia; Elliott Abrams, assistant secre-
tary of state for human rights and later as assistant secretary of state for
hemispheric affairs, where he played a central role in aiding the Contras in
the Iran-Contra affair, for which he was indicted; Jeane Kirkpatrick, ambas-
sador to the United Nations (who had on her staff such neocons as Joshua
Muravchik and Carl Gershman);*® Kenneth Adelman, director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, 1983—1987; Richard Pipes, member of
the National Security Council on Soviet and East European affairs; and
Max Kampelman, ambassador and head of the United States delegation to
the negotiations with the Soviet Union on nuclear and space arms, 1985—89.
Michael Ledeen was a special advisor to Secretary of State Alexander Haig
in 1981-1982, consultant for the Department of Defense (1982-1986), and a
national security advisor to the president, who was intimately involved in
the Iran-Contra scandal. Frank Gaffney and Douglas Feith served under
Perle in the Defense Department. Feith also served as a member of the Na-
tional Security Staff under Richard Allen in Reagan’s first term.

In the Reagan administration, the neoconservatives allied with the mili-
tant right-wing anti-Communists and combated Republican establishment
elements in order to fashion a hard-line anti-Soviet foreign policy. Neocon-
servatives were in the forefront of pressing for Reagan’s military build-up and
de-emphasizing arms control agreements, which had been a foreign policy
centerpiece of previous administrations, both Republican and Democrat.*’

In contrast to the longstanding American defensive Cold War strategy
of containing Soviet communism, the neoconservatives pushed for desta-

bilizing the Soviet empire and its allies. They did not invent this strate-
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gic doctrine, which originated with such seminal conservative thinkers as
James Burnham and Robert Strausz-Hupe. The goal behind this offensive
strategy was to actually bring about the defeat of the Soviet Union, instead
of just achieving stalemate, which would be the best that could be obtained
by defensive containment. But while not the originators of an offensive
Cold War strategy, the neocons were the first to successfully promote its
implementation.>

In their effort to implement the offensive Cold War strategy, the neocons
especially supported the provision of extensive military aid to the militant
Islamic Afghan “freedom fighters” in their resistance struggle against the
Soviet occupation. The military aid, which had begun in the Carter ad-
ministration, had been very limited. Richard Perle played a pivotal role in
equipping the “freedom fighters” with the all-important shoulder-borne
Stinger missiles, which proved to be lethal to the previously invincible
Soviet helicopter gunships.® Ironically, the neoconservatives now portray
these very same Muslims that they helped to militarize as a deadly terrorist
threat to America and the world.

The neocons played a significant role in the success of Reagan’s poli-
cies. Steven Hayward, an AEI fellow and the author of The Age of Reagan,
maintains that “Ronald Reagan would not have been elected and would
have been able to govern us effectively without some of the prominent neo-
conservatives who joined the Republican side.””> Murray Friedman writes,
“The neocons reinforced Reagan’s hard-line beliefs on international com-
munism and provided much of the administration’s ideological energy, giv-
ing the Reagan revolution ‘its final sophistication.”*?

In essence, the neocons did not invent a new strategy for international
relations, but lent an air of establishment respectability to doctrines that
had been in the repertoire of the American right from the early days of the
Cold War. The related elements of sophistication and respectability con-
tributed by the neocons were very important because the hard-line poli-
cies implemented by Reagan had traditionally been ridiculed and reviled by
the liberal establishment as being completely beyond the pale.>* The liberal
establishment pedigrees of the neocon Reaganites and the power in the
media exerted by such neocon instruments as Commentary magazine were
able to partially deflect the liberal media criticism, preventing Reagan from
being successfully caricatured as a zany right-wing warmonger, as had of-

ten been the case with previous conservative leaders.*
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Admirers credit the neoconservatives with playing a major role in bring-
ing about the demise of the Soviet Union.>® “History has proved the neo-
conservatives largely right on the Cold War,” writes Gal Beckerman in the
Forward.

Among the many factors that brought an end to the Soviet Union — already a
dying animal by the 1980s — was the shove given to it by this rhetoric. By chal-
lenging the Soviet Union head on, rhetorically, in covert action and through an
expensively renewed arms race, the United States managed to call the Soviet
bluft. Neoconservatives provided language that depicted the Cold War as an ur-
gent zero-sum game in which America the Good had to assert itself so that Evil
Communism could be obliterated. And indeed, the Soviet Union collapsed.>”

However, critics of the neocons point out that Reagan, during his second
term, moved toward rapprochement with Gorbachev’s Soviet Union — a
move that was strongly resisted by the hard-line neoconservatives — and
that it was that softer approach that allowed Gorbachev to enact his re-
forms, bringing about the unraveling of the Soviet empire. Historian John
Patrick Diggins observes that the difference between the neoconservatives
and Reagan was that

he believed in negotiation and they in escalation. They wanted to win the cold
war; he sought to end it. To do so, it was necessary not to strike fear in the
Soviet Union but to win the confidence of its leaders. Once the Soviet Union
could count on Mr. Reagan, Mr. Gorbachev not only was free to embark on
his domestic reforms, to convince his military to go along with budget cuts, to
reassure his people that they no longer needed to worry about the old bogey of
“capitalist encirclement,” but, most important, he was also ready to announce
to the Soviet Union’s satellite countries that henceforth they were on their own,
that no longer would tanks of the Red Army be sent to put down uprisings. The
cold war ended in an act of faith and trust, not fear and trembling.*®

Even if Reagan’s moderation of the neoconservative hard-line anti-So-
viet policy ultimately induced the voluntary unraveling of the Soviet em-
pire, nonetheless, it seems reasonable to believe that the hard-line policies
espoused and implemented by neocon Reaganites helped move the Soviet
Union to that position. During the 1970s, expert opinion considered the
Soviet regime quite sturdy, notwithstanding the country’s economic dif-
ficulties; no one envisioned, at the time, the regime’s inevitable collapse
within the decades that followed. And this was the vision that guided
American policy in the Nixon, Ford, and Carter administrations. Nor was

any Soviet leader, Mikhail Gorbachev included, seeking the downfall of
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the Soviet system and its military machine. With all this in mind, it would
seem to be a mistake to discount or deny the neoconservative contribu-
tion to the downfall of the seemingly invulnerable Soviet empire at the
end of the 1980s — a downfall that, most incredibly, did not involve a major
military confrontation. From the American perspective, it can be seen as
a major victory.

The role of the neoconservatives in the Reagan administration is highly
relevant to the thesis of this book. For if it is appropriate to perceive the
neocons as influential regarding Reagan administration foreign policy,
one should be able to connect them to Bush II’s war on Iraq and his over-
all Middle East policy. In fact, as the following pages illustrate, the neo-
cons were far more powerful during the Bush II administration than they
had been during Reagan’s time, both inside and outside of government. In
the Reagan era, they were relative newcomers; by the time of the Bush II
era, they had become an established, institutionalized force. Moreover, in
the Reagan administration the neocons were basically implementing an
anti-Soviet policy, which had long been the staple position of the tradi-
tional right and, consequently, they had extensive support from numer-
ous administration figures of a traditional conservative bent and from
President Ronald Reagan himself; in the Bush II administration, in con-
trast, the neocons single-handedly converted the administration to their
Middle East war agenda, overcoming significant internal opposition in
the process.

A fundamental point about neoconservatives, which is not always
noted, is that they did not become traditional conservatives. Instead of
adopting traditional American conservative positions, they actually al-
tered the content of conservatism to their liking. Neoconservatives have
been anything but the hard right-wingers that their leftist critics some-
times make them out to be. Neoconservatives supported the modern wel-
fare state, in contrast to the traditional conservatives, who emphasized
small government, states’ rights, and relatively unfettered capitalism.
Neoconservatives identified with the liberal policies of Franklin Delano
Roosevelt and even Lyndon Johnson, the béte noires of traditional conser-
vatives, though rejecting much of the multiculturalism and group entitle-
ments of more recent liberalism. “The neoconservative impulse,” Murray
Friedman maintains, “was the spontaneous response of a group of liberal

intellectuals, mainly Jewish, who sought to shape a perspective of their
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own while standing apart from more traditional forms of conservatism.”’

Gary Dorrien in The Neoconservative Mind points out that the neoconser-
vatives “did not convert to existing conservatism, but rather created an
alternative to it.”s°

What especially characterizes neoconservatives is their focus on foreign
policy. This is underscored by the fact that some who have espoused leftist
views on domestic matters, such as Carl Gershman and Joshua Muravchik
(who have been members of the Social Democrats USA), can be full-fledged
members of the neoconservative network by virtue of their identification
with neocon foreign policy positions.*

Although the American conservatives of the Cold War era were anti-
Communist and pro-military, they did not identify with the strong global-
ist foreign policy, which is the sine qua non of neoconservatism, but actu-
ally harbored a strain of isolationism. Conservatives’ interventionism was
limited to fighting Communism, even rolling back Communism, but not
nation-building and the export of democracy, which is the expressed goal
of the neocons. Conservatives were perfectly comfortable with regimes
that were far from democratic. Nor did traditional conservatives view the
United States as the policeman of the world. Most significantly, traditional
conservatives had never championed Israel, which had largely been the po-
sition of the liberal Democrats.®

While traditional conservatives welcomed neoconservatives as allies in
their fight against Soviet Communism and domestic liberalism, the neo-
cons in effect acted as a Trojan Horse within conservatism: they managed
to secure dominant positions in the conservative political and intellectual
movement, and as soon as they gained power they purged those traditional
conservatives who opposed their agenda. “The old conservatives of the
eighties were being swallowed up by the alliance that they initiated and
sustained,” notes historian Paul Gottfried.®

Neoconservatives were especially active in setting up or co-opting vari-
ous right-of-center think tanks and corralling the money that funded them.

“Neoconservative activists,” Gottfried observes, “have largely succeeded in
centralizing both the collection and distribution of funding for right-of-
center philanthropies.”*

The neocons would even take over that great intellectual citadel of the

conservative movement, the National Review, founded by the icon of the
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Cold War right, Bill Buckley. As Gary Dorrien writes in Imperial Designs,
“By the late 1990s even the venerable National Review belonged to the neo-
cons, who boasted that they had created or taken over nearly all of the main
ideological institutions of the American right.”

The ultimate result of the neoconservatives’ maneuvering was to effec-
tively transform American conservatism and, to a lesser extent, the Re-
publican Party. Jacob Heilbrunn, senior editor at the liberal New Republic,
would write in 2004 that neoconservatives “formed, by and large, the intel-
lectual brain trust for the GOP over the past two decades.”®

Some intellectual conservatives, who eventually took on the name pa-
leoconservatives, tried to resist this takeover from the days of the Reagan
administration.”” “Long before French protesters and liberal bloggers had
even heard of the neoconservatives, the paleoconservatives were locked in
mortal combat with them,” wrote Franklin Foer in the New York Times.

Paleocons fought neocons over whom Ronald Reagan should appoint to
head the National Endowment for the Humanities, angrily denouncing
them as closet liberals — or worse, crypto-Trotskyists. Even their self-se-
lected name, paleocon, suggests disdain for the neocons and their muscular

interventionism.®®

In essence, the neoconservatives are not like the traditional American
conservatives, whom they have effectively supplanted and marginalized.
As Paul Gottfried observes, the transformation of American conservatism
involved

personnel no less than value orientation . .. as urban, Jewish, erstwhile Demo-
cratic proponents of the welfare state took over a conservative movement that
had been largely in the hands of Catholic, pro-[Joe] McCarthy and (more or
less) anti-New Deal Republicans. That the older movement collapsed into the

newer one is a demonstrable fact.*

The neoconservatives have done nearly the same thing in the Republi-
can party, at least in regard to its national security policy; there they have
replaced not only the traditional conservative figures, but also the more
moderate establishment wing that was identified with the elder George H.
W. Bush. The upshot of all this is to say the neocon influence is very sub-
stantial. As Murray Friedman writes in his The Neoconservative Revolution:
“The most enduring legacy of neoconservatism . . . has been the creation of

a new generation of highly influential younger conservative Jewish intel-
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lectuals, social activists, and allies.” When neoconservatism began in the
early 1970s,
the movement consisted of perhaps two dozen individuals. Their numbers to-
day [2005] have increased to hundreds of individuals threaded throughout the

news media, think tanks, political life, government, and the universities.. . ..

Their influence has been felt everywhere.”

None of this is to say that neoconservatism is anything like a mass move-
ment. It has, however, ascended to the heights of power. While the grass
roots conservatives and Republicans do not know, much less subscribe to,
the full neoconservative agenda, the trauma of 9/11 and the “war on terror”
made them largely unwitting followers of the neocon leadership. The post-
9/11 success of the neoconservatives and their war agenda will be discussed
at length in the following chapters.

Neoconservatives have not been unaware of their successful takeover of
the conservative movement. Irving Kristol, who has championed “a con-
servative welfare state,” writes that

one can say that the historical task and political purpose of neoconservatism
would seem to be this: to convert the Republican party, and American conser-

vatism in general, against their respective wills, into a new kind of conservative

politics suitable to governing a modern democracy.”!

In his 1996 book, The Essential Neoconservative Reader, editor Mark Ger-
son, a neocon himself who served on the board of directors of the Project
for the New American Century, jubilantly observes:

The neoconservatives have so changed conservatism that what we now iden-
tify as conservatism is largely what was once neoconservatism. And in so doing,

they have defined the way that vast numbers of Americans view their economy,

their polity, and their society.”

Friedman, in The Neoconservative Revolution, sums up the major impact
that neocons have had on conservatism, and, in so doing, is not averse to
emphasizing their Jewish orientation: “This book suggests that Jews and
non-Jews alike are becoming more conservative, in part because of their
neoconservative guides, who have made it more respectable to think in
these terms.” He suggests that the motivation of the neoconservatives de-
rives from the beneficent impulse inherent in Judaism: “The idea that Jews
have been put on earth to make it a better, perhaps even a holy, place contin-

ues to shape their worldview and that of many of their co-religionists.””
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A more negative result of neoconservative takeover has been presented
by the rightist evolutionary biologist Kevin MacDonald, who likewise fo-
cuses on the issue of Jewishness. MacDonald contends that the

intellectual and cumulative effect of neoconservatism and its current hegemony
over the conservative political movement in the United States (achieved partly
by its large influence on the media and among foundations) has been to shift
the conservative movement toward the center and, in effect, to define the limits
of conservative legitimacy. Clearly, these limits of conservative legitimacy are
defined by whether they conflict with specifically Jewish group interests in a
minimally restrictive immigration policy, support for Israel, global democracy;,

opposition to quotas and affirmative action, and so on.

Significantly, MacDonald holds that

[t]he ethnic agenda of neoconservatism can also be seen in their promotion of
the idea that the United States should pursue a highly interventionist foreign
policy aimed at global democracy and the interests of Israel rather than aimed
at the specific national interests of the United States.”*

Although neoconservatives of the Reagan era were adamantly pro-Israel,
the issue of Israel versus the Arab states of the Middle East did not loom
large then. Israel did have a favored place in American foreign policy. Neo-
conservative Reaganites identified Israel as America’s “strategic asset” in the
Cold War, and Israel actually helped the United States fight communism in
Latin America and elsewhere.” J. J. Goldberg maintains that

the Reagan administration set about making itself into the most pro-Israel ad-
ministration in history. In the fall of 1981, Israel was permitted for the first time
to sign a formal military pact with Washington, becoming a partner, not a step-
child, of American policy. Israel and American embarked on a series of joint
adventures, both overt and covert: aiding the Nicaraguan contras, training se-
curity forces in Zaire, sending arms secretly to Iran. Cooperation in weapons
development, sharing of technology, and information and intelligence reached
unprecedented proportions. Israel’s annual U. S. aid package, already higher
than any other country’s, was edged even higher. Loans were made into grants.

Supplemental grants were added.”

Despite its support for Israel, the United States under Reagan also re-
lied heavily on Arab and Islamic governments to counter Soviet influence,
sometimes to the consternation of neoconservatives and other proponents
of Israel, as when the Reagan administration successfully pushed for the
sale of early warning radar aircraft (AWACS) to Saudi Arabia in 198177 On
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the whole, however, the issue of Israel versus other Middle Eastern coun-
tries would not move to the forefront until the end of the Cold War during
the administration of President George H. W. Bush (1989-1993). But before
we continue with this history of the American neoconservatives, it is ap-

propriate to examine developments in Israel.
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chapter 4

THE ISRAELI ORIGINS OF THE MIDDLE EAST WAR AGENDA

HILE THE NEOCONSERVATIVES were the driving

force for the American invasion of Iraq, and the atten-

dant efforts to bring about regime change throughout the

Middle East, the idea for such a war did not originate with
American neocon thinkers but rather in Israel. An obvious linkage exists
between the war position of the neoconservatives and what has been the
long-time strategy of the Israeli right, and to a lesser extent, of the Israeli
mainstream.

The idea of a Middle East war had been bandied about in Israel for many
years as a means of enhancing Israeli security. War would serve two purpos-
es. It would improve Israel’s external security by weakening and splintering
Israel’s neighbors. Moreover, such a war and the consequent weakening of
Israel’s external enemies would serve to resolve the internal Palestinian
demographic problem, since the Palestinian resistance depends upon ma-
terial and moral support from Israel’s neighboring states.

A brief look at the history of the Zionist movement and its goals will
help to provide an understanding of this issue. The Zionist goal of creating
an exclusive Jewish state in Palestine was complicated by the fundamental
problem that the country was already settled with a non-Jewish population.
Despite public rhetoric to the contrary, the idea of expelling the indigenous
Palestinian population (euphemistically referred to as a “transfer”) was an
integral part of the Zionist effort to found a Jewish national state in Pales-

tine. “The idea of transfer had accompanied the Zionist movement from its
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very beginnings, first appearing in Theodore Herzl’s diary,” Israeli histo-
rian Tom Segev observes.
In practice, the Zionists began executing a mini-transfer from the time they
began purchasing the land and evacuating the Arab tenants . . . . “Disappearing”
the Arabs lay at the heart of the Zionist dream, and was also a necessary con-
dition of its existence . ... With few exceptions, none of the Zionists disputed
the desirability of forced transfer — or its morality. However, the Zionist lead-
ers learned not to publicly proclaim their mass expulsion intent because this

would cause the Zionists to lose the world’s sympathy.!

The challenge was to find an opportune time to initiate the mass expul-
sion process when it would not incur the world’s condemnation. In the late
1930s, Ben-Gurion wrote: “What is inconceivable in normal times is pos-
sible in revolutionary times; and if at this time the opportunity is missed
and what is possible in such great hours is not carried out — a whole world
is lost.”* The “revolutionary times” would come with the first Arab-Israeli
war in 1948, when the Zionists were able to expel 750,000 Palestinians
(more than 8o percent of the indigenous population), and thus achieve an
overwhelmingly Jewish state. Leading Israeli historian Benny Morris has
concluded that the expulsion of Palestinians by the Zionist leadership was
a deliberate policy. “Of course. Ben-Gurion was a transferist,” Morris as-
serted in a Hauaretz interview with Ari Shavit in January 2004. “He un-
derstood that there could be no Jewish state with a large and hostile Arab
minority in its midst. There would be no such state. It would not be able
to exist.”

Many in the Israeli leadership did not think that the original 1948 bound-
aries of the country included enough territory for a viable country, much
less the longed-for entirety of Palestine, or the “Land of Israel.” The oppor-
tunity to acquire additional land came as a result of the 1967 war; however,
the occupation of the additional territory brought the problem of a large
Palestinian population. World opinion was now totally opposed to forced
population transfers, equating such an activity with the unspeakable horror
of Nazism. The landmark Fourth Geneva Convention, ratified in 1949, had
“unequivocally prohibited deportation” of civilians under occupation.*

Since the 1967 war, the major issue in Israeli politics has been what to
do with that conquered territory and its Palestinian population. A funda-
mental concern has been the significantly higher birth rate of the Palestin-

ians. Demographers have pointed out that by 2020 the Jewish population of
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Israel proper and the occupied territories would be a minority. This would
threaten the very Jewish identity of Israel, which is the very reason for its
existence.® “In fact,” historian Baruch Kimmerling notes, “the loss of that
demographic majority could be a prelude to politicide and the physical
elimination of the state.”

The concern about a Palestinian demographic threat to the Jewish state
was intimately related to the belief in the need for war against Israel’s ex-
ternal enemies. Because the Zionist project of creating an exclusive Jewish
state was opposed by Israel’s neighbors, the idea of weakening and dissolv-
ing Israel’s Middle East neighbors was not just an idea of the Israeli right
but was a central Zionist goal from a much earlier period, having been pro-
moted by David Ben-Gurion himself. As Saleh Abdel-Jawwad, a professor
at Birzeit University in Ramallah, Palestine writes:

Israel has supported secessionist movements in Sudan, Iraq, Egypt and Leba-
non and any secessionist movements in the Arab world which Israel considers
an enemy. Yet the concern for Iraq and its attempts to weaken or prevent it
from developing its strengths has always been a central Zionist objective. At
times, Israel succeeded in gaining a foothold in Iraq by forging secret yet strong

relationships with leaders from the Kurdish movement.”

It was during the Suez crisis in 1956 that Prime Minister Ben-Gurion
would present a comprehensive plan, which he himself called “fantastic,”
to representatives of the British and French governments to reconfigure
the Middle East. This took place in secret discussions in Sévres, France in
October 22—4, 1956, where the plot was worked out by officials of the three
states to attack Egypt with the goal of taking over the recently-national-
ized Suez Canal and ultimately removing Egyptian President Gamal Abdel
Nasser, who as the leader of Arab nationalism, was seen as a threat to West-
ern and Israeli interests.®

Ben-Gurion’s comprehensive plan would have greatly expanded the war
objectives. He called for the division of Jordan, with Israel gaining control
of the West Bank as a semi-autonomous region. The remainder of Jordan
would go to Iraq, then run by a pro-Western monarchy, in return for the
latter’s promise to resettle Palestinian refugees there and make peace with
Israel. Israel would also expand northward to the Litani River in Lebanon,
an area inhabited mainly by Muslims, thus serving to turn rump Lebanon
into a more compact Christian country. The Straits of Tiran in the Gulf of

Agaba would also come under Israeli control. These changes would take
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place after the replacement of Nasser’s regime with a pro-Western govern-
ment, which would make peace with Israel. Ben-Gurion’s proposal failed to
generate support. The French, who were the major force behind the war plot,
emphasized the need for immediate action, which precluded the move for
more expansive war objectives. Needing French support for the anti-Nasser
venture, Ben-Gurion backed away from his broader geostrategic scheme.’
Israel’s goal has been not simply to weaken external enemies, but, by
so doing, also isolate and weaken the position of the Palestinians — the
internal demographic threat that poses the greatest danger to the Jewish
supremacist state. Kimmerling refers to the Palestinians as Israel’s only
“existential” enemy because “only the stateless Palestinians could have a
moral and historical claim against the entire Jewish entity established
in 1948 on the ruins of their society.”® The neighboring Arab states thus
threaten Israel by providing spiritual and material aid to the Palestinian
cause. Without outside aid the Palestinians would give up hope and be
more apt to acquiesce in whatever solution the Israeli government might
offer. Abdel-Jawwad writes:
Sequential wars with the Arab world have given Israel opportunities to ex-
haust the Arab world, as well as tipping the demographic and political situation
against Palestinians. Even regional wars which Israel has not participated in

have benefited Israel and weakened the Palestinian national movement. The
first and second Gulf War are a few examples.

Abdel-Jawwad goes on: “Finally, the second Gulf War of 1991 resulted in the
expulsion of the Palestinian community from Kuwait, which formed one
of the primary arteries of Palestinian income and power in the occupied
territories.”"

In general, however, during the first phase of Israel’s existence with the
left in power, the idea of using offensive war to bring about regime change
and regional reconfiguration tended to be only a small undercurrent in the
government’s strategic thinking. With the coming to power of the righ-
twing Likud government in 1977 under Prime Minister Menachem Begin,
Israel would pursue a more militant policy where war would be seen as the
major means of improving Israel’s geostrategic situation. Historian Ilan
Peleg in Begin's Foreign Policy, 1977-1983 refers to this dramatic change as
the start of Israel’s “second republic.”’? Peleg writes:

Begin quickly deserted the traditional defensive posture [of the Israeli left],

of which he was highly critical in the first three decades of Israel when he was

(48]



Israeli Origins of the Middle East War Agenda

in the opposition. He adopted an offensive posture characterized by grandiose
expansionist goals, extensive and frequent use of Israel’s military machine, and
political compellence rather than military deterrence as a controlling factor.

Begin

did not believe that coexistence between Jews and Arabs — in Israel, on the
West Bank, or in the region in general — was possible. He was determined to
establish Israeli hegemony in the area, a new balance of power in which Israel

would be completely dominant."

The right had not governed Israel until 1977, and while there was not a
total dichotomy between the left and right regarding internal and external
relations with Arabs, the Israeli right had been the most militant in its poli-
cies toward the Palestinians and toward Israel’s Arab neighbors — beliefs
that rested on a strong ideological foundation.

The Israeli right originated in Revisionist Zionism, whose founder and
spiritual guide was the gifted writer Ze’ev Jabotinsky. Jabotinsky protested
the exclusion of Transjordan from British Mandate Palestine, and in re-
sponse he established the Revisionist Party in 1925, which was so named
because it sought to “revise” the terms of the League of Nations Mandate
by the re-inclusion of Transjordan in Mandatory Palestine. Its policies were
characterized by the quest for “Eretz Israel” — which, at the minimum, en-
tailed complete Jewish control of all land on both sides of the Jordan River

— and also by the primacy of military force in foreign policy matters. Peleg
writes: “Jabotinsky’s approach to the conflict came to be dominated by
popular ideas of ‘blood and soil,” a Jewish version of Social Darwinism.”'*

Jabotinsky’s most remembered phrase was the “iron wall,” the name of
an essay he wrote in 1923. Jabotinsky’s essay holds that the Arabs would
never voluntarily accept a Jewish state and would naturally fight it. To sur-
vive, the Jewish state would have to establish an “iron wall” of military
force that would crush all opposition and force its Arab enemies into hope-
lessness. From this position of unassailable strength, the Jewish state could
make, or dictate, peace.”® It was the “iron wall” strategy that would charac-
terize the thinking of the Israeli right, and to a certain extent, as historian
Avi Shlaim points out, the Israeli left and the State of Israel itself.'°

It was inevitable that Israel under the leadership of Menachem Begin
would follow the hard-line policy of Jabotinsky. In fact, historical events
had made Begin and his followers even more militant than Jabotinsky.”

The more militant radicalism resulted from Begin’s leadership of the ter-
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rorist Irgun, which fought the British and Palestinians in the 1940s, and
the trauma of World War Il and Nazism in Germany. Begin tended to view
all criticism of Israel as tantamount to “anti-Semitism” and the militant
resistance of the Arabs as comparable to Nazi genocide.'®

With the beginning of independent Israel in 1948, Begin headed the
Herut Party. But it was not until the formation of the Likud bloc of right-
wing parties in 1973, of which the Herut constituted the central core, that
the right had the chance to win enough votes to govern.

The first Begin government in 1977 had its moderate and restraining
elements, and its crowning achievement was the Camp David Accords
with Egypt. Defense Minister Ezer Weizman, along with Foreign Minis-
ter Moshe Dayan, steered Begin away from his warlike instincts. With the
departure of these moderates, the Begin Cabinet became dominated by
more militant individuals, the most important of whom was Ariel Sharon,
who served as Defense Minister from 1981 to 1983. Sharon, who came from
a military background involving counter-terrorism and even terrorism,
translated Begin’s hard-line attitude into actual policy.”

With the Likud’s assumption of power, the most far-reaching militant
proposals entered mainstream Zionist thinking, involving militant desta-
bilization of Israel’s neighbors and Palestinian expulsion. An important
article in this genre was by Oded Yinon, entitled “A Strategy for Israel in
the 1980s,” which appeared in the World Zionist Organization’s periodical
Kivunim (Directions) in February 1982. Yinon had been attached to the For-
eign Ministry and his article undoubtedly reflected high-level thinking in
the Israeli military and intelligence establishment. According to Peleg,

The Yinon article was an authentic mirror of the thinking mode of the Is-
raeli right at the height of Begin’s rule; it reflected a sense of unlimited and
unrestrained power . ... There can be no question that the hard-core Neo-Re-

visionist camp as a whole subscribed, at least until the Lebanese fiasco, to ideas

similar to those of Yinon.?

Yinon called for Israel to bring about the dissolution of many of the Arab
states and their fragmentation into a mosaic of ethnic and sectarian group-
ings. Yinon believed that this would not be a difficult undertaking because
nearly all the Arab states were afflicted with internal ethnic and religious di-
visions. In essence, the end result would be a Middle East of powerless mini-
states that could in no way confront Israeli power. Lebanon, then facing

divisive chaos, was Yinon’s model for the entire Middle East. Yinon wrote:
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Lebanon’s total dissolution into five provinces serves as a precedent for the
entire Arab world including Egypt, Syria, Iraq and the Arabian peninsula and
is already following that track. The dissolution of Syria and Iraq later on into
ethnically or religiously unique areas such as in Lebanon, is Israel’s primary
target on the Eastern front in the long run, while the dissolution of the military
power of those states serves as the primary short term target.?

Note that Yinon sought the dissolution of countries — Egypt and Saudi
Arabia — that were allied to the United States.

Yinon looked upon Iraq as a major target for dissolution, and he believed
that the then on-going Iran-Iraq war would promote its break-up. It should
be pointed out that Yinon’s vision for Iraq seems uncannily like what has
actually taken place since the U.S. invasion in 2003. Yinon wrote:

Iraq, rich in oil on the one hand and internally torn on the other, is guaran-
teed as a candidate for Israel’s targets. Its dissolution is even more important
for us than that of Syria. Iraq is stronger than Syria. In the short run it is Iraqi
power which constitutes the greatest threat to Israel. An Iraqi-Iranian war will
tear Iraq apart and cause its downfall at home even before it is able to organize
a struggle on a wide front against us. Every kind of inter-Arab confrontation
will assist us in the short run and will shorten the way to the more important
aim of breaking up Iraq into denominations as in Syria and in Lebanon. In Iraq,
a division into provinces along ethnic/religious lines as in Syria during Otto-
man times is possible. So, three (or more) states will exist around the three ma-
jor cities: Basra, Baghdad and Mosul, and Shiite areas in the south will separate
from the Sunni and Kurdish north.??

Yinon’s prediction that war would bring about the religious/ethnic frag-
mentation of Iraq fits in quite closely with the actual reality of the after-
math of the United States invasion in 2003, with the division among Shi-
ite, Sunni, and Kurds positively fostered by the occupation government in
Iraq.” Certainly, his forecast in 1982 was far more accurate than the neo-
cons’ rosy public prognostications prior to the 2003 invasion about the easy
emergence of democracy. But from the Likudnik perspective, the reality of
a fragmented Iraq was much to be preferred to the neocon pipe dream.

Significantly, the goal of Israeli hegemony was inextricably tied to the
expulsion of the Palestinians. “Whether in war or under conditions of
peace,” Yinon asserted,

emigration from the territories and economic demographic freeze in them, are

the guarantees for the coming change on both banks of the river, and we ought

to be active in order to accelerate this process in the nearest future.
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In Yinon’s view,

It should be clear, under any future political situation or military constella-
tion, that the solution of the problem of the indigenous Arabs will come only
when they recognize the existence of Israel in secure borders up to the Jordan
river and beyond it, as our existential need in this difficult epoch, the nucle-
ar epoch which we shall soon enter. It is no longer possible to live with three
fourths of the Jewish population on the dense shoreline which is so dangerous

in a nuclear epoch.*

In a foreword to his English translation of Yinon’s piece, Israel Shahak,
a noted Jewish Israeli critic of Zionism, made the interesting comparison
between the neoconservative position and actual Likudnik goals.

The strong connection with Neo-Conservative thought in the USA is very
prominent, especially in the author’s notes. But, while lip service is paid to the
idea of the “defense of the West” from Soviet power, the real aim of the author,
and of the present Israeli establishment is clear: To make an Imperial Israel
into a world power. In other words, the aim of Sharon is to deceive the Ameri-
cans after he has deceived all the rest.?

To reiterate, the Yinon article embodied the general thrust of Likud
strategists of the early 1980s. As Noam Chomsky wrote in Fateful Trian-
gle: “much of what Yinon discusses is quite close to mainstream thinking.”
Chomsky described the Israeli incursion into Lebanon in 1982 as repre-
senting an attempt to implement Yinon’s geostrategy.

The “new order” that Israel is attempting to impose in Lebanon is based on a
conception not unlike what Yinon expresses, and there is every reason to sup-

pose that similar ideas with regard to Syria may seem attractive to the political
leadership.?®

To bolster his thesis regarding Likudnik war strategy, Chomsky dis-
cussed an analytical article by Yoram Peri — former Adviser to Prime Min-
ister Yitzhak Rabin and European representative of the Labor Party, and a
specialist on civil-military relations in Israel — which came out in the Labor
party journal Davar in October 1982. Peri described a “true revolution” in

“military-diplomatic conception,” which he dated to the coming to power of
the Likudniks. (Chomsky saw the shift as being more gradual and “deeply-
rooted” in the Israeli elite.) Summarizing Peri, Chomsky wrote:

The earlier conception [during the reign of the leftwing Zionists] was based

on the search for “coexistence” and maintenance of the status quo. Israel aimed
at a peaceful settlement in which its position in the region would be recognized
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and its security achieved. The new conception is based on the goal of “hegemo-
ny,” not “coexistence.” No longer a status quo power, having achieved military
dominance as the world’s fourth most powerful military force, and no longer
believing in even the possibility of peace or even its desirability except in terms
of Israeli hegemony, Israel is now committed to “destabilization” of the region,
including Lebanon, Syria, Saudi Arabia and Jordan. In accordance with the new
conception, Israel should now use its military dominance to expand its borders
and “to create a new reality,” a “new order,” rather than seek recognition within

the status quo.”

Destabilization of its surrounding enemies would seem to be a perfectly
rational strategy for Israel. Certainly, all countries, if they had enemies,
would prefer them to be weak rather than strong. As Chomsky pointed
out:

It is only natural to expect that Israel will seek to destabilize the surrounding
states, for essentially the reasons that lead South Africa on a similar course in
its region. In fact, given continuing military tensions, that might be seen virtu-
ally as a security imperative. A plausible long-term goal might be what some
have called an “Ottomanization” of the region, that is, a return to something
like the system of the Ottoman empire, with a powerful center (Turkey then,
Israel with U.S.-backing now) and much of the region fragmented into ethnic-

religious communities, preferably mutually hostile.?®

Peri, however, thought that this destabilization policy would ultimately
harm Israel because it would alienate the United States, upon whom Israel’s
security ultimately depended. Chomsky summarized Peri’s critical stance:

The reason is that the U.S. is basically a status quo power itself, opposed to
destabilization of the sort to which Israel is increasingly committed. The new
strategic conception is based on an illusion of power, and may lead to a will-
ingness, already apparent in some of the rhetoric heard in Israel, to undertake

military adventures even without U.S. support.”

Israel embarked on just such a unilateral adventure in its invasion of
Lebanon in 1982. And the disastrous result demonstrated the grave limita-
tions of a unilateral war-oriented strategy for Israel.

When Israel Defense Forces invaded Lebanon on June 6, 1982, “Opera-
tion Peace for Galilee” was announced to the public as a limited operation
to remove Palestinian bases. The real objectives of the operation were far
more ambitious: to destroy the PLO’s military and political infrastructure,
to strike a serious blow against Syria, and to install a pro-Israeli Christian
regime in Lebanon. Israeli troops advanced far into Lebanon, even beyond
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Beirut, coming into conflict with Palestinians, Lebanese Muslims, and Syr-
ians. Despite Israeli’s deep military penetration, the objectives remained
unachievable. Israel became ensnared in Lebanon’s on-going civil war,
from which it was unable to free itself for the next three years.*

Israel’s invasion of Lebanon, which caused well-publicized civilian ca-
sualties, including the massacre of Palestinians at Sabra and Shatila ref-
ugee camps outside Beirut, was a public relations disaster for the Begin
government. World opinion turned against Israel. Strong criticism even
arose in Israel, with Israel’s first mass peace movement demonstrating on
the streets of Tel Aviv. The Israeli military was angry about the no-win
war. And recriminations even flew back and forth within the Likud Party
that Defense Minister Sharon had not informed Begin of the extent of the
planned invasion.*

Significantly, Israel’s brutal actions in Lebanon shook support for the
country in the United States, even among American Jews. On August 12,
1982, President Reagan personally demanded of Begin that Israel stop the
bombardment of Beirut. Later that month, Reagan insisted that Israeli
forces withdraw from West Beirut. Israel quickly complied. Given the fact
that Israel was so heavily dependent on American arms, the Begin govern-
ment realized that it would severely harm Israel’s power if it were to alien-
ate its major sponsor.*

The war in Lebanon ultimately led to Begin’s resignation in 1983. The
invasion of Lebanon turned out to be Israel’s least successful and most un-
popular conflict in its history. It was Israel’s Vietnam.

The failure in Lebanon led to much soul-searching in Israel. Israeli
foreign policy expert Yehoshafat Harkabi critiqued the overall Likudnik
war-orientation strategy — “Israeli intentions to impose a Pax Israelica on
the Middle East, to dominate the Arab countries and treat them harshly”
— in his significant work, Israel’s Fateful Hour, published in 1988. Harkabi
believed that Israel did not have the power to achieve the goal of Pax Is-
raelica, given the strength of the Arab states, the large Palestinian popu-
lation involved, and the vehement opposition of world opinion. Harkabi
hoped that “the failed Israeli attempt to impose a new order in the weakest
Arab state — Lebanon — will disabuse people of similar ambitions in other
territories.”*?

Likudniks, however, did not see the Israeli strategy in the Lebanon de-

bacle to be inherently flawed. Some on the Israeli right held that Israel did
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not push hard enough to crush its enemies — that it was affected too much
by outside criticism. Harkabi maintained, however, that even if Israeli forc-
es had crossed into Syria and occupied Damascus, Israel still would have
failed to achieve true victory, but instead would have brought about an
interminable guerilla war. Harkabi wrote that
[tIhe Lebanon War revealed an ongoing Israeli limitation: no matter how com-
plete Israeli military triumph, the strategic results will prove to be limited. Ben-
Gurion understood this when he said that Israel could not solve its problems
once and for all by war. But this view is in stark contradiction to the spirit of

the Jabotinsky-Begin ethos. It is no wonder that those who adhere to it cannot

accept that the great event is of no avail.>*

Harkabi was correct about the “spirit of the Jabotinsky-Begin ethos.”
To many strategically-minded Likudniks, the fiasco of the 1982 invasion
of Lebanon had not disproved the idea that destabilization of the region
would be beneficial to Israeli security; nor had it disproved that such de-
stabilization was achievable. Instead, the principal lessons many Likudnik-
oriented thinkers drew from Israel’s failed Lebanon incursion was that no
military campaign to destabilize Israel’s enemies could achieve success if it
antagonized Israeli public opinion and if it lacked extensive backing from
Israel’s principal sponsor, the United States.

One person who seemed to have learned these lessons was Ariel Sharon,
who had implemented the invasion of Lebanon. As historian Baruch Kim-
merling writes in Politicide: Ariel Sharon’s War Against the Palestinians:

Sharon [in 1982] faced only two major constraints that curbed him in some
measure and prevented him from fully implementing his grand design — Amer-
ican pressure and Israeli public opinion, which was clearly influenced not only
by the horror of Sabra and Shatila, but also by the heavy casualties and by the
sense that the government had violated an unwritten social contract that the

military, which was largely staffed by reserve soldiers, could only be used for

consensual wars. Sharon learned this lesson well.?

What was needed was a military operation that had American support and
did not burden the Israeli population.

But the idea that the United States would back Israeli destabilization
efforts, much less act as Israel’s proxy to fight its enemies, would have
seemed impossible in the 1980s. At that time, U.S. Middle Eastern policy,
although supportive of Israel, differed significantly from Israel’s on the
issue of stability. As Yoram Peri recognized, the United States was sup-
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portive of the status quo. While Likudnik thinking focused on destabi-
lizing Israel’s Middle East enemies, the fundamental goal of U.S. policy
was to promote stable governments in the Middle East that would allow
the oil to flow to the Western industrial nations. It was not necessary for
oil-rich nations to befriend Israel — in fact, they could openly oppose the
Jewish state. The United States worked for peace between Israel and the
Arab states, but it was a compromise peace that would try to accommodate
some demands of the Arab countries — most crucially demands involving
the Palestinians.

Peri had argued that if Israel went off on its own in destabilizing the
Middle East, the United States would abandon Israel, to Israel’s detriment.
What was needed for the Israeli destabilization plan to work was a trans-
formation of American Middle East policy. If the United States adopted
the same destabilization policy as Israel, then such a policy could succeed.
For the United States’ influence among its allies and in the United Nations,
where it held a veto, would be enough to shelter Israel from the animosity
of world public opinion, preventing it from ending up as a pariah state such
as the white-ruled Republic of South Africa. Better yet, though perhaps
even unimagined in the 1980s, would be to induce the United States to act
in Israel’s place to destabilize the region.

Such a policy transformation was impossible in the 1980s. However,
through the long-term efforts of the American neoconservatives, that
transformation would occur in the Bush II administration. The neocon ad-
vocacy of dramatically altering the Middle East status quo stood in stark
contrast to the traditional American position of maintaining stability in
the area — though it did, of course, mesh perfectly with the long-estab-
lished Israeli goal of destabilizing its enemies. Virginia Tilley observes in
The One-State Solution that

this vision of “dissolving” Iraq and Syria is antithetical to U.S. strategic inter-
ests, as it would generate entirely new and unpredictable local governments
prone to unexpected policy changes. Nevertheless, it was wholly endorsed by a
cohort of neoconservative ideologues, who later gained control of U.S. foreign

policy in the administration of the second President Bush and fused Israeli
policy into U.S. strategy.*

To reiterate the central point of this chapter: the vision of “regime
change” in the Middle East through external, militant action originated

in Israel, and its sole purpose was to advance the security interests of Is-
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rael. It had nothing to do with bringing “democracy” to Muslims. It had
nothing to do with any terrorist threat to the United States. These latter
arguments accreted to the idea of regime change as the primary military
actor changed from Israel to the United States. But the Israeli government
would continue to be a fundamental supporter of the regional military ac-
tion, even as the ostensible justifications for the action changed. Israel ad-
vocated the American attack on Iraq and preached the necessity of strong
action against Iran.

It would appear that for Ariel Sharon during the Bush II administra-
tion, the strategic benefits that would accrue to Israel from such a militant
restructuring of the Middle East were the same as those that Likudniks
sought in the 1980s. But unlike Begin’s failed incursion into Lebanon in
1982, the Bush II effort not only relied upon the much greater power of the
United States but was also wrapped in a cover of “democracy” and Ameri-
can national interest, effectively masking the objective of Israel hegemony.
That helps to explain the much greater success of this intervention, which

has come at no cost to Israel — but at a heavy cost to the United States.
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STABILITY AND THE GULF WAR OF 1991:
PREFIGUREMENT AND PRELUDE TO THE 2003 IRAQ WAR

HE WATCHWORD for American policy in the Middle East was

stability, which was perceived as a fundamental prerequisite for
maintaining the vital flow of oil to the West. In its quest for sta-
bility in the Middle East, the post-World War II U.S. supported
the conservative monarchies of Saudi Arabia and the Gulf sheikdoms, and
opposed radical elements that threatened to disturb the status quo.
American security policy was quite different from the position of Israel,
especially the Likudnik goal of having Israel surrounded by weak, frag-
mented statelets. The position of the United States was to defend Israel’s
existence, but within the broader framework of regional stability. As Vir-
ginia Tilley writes in The One-State Solution:

Every president before Bush recognized that although Israel and the United
States are fast allies, their interests in the Middle East are very different. Is-
rael is a local contender for regional influence; the United States is a global
superpower exerting hegemonic influence over multiple regions and seeking
alliances with numerous states. These different roles generate quite different
strategic goals for the two states regarding the region as a whole. From the
perspective of U.S. pragmatists (e.g., advisors to the Reagan, Bush pére, and
Clinton administrations), the best scenario for the United States in the Middle
East is clearly a strong state system, in which friendly Arab regimes can contain
domestic dissent and help secure a stable oil supply.!

What seemed especially dangerous during the Cold War was the likeli-

hood that the radical Arab elements were tied to Soviet Communism and
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that their success would enable the Soviet Union to gain significant control
over the vital Middle East oil producing region — which could raise havoc
with the economies of the West.

Undoubtedly this fear of the Soviet Communist specter in the Middle
East went back to the President Eisenhower’s Secretary of State John Fos-
ter Dulles” anti-Communist foreign policy of the 1950s. But while Dulles
viewed radical Arab nationalism, embodied then by Egyptian President
Gamal Abdel Nasser, as a danger, this attitude did not make him a propo-
nent of war in the region. For Dulles simultaneously believed that militant
measures against Nasser, interpreted by Arabs as western imperialist ag-
gression, would drive the Middle East into the hands of the Soviet Union.
Thus, Dulles opposed the Anglo-French-Israeli attack on Suez in 1956 and
pressured the aggressors to retreat.>

In the aftermath of the Suez War, President Eisenhower declared a major
new regional security policy in early 1957, which pledged that the United
States would offer economic and military aid and, if necessary, provide
military forces to help anti-Communist governments in the Middle East
stop the advance of Communism. The policy, which became known as the
Eisenhower Doctrine, could be seen as a specific application of America’s
global policy of containment of Communism. Like the broader contain-
ment policy, the Eisenhower Doctrine was conservative in that it was in-
tended to shore up existing regimes. Of course, the more militant thinkers
in Israel sought just the opposite — the destabilization of the region.

In the 1970s, Washington feared that Baathist Iraq, under the banner of
Arab nationalism and socialism, threatened the conservative Persian Gulf
states. In 1972, Iraq formalized its close ties with the Soviet Union, signing
a 15-year Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation and becoming a recipient
of Soviet armaments. Consequently, during the 1970s, the United States
backed the Shah’s Iran as the protector of the weak Arab monarchies and
guardian of stability in the Gulf. Washington became a major arms provid-
er to the Shah’s government, offering it almost anything it could purchase,
short of nuclear weapons.?

With the overthrow of the Shah in early 1979 and the establishment of the
Islamic Republic, American policy was forced to change. Now the United
States identified revolutionary Shiite Islamism, directed by the Ayatollah
Khomenei, as the foremost threat to the stability of the Middle East. When

Saddam launched an attack on Iran in 1980, the American government saw
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it as a positive move that would serve to rein in the Iranian revolutionary
threat*

American policy would soon begin to tilt to supporting Iraq. Iraq was
removed from the American list of terrorist states in 1982, and diplomatic
relations, which had been severed in 1967, were restored in 1984. Ironically,
Donald Rumsfeld, serving as a special envoy, paved the way for the restora-
tion of relations in a December 1983 visit to Iraq.’

In fall 1983, a National Security Council study had determined that Iran
might defeat Iraq, which would be a major catastrophe for American in-
terests in the Gulf in its threat to the flow of oil. Consequently, the United
States would have to provide sufficient assistance to Iraq to prevent that
risk from materializing.®

Thus, by the mid-1980s, the United States was heavily backing Iraq in its
war against Iran, although for a while the United States also had provided
more limited aid to Iran (under an arrangement that came to light as the
Iran-Contra scandal). American help for Iraq included battlefield intelli-
gence information, military equipment, and agricultural credits. And the
United States deployed in the Gulf the largest naval force it had assembled
since the Vietnam War, ostensibly for the purpose of protecting oil tankers,
but which engaged in serious attacks on Iran’s navy.”

During this period when the United States was providing aid to Iraq,
numerous reports documented Iraq’s use of chemical weapons against the
Iranians. The United States was opposed, in principle, to the use of poison-
ous gas, which was banned by the Geneva Protocol of 1925. But the Reagan
administration considered this legal and moral issue of secondary impor-
tance compared to the pressing need to prevent an Iranian victory.?

In fact, U.S. satellite intelligence facilitated Iraqi gas attacks against
Iranian troop concentrations. Moreover, Washington allowed Iraq to
purchase poisonous chemicals, and even strains of anthrax and bubonic
plague from American companies, which were subsequently identified as a
key components of the Iraqi biological warfare program by a 1994 investi-
gation conducted by the Senate Banking Committee.’ The exports of those
biological agents continued to at least November 28, 1989.%°

In late 1987, the Iraqi air force began using chemical agents against
Kurdish resistance forces in northern Iraq, which had formed a loose alli-
ance with Iran. The attacks, which were part of a “scorched earth” strategy

to eliminate rebel-controlled villages, provoked outrage in Congress, and
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in 1988 the Senate Foreign Relations Committee called for sanctions to
be imposed on Iraq affecting $800 million in guaranteed loans. The State
Department did issue a condemnation of the gassing of the Kurds at Hal-
abja in 1988, but overall American relations with Iraq were not impaired,
despite Saddam’s most gruesome atrocities, accounts of which were being
broadcast by numerous international human rights groups."

“The U.S.-Iraqi relationship is ... important to our long-term political
and economic objectives,” Assistant Secretary of State Richard W. Mur-
phy wrote in a September 1988 memorandum addressing the chemical
weapons question. “We believe that economic sanctions will be useless or
counterproductive to influence the Iraqis.”’? In short, the United States was
fundamentally concerned about the maintenance of stability in the Gulf
region, which took precedence over any humanitarian considerations. The
irony of this is that, despite clearly realizing the implications of what it was
doing, the United States helped arm Iraq with the very weapons of horror
that Bush II administration officials in 2002—3 trumpeted as justification
for forcibly removing Saddam from power.

The United States rapprochement with Iraq was very upsetting to Israel
which feared the geopolitical ramifications of an Iraqi victory. Israel looked
upon Iraq as its most potent military threat, as illustrated by its bombing of
the French-built Osirak nuclear reactor in 1981, which Israel claimed was
part of an Iraqi secret nuclear weapons program. Thus, while the United
States was supporting Iraq, Israel was selling war material to Iran — a sig-
nificant example of how Israeli policy had differed from that of the United
States. Israel’s support of Iran reflected the long-held Israeli policy of sup-
porting the periphery of the Middle Eastern world against Israel’s closer
neighbors. Being farther away, Iran was perceived as a much lesser danger
to Israel than Iraq. As long as Iraq was involved in this prolonged conflict,
it could not join Syria or Jordan to pose a danger to Israel’s eastern bor-
der. Moreover, Israel’s goal was to facilitate a drawn out war of attrition, in
which both of its enemies would exhaust each other.®

Israel essentially had supported the Shah and continued to pursue a pro-
Iranian policy after the Shah’s downfall, despite the Islamic Republic’s open
ideological hostility to Zionism. There was a belief in leading Israeli foreign
policy circles that Iran was a natural ally of Israel against the Arab states and
that it would inevitably return to this position after it got over its revolution-

ary fervor. Israel’s sale of arms to Iran was done covertly, but it was a rather
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open secret. Israel valued Iran not only as a counterweight to Iraq, but also
as a market for arms sales, which was Israel’s major export commodity.**

In addition, Israel had some influence on American policy, which it
sought to tilt in favor of Iran. Israelis conspired with officials of the Na-
tional Security Council to bring about the policy of covert American arms
sales to Iran for a period in 1985—6, in what came to be known as the Iran-
Contra affair. Israel offered to serve as a bridge to bring about better rela-
tions between the United States and Iran."

Neoconservatives loomed large in the covert dealings with Iran, which
involved such figures as Michael Ledeen, who served as an agent for Na-
tional Security Advisor Robert C. McFarlane. Ledeen initially arranged
the secret initiative by meeting with then-Israeli Prime Minister Shimon
Peres in May 1985.' Robert Dreyfuss has noted, in his Devil’s Game: How the
United States Helped Unleash Fundamentalist Islam, that “[w]ithin the Rea-
gan administration, a small clique of conservatives, and neoconservatives,
were most intimately involved in the Iran-contra initiative, especially those
U.S. officials and consultants who were closest to the Israeli military and

intelligence establishment.””

As Trita Parsi puts it in Treacherous Alliance:
The Secret Dealings of Israel, Iran, and the United States, “neoconservatives
were masterminding a rapprochement with Khomeini’s government.”*®
Secretary of State George Shultz expressed concern about the Israeli-
orientation of that policy. In a letter to McFarlane, he noted that Israel’s
position on Iran “is not the same as ours” and that American intelligence
collaboration with Israel regarding Iran “could seriously skew our own per-
ception and analysis of the Iranian scene.” The latter, as Dreyfuss points
out, was the actual aim of the neoconservatives and CIA director William
Casey, “who sought to reengage with Iran, in direct opposition to the official
U.S. policy of supporting Iraq in its resistance to Iranian expansionism.”*
The neocons and Israel were unsuccessful in altering American foreign
policy away from Iraq and toward Iran. The exposé of the Iran/Contra af-
fair certainly sounded the death knell to this diplomacy. Some neocon-
servatives, however, continued to seek this change. Michael Ledeen would
write in a New York Times opinion piece on July 19, 1988, that it was essen-
tial for the United States to begin talking with Iran. He wrote that the “The
United States, which should have been exploring improved relations with
Iran before . . . should now seize the opportunity to do so.”* (When Israel

later perceived Iran to be a crucial threat, Ledeen would become a leading
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proponent of the view that Iran was the center of world terror and that
regime change was the only solution.??)

After the Iran/Iraq war ended in August 1988 with an inconclusive cease-
fire, Iraq’s development and use of chemical weapons drew increasing criti-
cism in the United States, especially in Congress. By November 1988 both
houses of Congress had passed legislation that would have had the effect of
imposing sanctions on Iraq.

Congress’s efforts to sanction Iraq, however, were countered by the ad-
ministration of George H.W. Bush, which came into office in January 1989.
The Bush administration essentially continued the Reagan administration’s
favorable treatment of Iraq, providing it with military hardware, advanced
technology, and agricultural credits. Washington apparently looked to
Saddam to maintain stability in the Gulf, and believed that trade and cred-
its would have a moderating effect on him.*

Israel’s view of Iraq was quite different from that of the United States.
Israel looked upon the Iraq military build-up as a dire threat to its military
supremacy in the Middle East. For it appeared that Iraq was developing
the capability to counter, at least to a degree, Israel’s superior arsenal of
conventional, chemical, and nuclear arms.** As noted reporters Dan Raviv
and Yossi Melman observed in April 1990: “the Israelis say that, whatever
they have, they must ensure it is far more powerful than anything the Ar-
abs may get.”*

Israel could conceivably destroy the budding Iraqi arsenal by a preemp-
tive strike, but such an attack would have serious drawbacks. “Eliminating
the technological capacity of Iraq, as in 1981, is becoming impractical,” said
Gerald Steinberg, a military expert at the Bal-Ilan University in Tel Aviv.

“The potential costs of it have gone up, and the effectiveness is diminished
each time it is done.””® Nonetheless, Israel began making secret prepara-
tions to attack Iraq’s chemical weapons plants.?’

In early 1990, tensions in the Middle East began to escalate. On March
15, Iraq hanged a British Iranian-born journalist, Farzad Bazoft, as an al-
leged spy for Iran and Israel, causing Great Britain to recall its ambassador
to Baghdad the following day. On March 22, Gerald Bull, a Canadian bal-
listics expert who provided engineering assistance to Iraq to develop long-
range artillery — especially a so-called “super-gun” that could reach Israel

— was murdered in Brussels, and agents of the Israeli Mossad were sus-
pected in that crime. On March 28, the British arrested five men charged
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with attempting to smuggle American-made nuclear bomb triggers to Iragq.
It was also reported that Iraq had deployed six SCUD missile launchers to
the western regions of the country, placing Israeli cities within range.?®

Fearing that Israel may have been planning an air raid similar to the one
it launched against Iraq’s nuclear reactor at Osirak in 1981, Saddam Hus-
sein in early April 1990 announced that if Israel attacked Iraq, he would
drench half of Israel with chemical weapons. The Western media portrayed
Saddam’s threat as outrageous, often omitting the defensive context of his
warning. In response to Saddam’s speech, Ehud Barak, Israel’s chief of staff,
asserted that Israel would strike at Iraq any time its forces became a threat
to Israel.”

Angering Israel and its American supporters further was the Bush admin-
istration’s effort to rekindle the Middle East peace process. The PLO, which
had recognized Israel in 1988, seemed more willing to negotiate than the
Israeli government headed by Likud Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir, which
was resistant to giving up control of the occupied territories. On January 14,
1990, Shamir insisted that the influx of Soviet Jews necessitated Israel’s re-
tention of the West Bank. On March 1, 1990, Secretary of State James Baker
stipulated that American loan guarantees for new housing for the Soviet
immigrants in Israel hinged on the cessation of settlements in the occupied
territories. And on March 3, President Bush adamantly declared that there
should be no more settlements in the West Bank or in East Jerusalem.?°

But Shamir rejected, forthwith and openly, the Bush administration’s
entire effort to bring about a solution. And Israel’s American supporters,
especially of the right, were thoroughly on the side of the Israeli prime
minister.3' New York Times pro-Israel columnist William Safire complained
that “George Bush is less sympathetic to Israel’s concerns than any U.S.
President in the four decades since that nation’s birth.” Safire continued:

Mr. Bush has long resisted America’s special relationship with Israel. His
secretary of state, James Baker, delights in sticking it to the Israeli right. His

national security adviser, Brent Scowcroft, and chief of staff, John Sununu, abet
that mind-set.*

Safire was outraged that Bush would threaten to abstain from abetting
the Israeli government’s colonization of the occupied West Bank. “This is

the first Administration to openly threaten to cut aid to Israel,” he wrote.

This is also the first Administration to tie aid directly to Israel’s willingness

to conform to U.S. policy demands: unless the West Bank is barred to Jews
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who want to move there, no loans will be guaranteed to help Soviet Jews start

new lives.

Safire claimed that Jewish settlement of the West Bank was essential for
Jewish Russian immigrants because a resurgence of anti-Semitic pogroms
was allegedly imminent in post-Communist Russia.*

The U.S. media, especially the pro-Israel media, was reporting that Iraq
was rapidly producing nuclear materials, chemical weapons, and guided
missiles. For example, U.S. News and World Report, owned by the pro-Is-
rael Mortimer Zuckerman, titled its June 4, 1990 cover story about Saddam,
“The World’s Most Dangerous Man.”** The Bush administration, however,
firmly resisted efforts to alter its relationship with Iraq.

Reacting to congressional protests of Saddam’s threat to use chemical
weapons against Israel, Secretary of State Baker correctly noted the defen-
sive context of the threat in testimony before the Senate appropriations sub-
committee on April 25, 1990, and even went so far as to insinuate that it was
appropriate for Iraq to have such weapons as a defensive deterrent. Baker
said that while the Bush administration regarded the use of chemical weap-
ons as “disturbing,” Saddam only threatened to use “chemical weapons on
the assumption that Iraq would have been attacked by nuclear weapons.”*

What ultimately led to the Bush administration’s break with Iraq, of
course, was its aggressive move on the tiny sheikdom of Kuwait. Saddam’s
desire to control Kuwait was not unique for an Iraqi leader. Iraqis had long
regarded Kuwait as a rightful part of their national domain. In 1963, in
fact, Iraq’s then president had asserted an Iraqi claim to Kuwait, only to
back down when the British deployed a detachment of regular troops in
the emirate. What especially caused Saddam to look longingly toward Ku-
wait and its oil was Iraq’s dire economic situation. Iraq’s victory over Iran
had been a Pyrrhic one, leaving the country economically devastated with
an enormous debt of tens of billions of dollars — Saddam admitted to $40
billion. Significant portions of the debt were owed to Arab oil producing
neighbors — Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. To pay off the debt, Iraq would have
to rely on its oil production, but much of Iraq’s oil producing capacity in the
southern part of the country had been destroyed in the war. Moreover, the
price of oil had plummeted.®

Kuwait seemed a reasonable scapegoat for Iraq’s problems and it simul-

taneously offered a solution. Kuwait, having felt threatened by Iranian radi-
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calism, had provided Iraq with extensive loans during the war with Iran.
With the end of the war, however, the Kuwaiti government demanded full
repayment from Iraq, whereas Iraq expected Kuwait to write off its debt
as a reward for its having provided the tiny emirate with protection from
Iran. Moreover, Kuwait continued to flagrantly exceed its OPEC produc-
tion quota, overproducing by 40 percent, which helped to depress the oil
prices that Iraq desperately needed elevated. Saddam also accused Kuwait
of siphoning off oil from the Iraq section of their shared Rumaila oil field
through slant drilling and demanded a revision of the territorial boundary
to favor Iraq.*”

In their War in the Gulf 1990-91, historians Majid Khadduri and Ed-
mund Ghareeb, in assessing responsibility for the Gulf War, assign some
culpability to Kuwait for its unwillingness to even consider Iraq’s propos-
als, which were not totally unreasonable. “Settlement of the crisis by Arab
peaceful means,” they maintain, “would have been much less costly to the
Arab world than by foreign intervention.”* In the long run, it would have
been less costly for the United States, too.

At the end of May 1990, in an Arab summit meeting in Baghdad, Sad-
dam Hussein threatened to retaliate against Kuwait if it continued to ex-
ceed oil production quotas. On July 17, 1990, a belligerent Saddam accused
Kuwait and the United Arab Emirates of being “imperialist agents” whose
policy of keeping oil prices low was a “poison dagger” in Iraq’s back. Shortly
thereafter, Saddam began to move his military forces toward the Kuwaiti
border.*

Saddam’s critics expressed outrage. Neoconservative Charles Kraut-
hammer compared Saddam to Hitler. “What makes him truly Hitlerian is
his way of dealing with neighboring states,” Krauthammer asserted in the
Washington Post on July 27.

In a chilling echo of the '30s, Iraq, a regional superpower, accuses a powerless
neighbor of a “deliberate policy of aggression against Iraq,” precisely the kind

of absurd accusation Hitler lodged against helpless Czechoslovakia and Poland

as a prelude to their dismemberment.*°

The Bush administration, however, seemed quite indifferent to the im-
minent Iraqi threat to Kuwait. In a press conference on July 24, State De-
partment spokesperson Margaret Tutwiler did express moral opposition

to “coercion and intimidation in a civilized world,” but pointed out that
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“We do not have any defense treaties with Kuwait, and there are no special

defense or security commitments to Kuwait.” On July 25, Saddam Hussein
summoned U.S. Ambassador April Glaspie to a meeting that would later
gain great publicity and vociferously complained that Kuwait was engaging
in acts of war against Iraq by not assisting with Iraq’s war debt or agreeing
to limit its production of oil. If Iraq attacked Kuwait, Saddam vehemently
argued that it would be because Kuwait was already making war on Iraq.
To Saddam’s overt threat, Glaspie mildly responded that “We have no opin-
ion on your Arab-Arab conflicts.” It has been widely argued that Glaspie’s
response persuaded Saddam that the United States would not militarily
oppose his invasion. He had been given the green light to attack."

Then, on July 31, 1990, Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs John Kelly, in his testimony before the Subcommittee
on Europe and the Middle East of the House Foreign Affairs Committee,
pointed out that the United States had no defense treaty relationship with
Kuwait or other Persian Gulf countries. The subcommittee chairman, Lee
Hamilton (Democrat, Indiana) pressed Kelly for specifics: “If Iraq, for ex-
ample, charged across the border into Kuwait, for whatever reasons, what
would be our position with regard to the use of U.S. forces?” Kelly respond-
ed: “That, Mr. Chairman, is a hypothetical [sic] or a contingency, the kind
of which I can’t go into. Suffice it to say we would be extremely concerned,
but I cannot get into the realm of ‘what if” answers.”

Hamilton pressed further: “In that circumstance, it is correct to say,
however, that we do not have a treaty commitment which would obligate
us to engage U.S. forces?”

“That is correct.” Kelly responded.*?

On August 1, the eve of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the Bush admin-
istration approved the sale of advanced data transmission devices to Iraq,
which could be used for missiles. The Bush administration gave no hint
that it would oppose an Iraqi invasion of Kuwait militarily.**

On August 2, Saddam Hussein’s Iraqi army swarmed into Kuwait, meet-
ing minimal Kuwaiti resistance. The ruling Al-Sabah family fled, and Iraqi
forces occupied the entire country.

With Iraq’s invasion, American policy soon performed an abrupt and
complete volte-face. President George H. W. Bush denounced Saddam’s
move as heinous aggression that could not be allowed to stand. Whereas

various allegations and reports of atrocities by Saddam, dating from some
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years earlier, had been more or less ignored by the administration up to
that point, they were now trumpeted to high heaven — even to the point of
repeated reference to notorious stories like the alleged killing of babies and
theft of incubators by the invading Iraqi forces in Kuwait.**

President Bush quickly made preparations to send troops to Saudi Arabia
to protect the kingdom from an Iraqi attack that he alleged to be imminent.
But King Fahd of Saudi Arabia was hesitant about allowing American “infi-
dels” on Islam’s most sacred soil. A U.S. influx of that kind would certainly
ignite fierce opposition from many of his strongest religious supporters.
Thus, the Saudi monarchy, along with other Arab leaders, especially King
Hussein of Jordan, was initially not disposed to the use of force against Sad-
dam’s Iraq, preferring instead to rely on compromise to encourage Saddam
to remove his forces from Kuwait. If the Saudi ruler rejected the American
troops, however, the United States would not be able to fight Saddam.*

To win King Fahd’s support, therefore, the Bush administration not only
relied on diplomatic pressure but even resorted to deception. It exaggerat-
ed the threat of an Iraqi armed invasion of Saudi Arabia, through the use of
doctored satellite pictures, in order to scare the Saudis into accepting both
U.S. troops on their territory and eventual military action against Iraq.*®

Israel was ecstatic at the reversal in American policy toward Iraq, which
vindicated Israel’s claim of the threat posed by Saddam. “We are benefit-
ing from every perspective,” said Yossi Olmert, the director of the Israeli
government press office. “Of course, we can lose big if Saddam decides to
attack us next. But at least the rest of the world now sees what we have been
saying all along.™”

Israel wanted strong measures to be taken by the United States and oth-
er Western nations against Iraq. Likud officials compared Saddam to Hit-
ler and its invasion of Kuwait to German aggressive acts in the 1930s. The
Israeli goal was not simply to drive Iraq from Kuwait but, more important,
to remove Saddam Hussein, destroy Iraq’s military power, and thus elimi-
nate a regional rival.*® Israeli President Chaim Herzog even called upon the
United States to use nuclear weapons in its attack. But Israel did not fully
trust the United States to carry out a military attack, fearing that it might
actually opt for a negotiated peace. On December 4, 1990, Israeli foreign
minister David Levy reportedly threatened the U.S. ambassador, David
Brown, to the effect that if the United States failed to attack Iraq, Israel

would do so itself.*
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The crisis in the Persian Gulf also helped Israel by eliminating the Amer-
ican pressure to make concessions to the Palestinians.*® As it turned out,
however, that would simply be a respite for Israel, as the Bush administra-
tion would reapply the pressure in war’s aftermath.

Neoconservatives played a leading role in promoting the U.S. war onIraq,
setting up the Committee for Peace and Security in the Gulf, co-chaired
by Richard Perle and New York Democratic Congressman Stephen Solarz,
chairman of the House Foreign Affairs subcommittee on Asian and Pacific
affairs. The new pressure group would focus on mobilizing popular and
congressional support for war.® War hawks such as Perle, Frank Gaffney,
Jr., A. M. Rosenthal, William Safire, and the quasi-neocon organ The Wall
Street Journal emphasized in the media that America’s war objective should
not be simply to drive Iraq out of Kuwait but also to destroy Iraq’s military
potential, especially its capacity to develop nuclear weapons. This broader
goal meshed with Israel’s fundamental objective. The Bush administration
would come to embrace this position.>

Support for the war often closely equated with support for Israel. As
columnist E. J. Dionne wrote in the Washington Post:

Israel and its supporters would like to see Saddam weakened or destroyed,
and many of the strongest Democratic supporters of Bush’s policy on the
gulf, such as Solarz, are longtime backers of Israel. Similarly, critics of Israel
— among conservatives as well as liberals — are also among the leading critics

of Bush’s gulf policy. “That’s embarrassing,” said William Schneider, a political

analyst at the American Enterprise Institute, “because there seems to be a hid-

den concern — either pro- or anti-Israel.”*

Patrick J. Buchanan would make the much-reviled comment that “There
are only two groups that are beating the drums for war in the Middle East
— the Israeli Defense Ministry and its amen corner in the United States.”*
Even the liberal Jewish columnist Richard Cohen opined in late August
that “The problem I have with those who argue for a quick military strike is
that they seem to be arguing from an Israeli perspective.” In contrast, “the
United States is not immediately threatened by Iraq — as Israel was [in 1981]
and is.” Cohen concluded, “Those who plump for war are a bit premature,
attempting to make the Middle East safe for not only oil [the American
interest] but for Israel as well.”
The goal of eliminating Saddam’s military power undercut diplomatic ef-
forts to get Saddam out of Kuwait put forth by numerous parties — the Arab
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League, France, the Soviet Union. And Iraq itself made various informal
compromise offers. Early on, however, the Bush administration precluded
any face saving gesture being offered to Iraq by its assertion that aggression
could not be rewarded. The United States offered Saddam only a choice
between war and total capitulation. Needless to say, such a hard line had
not been applied to numerous other aggressors.

On August 22, Thomas Friedman, the New York Times’ chief diplomatic
correspondent, ascribed the Bush administration’s rejection of the “diplo-
matic track” to its fear that if it became

involved in negotiations about the terms of an Iraqi withdrawal, America’s Arab

allies might feel under pressure to give the Iraqi President, Saddam Hussein, a
few token gains in Kuwait to roll back his invasion and defuse the crisis.*®

What explained the complete transformation on the part of the Bush
administration policy toward Iraq? Why would the administration not
simply opt for a compromise agreement, since that seemed to be an ac-
ceptable condition before Saddam’s invasion? Explanations run the gamut.
One implies a conspiracy — that the Bush administration intended to fight
Saddam and deliberately gave Saddam Hussein the impression he could get
away with an invasion of Kuwait in order to establish a casus belli. At the
same time, the United States urged Kuwait to resist Saddam’s demands in
order to bring about war.*’

Steven Hurst offers another explanation in his The Foreign Policy of the
Bush Administration. He contends that the United States pursued a hard
line to accommodate Israel, presumably to make it amenable to granting
concessions regarding Palestine. Establishing peace in the all-important
Palestinian/Israeli conflict would be impossible, Hurst states, if the U.S.
went too far in appeasing Saddam.*® Given the less than even-handed ap-
proach of Israel to the Palestians and the peace process, it is difficult to
see how appeasing the Israelis vis-a-vis Iraq could have reasonably been
expected to produce much by way of concessions regarding a question of
national survival, which the Israelis, particularly those on the right wing of
its politics, take so seriously.”

At any rate, it would also seem that President Bush’s personality was a
significant factor in the policy shift. Bush was only tangentially involved in
Iraq policy prior to the Kuwait invasion. Baker and the State Department

essentially had directed the policy to placate Saddam, unaffected by cries
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from outside about Saddam’s alleged threat or even by opposition from
within the administration by the Department of Defense, headed by Dick
Cheney. Baker, in fact, continued to oppose military intervention even af-
ter the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, seeking instead a peaceful compromise.
General Colin Powell, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, also opposed
military action and supported a reliance on sanctions.®

President Bush’s intention upon learning of the invasion was actually to
follow the pacific policy laid out by Baker. However, the hard-liners toward
Iraq were bellowing about American appeasement. Bush was now on cen-
ter stage, and he was concerned about appearing weak, which was how the
critics were already characterizing his policy toward Iraq.

An encounter with British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher on August 3
in Aspen, Colorado, where Thatcher was attending a conference, drove Bush
from uncertainty to avid support for war. Thatcher insisted that the Iraqi oc-
cupation of Kuwait could not be allowed. “Don’t go wobbly on me, George,”
Thatcher lectured the president. As one of Thatcher’s advisors later quipped:

“The prime minister performed a successful backbone transplant.”!

Bush’s biographers Peter and Rochelle Schweizer explain his adoption of
a militant war stance:

George Bush, like so many of the others in his family, was obsessed with the
notion of measuring up to the challenge . ... George had become convinced in
the early weeks of August 1990 that his great test would be the struggle against
Saddam Hussein. For the first time in his life he made a geopolitical struggle
intensely personal. Before, he had always spoken about war and geopolitics in

terms of national interest and American security; now he was more direct and

personal.®

The United States would ultimately unleash Operation Desert Storm, be-
ginning with a massive air bombardment on January 16, 1991, followed, 39
days later, by a four-day ground war that expelled Iraqi forces from Kuwait
and induced Saddam to accept a cease-fire on March 3. The war established
a peace that would greatly weaken Saddam, including the requirement that
Iraq not possess an arsenal of chemical, bacteriological or nuclear weap-
ons. That comported with the position of Israel, which sought to weaken
its enemy.

The quick and decisive defeat of Saddam was a stunning and humiliat-
ing blow to the Arabs of the Middle East. But for the defeat of Saddam to
be advantageous to Israel, Iraq would have to be devastated. During the
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American bombing campaign, neocon Bruce Fein wanted to make sure
that Iraq was reduced to rubble. Fein was concerned that the United States,
in its effort to avoid civilian casualties, was not creating sufficient havoc.
Especially upsetting was the “woolly-headed acquittal of the Iraqi people of
any responsibility for the arch-villainous actions of their president.” It was
necessary, he asserted, to punish the Iraqi people.

Why, therefore, should Mr. Bush instruct the U.S. military scrupulously to
avoid civilian targets in Iraq even if a contrary policy would more quickly de-
stroy Iraqi morale and bring it to heel? During World War II, the Allied powers
massively bombed Berlin, Dresden and Tokyo for reasons of military and civil-
ian morale. Winston Churchill instructed the Royal Air Force to “make the
rubble dance” in German cities. Why is Mr. Bush treating Iraqi civilians more
solicitously than the enemy civilians of World War II?

Fein did not just want to kill the Iraqi people during the war; he held that in
the postwar period the Iraqi people should be assessed reparations.®?

Beyond the destruction of Iraq’s infrastructure, the neoconservatives
hoped that the war would lead to the removal of Saddam Hussein and the
consequent American occupation of Iraq. However, despite the urging of
Defense Secretary Dick Cheney and Under Secretary of Defense Paul Wol-
fowitz to adopt a military plan to invade the heartland of Iraq, that ap-
proach was never taken, in part, because of the opposition from General
Colin Powell, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and General Norman
Schwarzkopf, the field commander.®*

Moreover, the U.S. had a UN mandate to liberate Kuwait, not to remove
Saddam. To attempt the latter would have caused the warring coalition to
fall apart. America’s coalition partners in the region, especially Turkey and
Saudi Arabia, feared that the elimination of Saddam’s government would
cause Iraq to fragment into warring ethnic and religious groups. That could
have involved a Kurdish rebellion in Iraq, spreading to Turkey’s own res-
tive Kurdish population. And the Shiites in Iraq who were of Iranian origin
or sympathy, and comprised some fraction of Iraq’s total Shiite popula-
tion, would likely have fallen under the influence of Iran and increased the
threat of Islamic radicalism in the vital oil-producing Gulf region, exactly
as has happened since the U.S. invasion of 2003 and the subsequent politi-
cal restructuring that followed it.*®

In 1998, the first President Bush would explain his reason for not invad-
ing Iraq to remove Saddam thus:
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We would have been forced to occupy Baghdad and, in effect, rule Iraq. The
coalition would instantly have collapsed, the Arabs deserting it in anger....
Had we gone the invasion route, the United States could conceivably still be an

occupying power in a bitterly hostile land.®

In his 1995 memoirs, Secretary of State James Baker would similarly ob-
serve that the administration’s “overriding strategic concern in the [first]
Gulf war was to avoid what we often referred to as the Lebanonisation of
Iraq, which we believed would create a geopolitical nightmare.”’

George H. W. Bush had essentially realized his major goals: the uncon-
ditional withdrawal of all Iraqi forces from Kuwait; the restoration of the
legitimate Kuwaiti government; and the protection of the region from any
future Iraqi aggression. In short, the foremost concern of the first Bush ad-
ministration, in line with the traditional American position on the Middle
East, was regional stability. As Norman Podhoretz would negatively sum
up Bush I's policy thirteen years later:

[W]hen Saddam Hussein upset the balance of power in the Middle East by in-
vading Kuwait in 1991, the elder Bush went to war not to create a new configura-
tion in the region but to restore the status quo ante. And it was precisely out of
the same overriding concern for stability that, having achieved this objective by
driving Saddam out of Kuwait, Bush then allowed him to remain in power.®

Israel and its neocon allies sought just the opposite: a destabilized, frag-
mented Iraq (indeed a destabilized, fragmented Middle East) that would
enhance Israel’s relative regional power.

Rejecting an American occupation as too dangerous, the first President
Bush sought to remove Saddam by less aggressive means. In May 1991, he
signed a presidential finding directing the CIA to create the conditions
for Saddam’s ouster. As it emerged, the plan consisted largely of support-
ing propaganda and Iraqi dissidents who came to form the Iraqi National
Congress. The hope was that members of the Iraqi military would turn on
Saddam and stage a military coup. That was not to happen.

In the process of terminating the war on Iraq, the Bush administration
allowed Saddam to brutally suppress uprisings by the Kurds and the Shiites.
What made this seem like an especially immoral betrayal was the fact that,
during the war, Bush had called for the people of Iraq to rise up against
Saddam. Now, as Saddam smashed the rebellions, neoconservatives and
other supporters of Israel were outraged. A. M. Rosenthal angrily declared
that “by betraying the rebels the U.S. is truly intervening — on the side of
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the killer Hussein.” To the argument that American intervention might
break up Iraq, Rosenthal questioned the need for a unified Iraq: “Anyway,
were Americans sent into combat against Saddam Hussein so that Wash-
ington should now help him keep together the jigsaw country sawed out of
the Middle East by the British after World War 1?7 Here Rosenthal was
questioning the entire principle of stability that had traditionally guided
American policy in the Middle East.

“Two months after a brilliant military campaign ended in victory, Mr.
Bush has achieved the worst of worlds for millions of Iraqi rebels and for
American policy in the Mideast,” opined Rosenthal in the New York Times
of April 23, 1991. But the solution he had in mind was more than just pro-
viding immediate protection for the Kurds and Shiites. Rosenthal empha-
sized that “there will be no peace as long as Saddam Hussein rules, and
threatens to rise again.””

Rosenthal presented what would become the key neoconservative solu-
tion for the Middle East — regime change and democracy. And he con-
trasted the reliance on a democratic approach to the traditional policy of
“realism” in the Middle East, which the Bush administration continued to
pursue in the aftermath of the Gulf War. “For many years now,” Rosenthal
asserted,
the “realists” have dominated American foreign policy, particularly on the
Middle East. They constantly search for a “balance of power” that is unattainable
because it is based on dictatorships, which by their very nature are the cause
of instability. They dismiss the concept of morality in international affairs and
believe that democracy is impossible in the Middle East.
Yes, it is impossible — as long as the realists have their way and we appease
the Saddam Husseins and Hafez al-Assads of the area, coddle the oil despots
and are in a constant twitch of irritation about our support of Israel, the only
democracy in the area.
Just see where realpolitik has gotten us in the Mideast: Iran in the hands of
religious fanatics, Syria and Libya ruled under terrorist fascism, Saddam Hus-
sein still in power, marauding — and a million Iraqi refugees clawing for food,

crying out their hunger and betrayal.”!

New York Times columnist William Safire, too, wrote of the immoral-
ity of the abandonment of the Kurds and Shiites. “Must history remember
George Bush as the liberator of Kuwait and the man who saved Iraq for
dictatorship?” Safire asked rhetorically. “U.S. troops will return home with

a sense of shame at the bloodletting that followed our political sellout.””
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Krauthammer would blame Bush'’s failure to intervene to save the Kurds
and Shiites to his risk-averse personality, in respect of which his war on
Iraq represented an aberration.

After seven months of brilliant, indeed heroic, presidential leadership, George
Bush’s behavior after the Persian Gulf War — his weak and vacillating hands-
off policy — is a puzzle. The best explanation is this: Bush was like the man
who wins the jackpot in a casino and walks right out the front door refusing
even to look at another table. There are many reasons Bush decided to cash in
his chips even if that meant abandoning the Iraqi rebels to Saddam Hussein’s
tender mercies — a policy partly reversed when the extent of the Kurdish ca-
tastrophe became clear. There was the fear of getting dragged into a civil war,

a belief that international law and the wartime coalition would support saving
Kuwait’s sovereignty but not violating Iraq’s, and his susceptibility to pressure
from his Saudi friends, who feared both the fracturing and democratization
of Iraq. These were all factors, but the overwhelming one was the president’s
persona: A man of pathological prudence, having just risked everything on one
principled roll of the dice, was not about to hang around the gaming room a
second longer. It was a question of political capital. After 30 years in politics
Bush had finally amassed it. He was not about to spend it in Kurdistan. The
willingness to risk political capital is not just a sign of greatness in a leader, it is

almost a definition of it.”?

But the fact of the matter is that while the Bush administration contin-
ued the traditional concern of American foreign policy for stability in the
Middle East, it was willing to risk political capital by return to the pressur-
ing of Israel to move away from its effort to colonize the West Bank. In de-
fying the powerful domestic Israel lobby, that policy was bound to stir up
a hornets’ nest for the Bush administration. But the post-Gulf War public
opinion polls showed overwhelming support for President Bush. In early
March, just as the war ended, Bush’s approval rating stood at a stratospher-
ic 9o percent.”* That seemed to provide enough political cushion against
the inevitable damage that Bush and Baker would suffer in pursuing their
foreign policy agenda.

Essentially, the Bush/Baker approach sought to fit policy toward Israel
within the overall framework of maintaining stability in the region. It saw
Israel as the unstable element. If the Jewish state would make concessions
to the Palestinians, tensions would subside across the entire Middle East,
for it was the Israeli oppression of the Palestinians that created a major
Arab grievance exploited by anti-American destabilizing elements in the

region.
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The Bush administration now was especially desirous of placating the
Arab coalition that had supported the war by making American policy in
the Middle East more even-handed. In supporting a Western attack on a
fellow Muslim and Arab country, the leaders of the Middle Eastern states
had risked engendering internal opposition from religious and nationalis-
tic elements, and those rulers expected some reward for their loyalty to the
United States.

The Bush administration thus returned with vigor to its pre-war effort
of trying to curb Israeli control of its occupied territories. It focused on
a demand that Israel stop constructing new settlements in the occupied
territories as a condition for receiving $10 billion in U.S. loan guarantees
for the resettlement of hundreds of thousands of immigrants from the for-
mer Soviet Union. Despite Washington’s objections, Israel had launched
a building boom in the occupied territories, intended by Prime Minister
Yitzhak Shamir’s rightist government to ensure permanent Israeli control
there. The plan would boost the Jewish settler population by 50 percent
in two years. Asked in early April 1991 how Israel would respond to a U.S.
request to freeze Jewish settlement activity, Ariel Sharon, then the hous-
ing minister, adamantly stated that “Israel has always built, is building and
will in future build in Judea, Samaria [biblical names for the West Bank]
and the Gaza Strip.””® In May 1991, Secretary Baker harshly condemned
the Jewish settlements in testimony before the Foreign Operations Sub-
committee of the House Appropriations Committee, asserting that “I don’t
think that there is any bigger obstacle to peace.””

Shamir’s Likud government and Israel’s America’s supporters strongly
resisted the Bush administration’s efforts. In his September 12, 1991 news
conference, Bush went before the television cameras to ask Congress to
delay consideration of the $10 billion in loan guarantees being demanded
by Shamir. Bush dared to speak directly of the pro-Israel pressure, saying
that

I'm up against some powerful political forces, but I owe it to the American peo-
ple to tell them how strongly I feel about the deferral .. .. I heard today there
was something like a thousand lobbyists on the Hill working the other side of
the question. We've got one lonely little guy down here doing it.””

In performing an end run around the Israel-friendly mainstream me-
dia and appealing directly to the American people, however, Bush struck a

responsive chord. A public opinion poll only two days later found that 86
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percent of the American people supported the president on that issue. But
that public support apparently made some members of the administration
complacent about the political power of the pro-Zionist lobby. When the
danger of alienating Jewish Americans was broached to Secretary of State
Baker, he was alleged to have uttered that most taboo-shattering of pro-
fanities: “F**k the Jews. They didn'’t vote for us.””®

Jewish-Americans had been enraged by Bush’s speech. “For a great many
Jews, then, Bush’s September 12 press conference was like a blinding flash
in the night that would not go away,” wrote J. J. Goldberg. “Jews of every
political stripe began writing letters of protest to their newspapers, to their
representatives, and to the White House.””® Goldberg further wrote that

the Jews were indisputably a powerful political force. George Bush was not

wrong in believing that when he convened his September 12 press conference.

Bush’s mistake was saying it aloud.®

Bush’s opposition to Shamir’s policy probably contributed to bringing
down the Shamir government in January 1992. In the subsequent Israeli na-
tional election in June 1992, Shamir lost to the Labor Party led by Yitzhak
Rabin, which ran on the popular slogan “Land for Peace.” (While Rabin was
amenable to pursuing a peace process with the Palestinians — for which
he was awarded a Nobel Peace prize in 1994 — the extent to which Jewish
settlements on the West Bank would be reduced and the chances for a fu-
ture viable Palestinian state were always questionable.)

However, while the situation changed in Israel, supporters of Israel in
the United States remained intransigent. They were outraged over the Bush
administration’s public pressuring of Israel. The neoconservatives set up
an organization to back the Israeli position on settlements, giving it the
Orwellian moniker, Committee on U.S. Interests in the Middle East. Mem-
bers included such neoconservative stalwarts as Douglas Feith, Frank Gaft-
ney, Richard Perle, and Elliott Abrams.®!

As the 1992 election approached, the Bush administration, seeing its
popularity plummet, would try to mend fences with his pro-Israel critics.
In July, Bush announced that the U.S. would provide the loan guarantees
after all. His concession won him no pro-Israel support.

The role of Israel’s chief lobby, the American Israel Public Affairs Com-
mittee (AIPAC), in the loan guarantee episode was starkly revealed in a

private conversation in October 1992 between the president of AIPAC, Da-
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vid Steiner, and potential contributor Harry Katz, which the latter had se-
cretly taped. Steiner boasted about AIPAC’s political sway, saying he had
“cut a deal” with James Baker to give more aid to Israel. He had arranged
for “almost a billion dollars in other goodies that people don’t even know
about.”?

When Katz brought up the concern that Baker had cursed the Jewish
people, Steiner responded: “Of course, do you think I'm ever going to for-
give him for that?” He acknowledged that AIPAC was backing Clinton and
had supported him from before he received the Democratic nomination.
Steiner boasted that AIPAC had numerous supporters in the Clinton cam-
paign and that Clinton would put their people in key positions when he
entered office.®® In fact, the Democratic platform contained a strong pro-
Israel plank, and the Clinton campaign attacked the Bush administration
for “bullying” Israel.

Like other supporters of Israel, some neoconservatives were tending
towards Clinton. Richard Schifter, assistant secretary of state for human
rights under Reagan and George H. W. Bush (until March 1992), had be-
come a senior foreign policy adviser for the Clinton campaign. Schifter was
also working with AIPAC’s David Ifshin to bring fellow neoconservatives
back into the Democratic Party.** And a number of neoconservatives such
as Joshua Muravchik, Penn Kemble, Morris Amitay, Edward Luttwak, and
R. James Woolsey, would openly back Bill Clinton. Even long-time conser-
vative commentator William Safire would support Clinton. Many others
remained at least cool to Bush’s re-election.’* Moreover, Clinton appealed
to neocons by his support of the neoconservative idea that promotion of
democracy should be a central feature of American foreign policy.*® Neo-
cons profess to believe in the promotion of global democracy and such an
approach would serve to undermine Israel’s enemies in the Middle East,
none of which was ruled in a democratic manner.

Many neocons with strong Republican connections were hesitant to
completely make the switch to Clinton, but they would at best be luke-
warm Bush supporters. Even a defense of Bush by one of these supporters,
Daniel Pipes, acknowledged the difficulties in supporting the president. “If
there’s a lot of agreement on anything this election year,” Pipes wrote, “it’s
that friends of Israel should not vote to re-elect George Bush. The mere
mention of his name in Jewish circles evinces strong disappointment, even

anger.”%’
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Clinton received the highest level of Jewish support of any Democratic
presidential candidate since Franklin D. Roosevelt. According to an Amer-
ican Jewish Congress exit poll, 8o percent of American Jews voted for Clin-
ton, compared to 11 percent for Bush. 35 percent of American Jews had
backed Bush in 1988.8% And the George H. W. Bush who emerged from the
Gulf War with an astronomical 9o percent approval rating went down to a
humiliating election defeat.

What one sees in the Gulf War was a temporary and partial shift from
America’s traditional policy of working to maintain stability in the Middle
East to a policy firmly aligned with that of Israel to militarily defeat Israel’s
greatest enemy at the time. While the United States had provided arms
to Israel before to enable it to defeat its enemies — most conspicuously
the military arms airlift during the Yom Kippur War of 1973 — the United
States had never before gone to war against a primary enemy of Israel. In
fighting an enemy initially identified by Israel and its American supporters,
American policy in the Gulf War prefigured the Bush II administration’s
war on Iraq, which would be on a much grander scale.

Under the Bush I administration, the war and defeat of Saddam still took
place within the overall foreign policy framework of maintaining stabil-
ity — and in its rejection of an American occupation of Iraq, the Bush ad-
ministration certainly did everything it could to try to restore the status
quo, to the great consternation of the friends of Israel who desired regime
change and continued destabilization. However, as it happened, the very
establishment of the American military presence in the Middle East had a
destabilizing effect. It would feed into the popular grievances in the Mid-
dle East, exploited by Islamists such as Osama bin Laden. To many radicals,
America became a fundamental enemy on par with Israel.

The drastic American military intervention into Middle East affairs had
unleashed forces that could not be reversed. The tinder was dry and needed
only the neocons of the Bush II administration to light the spark for a new
American war and a complete transformation of American policy. To avoid
the chances of a future war, the United States would have had to pull out of
the region after 1991, and that was an approach alien to all establishment
geo-strategic thinkers, wedded as they have been to a policy of global inter-
vention on the part of the U.S. government.

The second, greater war would not have started when it did had the neo-

cons not been able to gain control of foreign policy in the George W. Bush
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administration, a seizure of power that resulted from the 911 terrorist di-
saster. However, the neocons, though empowered, could not have initiated
the 2003 war if the earlier war had not taken place. In that sense, the 1991
Gulf War was a prelude to the 2003 war on Iraq, in which the United States
government would pursue a policy in complete harmony with the thinking
of the neocons and the Israeli Likudniks to precipitate regime change and
destabilize the Middle East.

Also of benefit to the neocon Middle East war agenda, the first Bush
administration left a document that reflected neoconservative national se-
curity strategy and would provide a basis for the national security policy
for the George W. Bush administration. This was the draft of the Defense
Planning Guidance, which would set a new post-Cold War rationale for
American military power. In his Rise of the Vulcans, James Mann refers to
this document as

one of the most significant foreign policy documents of the past half century.
It set forth a new vision for a world dominated by a lone American superpow-
er, actively working to make sure that no rival or group of rivals would ever
emerge.®

The draft of the Defense Planning Guidance was prepared under the su-
pervision of Paul Wolfowitz, the Department of Defense’s under secretary
for policy. I. Lewis Libby, Wolfowitz’s top assistant, Richard Perle, and Al-
bert Wohlstetter also had a role in its input. The draft was composed by
Zalmay Khalilzad.*®

In addition to emphasizing the goal of American world supremacy, the
document cited the existence of weapons of mass destruction in the hands
of hostile countries as the greatest danger to the United States and ad-
vocated “pre-emptive” strikes to counter such a danger. The document
was for military planning and not intended to be released to the public.
However, a draft of the document was leaked to the press and a huge out-
cry arose around the world over the implication of American militaristic
imperialism on a global scale. Embarrassed, the administration called for
the language to be softened. Most particularly, the emphasis on unilateral
action in the draft was altered to mention collective security. Nonethe-
less, even in the final softened form, the document provided key ideas for
the neoconservatives. It served to justify overwhelming American global
power even at a time when, with the demise of the Soviet Union, there was
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no obvious global threat. Thus, it continued the Cold War alliance between
the neoconservatives and both American conservative imperialists and the
military industrial complex, even when some conservative anti-Commu-
nists, such as Pat Buchanan, were drifting back to the American right’s
traditional non-interventionist moorings.

Moreover, the focus on a WMD threat to the U.S. could be used to at-
tack Israel’s Middle East enemies, since most of those nations would cer-
tainly like to possess WMD as a deterrent to Israel’s nuclear arsenal. In
short, the document, which explicitly focused on maintaining American
global supremacy, could simultaneously serve to enhance Israel’s regional

supremacy in the Middle East.
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DURING THE CLINTON YEARS

LTHOUGH SOME neoconservatives supported Bill Clinton,

and his administration promised to include them in foreign
policy positions, he did not give them a role. “There is no ques-
tion that they were short-shrifted,” complained neocon Ben
Wattenberg in early 1993.
By its appointments and its policy moves so far, the administration is creat-
ing a culture that makes moderates and conservatives feel unwelcome. It is as
though the old antiwar activists are applying a litmus test to everyone, and

when they decide someone is ideologically impure, the administration is un-

willing to go to the mat about it.!

Unrewarded, the neoconservatives quickly began to criticize Clinton as
simply another liberal Democrat, who had disguised himself as a moder-
ate during the 1992 campaign, and who was failing to maintain American
military strength.?

During the Clinton years, neocons promoted their views from a strong
interlocking network of think tanks — such as the American Enterprise
Institute (AEI), Middle East Media Research Institute (Memri), Hudson
Institute, Washington Institute for Near East Policy, Middle East Forum,
Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs (JINSA), Center for Security
Policy (CSP), and Project for the New American Century (PNAC) — which
had significant influence in the media and became essentially a “shadow
defense establishment.” These think tanks would eventually provide key

staff for the administration of George W. Bush.
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It was this interlocking group of organizations, staffed by many of the
same individuals, that helped to give the neocons power far transcending
their small numbers. As Jim Lobe points out, the neocons have been ex-
tremely adept “in creating new institutions and front groups that act as a
vast echo chamber for each other and for the media, particularly in media-
obsessed Washington.™

Some of these organizations were originally set up by mainline conser-
vatives and taken over by neoconservatives;> others were established by
neoconservatives themselves. Some had a direct Israeli connection. For
example, Yigal Carmon, formerly a colonel in Israeli military intelligence,
was a co-founder of Memri. And all of the organizations have been closely
interconnected, with prominent neoconservatives having multiple affili-
ations. For example, the other co-founder of Memri, Israeli-born Meyrav
Wurmser, was also a member of the Hudson Institute, while her husband,
David Wurmser, headed the Middle East studies department of AEIL David
Wurmser also was director of institutional grants at the Washington Insti-
tute for Near East Policy from 1994 to 1996. Richard Perle was a “resident
fellow” at AEI, a member of the advisory board of JINSA, and a trustee of
the Hudson Institute.® Michael Ledeen was a resident scholar with AET and
a member of the JINSA advisory board. As Jim Lobe writes:

This proliferation — not to say duplication and redundancy — of committees,
projects and coalitions is a tried and true tactic of the neo-cons and their more
traditional Republican fellow travelers, at least since the 1970s. The tactic ap-
pears largely to persuade public opinion that their hawkish policies are sup-
ported by a large section of the population when, in fact, these groups represent

very specific interests and its [sic] views are held by a small, highly organized

and well-disciplined elite.”

The think tank that is usually considered the nerve center for neocon-
servatism is the American Enterprise Institute. The American Enterprise
Institute for Public Policy Research (AEI) was founded in 1943 by anti-New
Deal businessmen, long before the existence of neoconservatism, to pro-
mote conservative free-market economic views in an intellectual culture
then in the thrall of statist liberalism. It remained a quite modest institu-
tion until the 1970s, dwarfed by such liberal Washington think tanks as
the Brookings Institution. AEI began the 1970s with a budget of $1 million
and a staff of only ten; at the decade’s end, it had a budget of $8 million
and a staff of 125. Its explosive growth took place as neoconservatives, by

(84)



During the Clinton Years

virtue of their prestige and networking skills, moved into leading positions
in conservatism. AEI especially sought a reputation for respectability. This
gave the establishment-credentialed neoconservatives an advantage over
traditional conservatives, who had been marginalized in mainstream cir-
cles. Neoconservatives would fill more and more of the positions in AEI
until they came to dominate it, although the bulk of its major financial
contributors have been neither Jewish nor particularly devoted to Israel.
(The chairman of AEI’s board of trustees, however, is Bruce Kovner, a pro-
Zionist Jewish billionaire.®) AEI would have among its staff such neocon
luminaries as Richard Perle, David Wurmser, Michael Ledeen, Joshua Mu-
ravchik, and Jean Kirkpatrick. Staff from AEI would emerge as the leading
architects of the Bush II administration’s foreign policy.’

In contrast to AEI the Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs
(JINSA) was set up in 1976 to put “the U.S.-Israel strategic relationship
first.”® In the late 1980s, JINSA widened its focus to U.S. defense and for-
eign policy in general, without dropping its focus on Israel."

Until the beginning of the Bush II administration, JINSA’s advisory
board included such notable neocons as John Bolton, Stephen Bryen, Doug-
las Feith, Max Kampelman, Michael Ledeen, Joshua Muravchik, Richard
Perle, Kenneth Timmerman, and R. James Woolsey. Dick Cheney was also
a member of the board.™

In a seminal article in the September 2002 issue of The Nation, Jason
Vest discussed the immense power held in the current Bush administra-
tion by individuals from two major neoconservative research organiza-
tions, JINSA and the Center for Security Policy (CSP). Vest detailed the
close links among these organizations, right-wing politicians, arms mer-
chants, military men, Jewish multi-millionaires/billionaires, and Republi-
can administrations."

Vest noted that “dozens” of JINSA and CSP

members have ascended to powerful government posts, where their advocacy
in support of the same agenda continues, abetted by the out-of-government ad-
juncts from which they came. Industrious and persistent, they’ve managed to
weave a number of issues — support for national missile defense, opposition to
arms control treaties, championing of wasteful weapons systems, arms aid to
Turkey and American unilateralism in general — into a hard line, with support

for the Israeli right at its core.

And Vest continued:
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On no issue is the JINSA/CSP hard line more evident than in its relentless
campaign for war — not just with Iraq, but “total war,” as Michael Ledeen, one
of the most influential JINSAns in Washington, put it last year. For this crew,

“regime change” by any means necessary in Iraq, Iran, Syria, Saudi Arabia and

the Palestinian Authority is an urgent imperative."

Both JINSA and CSP, which is headed by Frank Gaffney, a protégé of Per-
le going back to their days as staffers for Senator Henry Jackson, have been
heavily underwritten by Irving Moskowitz, a California business magnate
whose money comes from bingo parlors. Moskowitz heavily funds right-
wing American Zionist organizations such as the far-right settler group
Ateret Cohanim. Ateret Cohanim believes that the acquisition of land in
the now Muslim section of Jerusalem’s Old City and the concomitant re-
building of the Jewish Temple at its former site will hasten the coming
of the Messiah. The Temple Mount where the Temple stood, however, is
sacred to Muslims and has been occupied for centuries by Muslim holy
buildings — the Dome of the Rock and the Al-Agsa mosque. Moskowitz
provided the money that enabled the 1996 reopening of a tunnel under the
Temple Mount, which resulted in 70 deaths due to rioting.®

A major financier of CSP has been New York real estate investor Lawrence
Kadish. Kadish has been one of the Republican Party’s leading donors giv-
ing some $500,000 during the 2000 presidential election campaign. Kadish
served as chairman of the Republican Jewish Coalition, which was closely
allied to Israel’s Likud government and which supported the construction
of the controversial Jewish settlement at Har Homa in East Jerusalem in
the late 1990s, over Palestinian objections that the project jeopardized the
peace process.'®

Another major CSP financial backer has been Poju Zabludowicz, heir
to a formidable diversified international empire that includes Israeli arms
manufacturer Soltam.”

During the 1990s, the neoconservatives also greatly expanded into the
media, once a preserve of mainstream liberalism. In 1995, the Weekly Stan-
dard was established, founded and edited by William Kristol, with financ-
ing from media mogul Rupert Murdoch, a strong proponent of Israel and
conservative causes. The Weekly Standard immediately became the leading
voice of the neoconservatives, moving ahead of Commentary because of its
greater frequency of publication. As Jonathan Mark wrote in the Jewish
Week: “Murdoch’s Weekly Standard has been at the epicenter of the neocon
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political movement that has urged a Middle Eastern policy premised on
Israel’s security.”*®

Despite a relatively small circulation of around 55,000, the Weekly Stan-
dard has had a major impact. With the Murdoch subsidy, the magazine
could achieve a broad newsstand presence and provide thousands of com-
plimentary issues, especially to influential figures.” “Reader for reader, it
may be the most influential publication in America,” wrote Eric Alterman
in the Nation magazine. “Their circulation may be small but they are not in-
terested in speaking to the great unwashed. The magazine speaks directly
to and for power.”*

While not appealing directly to the general public, the Weekly Standard
served to credential its writers for roles in the mass media. As Halper and
Clarke point out in America Alone, the Weekly Standard

has succeeded in a main purpose, namely to provide legitimacy for its staffers
in their role as ‘experts’ on Fox and MSNBC television where Weekly Standard
contributors have become recognized faces. These platforms have, in turn, al-

lowed neo-conservatives to establish themselves as experts providing an im-

portant perspective on the major networks’ Sunday talk shows.*

Most especially, the editorship of the Weekly Standard brought Wil-
liam Kristol into the limelight of the Washington media/political world.
In 2000, the Washington Post’s Howard Kurtz described Kristol as having
“become part of Washington’s circulatory system, this half-pol, half-pundit,
full-throated advocate with the nice-guy image” who is “wired to nearly
all the Republican presidential candidates.”” Kristol was a leading media
advocate of war against Iraq. In 1997, the Weekly Standard became one of
the first publications to publicly call for regime change in Iraq. Referring to
Kristol’s numerous articles and media appearances in support of the Iraq
war, Washington Post syndicated columnist Richard Cohen in mid-2002
dubbed it as “Kristol’s War.”?*

While the Weekly Standard is oriented to the political and intellectual
class, neoconservative views reach the more general public through other
instruments of Rupert Murdoch’s global media empire, with its vast hold-
ings in the United States, Australia, United Kingdom, and China. Mur-
doch’s News Corporation is the largest English language news group in the
world. In 2004, it consisted of more than 175 newspapers (40 million papers

sold each week) and 35 television stations. That Murdoch’s media outlets
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have been noted for their sensationalism has made them popular with the
mass public.*

Of Australian birth, Murdoch has been an American citizen since 1985,
but he also has strong political and business attachments to Israel and was

a close friend of Ariel Sharon. As Murdoch put it:

I've always had sympathy for Israel, but it certainly intensified when I moved
to New York [from Australia] in 1973. I got to know Prime Minister Sharon,
way back in the late 7os. Through the years, the support intensified. It was just
a matter of thinking about it. I've been [to Israel]. I liked it. I felt a tremendous

excitement.?

It should also be added that it has been alleged that Murdoch’s mother,
Elisabeth Joy Greene, was an Orthodox Jew, which would make him Jewish
by Jewish standards, although Murdoch does not publicly mention this.?
Murdoch enforces a pro-Israel line in his publications. As one reporter,
Sam Kiley, who resigned in protest from the Murdoch-owned Times of Lon-
don, exclaimed: “No pro-Israel lobbyist ever dreamed of having such power
over a great national newspaper.” Pro-Israel groups have honored Murdoch
for his support. In 1982, the American Jewish Congress voted Murdoch

the “Communications Man of the Year.”

In 1997, the United Jewish Ap-
peal Federation bestowed upon Murdoch its “Humanitarian of the Year”
award.”® Murdoch’s News Corporation was one of three U.S. companies
lauded for its support of Israel at the America-Israel Friendship League
Partners for Democracy Awards dinner in June 2001. Murdoch himself co-
chaired the dinner.”

During the build-up to the 2003 invasion of Iraq, all 175 Murdoch-owned
newspapers worldwide editorialized in favor of the war.** Murdoch’s most
important outlet for disseminating neoconservative views is Fox News,
which has been the most popular cable news network, according to some
rating criteria. Although its motto is “fair and balanced,” it has relied heav-
ily on neoconservatives for its news experts and is slanted in a neoconser-
vative direction.®

Neoconservatives in the media provided the cultural preparation for an
American war in the Middle East. While it cannot be said that prior to
2001 their views dominated the media, neocons definitely had an impor-
tant presence. Most importantly, the neoconservatives were perfectly situ-

ated in the media to be able to exploit the post-911 environment and thus
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manipulate the American public in their desired direction. As Halper and
Clarke note in their America Alone:

[N]eo-conservatives had built up a range of media outlets and national fora
that enabled them to underpin their policy interpretations to the many constit-
uents of the American public. The cable networks, the conservative talk radio
shows, and the conservative print outlets were all in place to carry the abstract
war into the governing philosophy of American foreign policy by inundating
people with the discursive reality created by neo-conservatives. The neo-con-
servatives, both in and out of the administration, inserted themselves into this
environment before 9/11 and benefited from it afterward. It was the arm with
which they represented their views to the larger segments of the American
body politic. It was the machinery that synthesized the popular mindset that
proved so critical in making war with Saddam Hussein.??

The neocons’ presence in the mainstream meadia was significantly
enhanced because of the existence of their think tanks and their media
outlets. In short, the neocon apparatus served to credential them for the
mainstream media.*

Although there is much talk of a neoconservative “cabal” and a neocon-
servative “conspiracy,” usually in an effort to discredit the idea that neo-
cons could have been a (or the) major force among those whose influence
contributed heavily to the initiation of war with Iraq in 2003, secrecy did
not envelop the neocons’ war strategy. During the 1990s, the neoconser-
vatives were quite open about their goal of war in the Middle East to de-
stabilize Iraq and other enemies of Israel. A clear illustration of the neo-
conservative thinking on this subject — and the intimate connection with
Israeli security — was a 1996 paper entitled “A Clean Break: A New Strategy
for Securing the Realm,” published by an Israeli think tank, the Institute
for Advanced Strategic and Political Studies. Included in the study group
that produced the report were figures who would loom large in the Bush
II administration’s war policy in the Middle East — Richard Perle, Douglas
Feith, and David Wurmser. (Wurmser was then actually affiliated with the
Institute for Advanced Strategic and Political Studies.) Perle was listed as
the head of the study group. Others included in the study group were James
Colbert (JINSA), Charles Fairbanks, Jr. (Johns Hopkins University), Rob-
ert Loewenberg (President, Institute for Advanced Strategic and Political
Studies), Jonathan Torop (Washington Institute for Near East Policy), and
Meyrav Wurmser (Johns Hopkins University).>*
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The “realm” that the study group sought to secure was that of Israel.
The purpose of the policy paper was to provide a political blueprint for
the incoming Israeli Likud government of Benjamin Netanyahu. The paper
stated that Netanyahu should “make a clean break” with the Oslo peace
process and reassert Israel’s claim to the West Bank and Gaza. It presented
a plan by which Israel would “shape its strategic environment,” beginning
with the removal of Saddam Hussein and the installation of a Hashemite
monarchy in Baghdad. Significantly, the report did not present Saddam
Iraq as the major threat to Israel. Rather, Iraq was more like the weak link
among Israel’s enemies. By removing Saddam, the study held that Israel
would be in a strategic position to get at its more dangerous foes. In short,
elimination of Saddam was a first step toward reconfiguring the entire
Middle East for the benefit of Israel. “Israel can shape its strategic environ-
ment, in cooperation with Turkey and Jordan, by weakening, containing,
and even rolling back Syria,” the study maintained. “This effort can focus
on removing Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq — an important Israeli
strategic objective in its own right — as a means of foiling Syria’s regional
ambitions.”

A Hashemite®® kingdom in Iraq would enable Israel to weaken Syria and
Iran, and cut off support for Hezbollah, which threatened Israel from its
bases in Lebanon. “The predominantly Shia population of southern Leba-
non has been tied for centuries to the Shia leadership in Najf [Najaf], Iraq
rather than Iran. Were the Hashemites to control Iraq, they could use
their influence over Najf to help Israel wean the south Lebanese Shia away
from Hizballah, Iran, and Syria. Shia retain strong ties to the Hashemites:
the Shia venerate foremost the Prophet’s family, the direct descendants
of which — and in whose veins the blood of the Prophet flows — is King
Hussein.””

It should be emphasized that the same people — Feith, Wurmser, Perle
— who advised the Israeli government on issues of national security would
later advise the George W. Bush administration to pursue virtually the
same policy regarding the Middle East. In 2004, political observer William
James Martin would astutely comment about “A Clean Break”™ “This docu-
ment is remarkable for its very existence because it constitutes a policy
manifesto for the Israeli government penned by members of the current
U.S. government.”® Martin next pointed out that the similarity between

that document’s recommendation for Israel and the neocon-inspired Bush
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administration policy, purportedly for the benefit of American interests,
was even more remarkable. “It is amazing how much of this program,
though written for the Israeli government of Natanyahu of 1996, has al-
ready been implemented, not by the government of Israel, but by the Bush
administration.”

Similarly, Craig Unger wrote in the March 2007 issue of Vanity Fair, “Ten
years later, ‘A Clean Break’ looks like nothing less than a playbook for U.S.-
Israeli foreign policy during the Bush-Cheney era. Many of the initiatives
outlined in the paper have been implemented — removing Saddam from
power, setting aside the ‘land for peace’ formula to resolve the Israeli-Pal-
estinian conflict, attacking Hezbollah in Lebanon — all with disastrous
results.”?

What was dramatically similar between the “Clean Break” scenario and
actual Bush II administration Middle East policy was not only the objec-
tives but the sequence of events. It is notable that the “Clean Break” re-
port held that removing Saddam was the key to weakening Israel’s other
enemies; while the United States would quickly threaten Iran and Syria
and talk of restructuring the entire Middle East after removing Saddam
in 2003.4

The “Clean Break” scenario would combine the attack on Israel’s external
enemies with efforts to undermine the Palestinians. The study urged Israel
to abandon any thought of trading land for peace with the Arabs, which
it depicted as a “cultural, economic, political, diplomatic, and military re-
treat.” It implied that there could be little or no compromise on the issue
of land. “Our claim to the land — to which we have clung for hope for 2,000
years — is legitimate and noble.” It continued: “Only the unconditional ac-
ceptance by Arabs of our rights, especially in their territorial dimension,
‘peace for peace, is a solid basis for the future.” In short, the fundamental
need was for the Palestinians to abandon violent resistance, without Israel
offering any territory as a quid pro quo. This approach would entail nurtur-
ing alternatives to Arafat. Significantly, this approach to peace was basi-
cally implemented after the 9/11 terrorist attack.*?

Notably, the authors of the study presented it as a policy of “preemp-
tion” — analogous to the way the neocons would present the American
war in the Middle East, with the United States, of course, replacing Israel
as the preemptor. And the strategy presented in the “Clean Break” was

openly motivated by the strategic interests of Israel, which, if carried out,
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would allegedly revitalize the nation. “Israel’s new agenda,” the document
stated,

can signal a clean break by abandoning a policy which assumed exhaustion and
allowed strategic retreat by reestablishing the principle of preemption, rather
than retaliation alone and by ceasing to absorb blows to the nation without
response.

Israel’s new strategic agenda can shape the regional environment in ways
that grant Israel the room to refocus its energies back to where they are most
needed: to rejuvenate its national idea, which can only come through replacing
Israel’s socialist foundations with a more sound footing; and to overcome its

“exhaustion,” which threatens the survival of the nation.**

While neocons present American policy in a very idealistic light, their
policy prescriptions for Israel, which involved similar concrete policy ob-
jectives, were devoid of such sentiment. Written in terms of Israeli inter-
est, the study made little mention of the benefits to be accrued by Israel’s
neighboring countries, such as the establishment of democracy. The goal
of creating a Hashemite kingdom was certainly a non-democratic ap-
proach. Moreover, the study made no mention of fundamentalist Islam or
Al Qaeda.

Regarding the United States, the report did discuss tactics as to how Is-
rael could get American sympathy and support for the proposed policy to
advance Israel’s interests. To prevent the debilitating American criticism
of Israeli policy that took place during Israel’s invasion of Lebanon in 1982,
the “Clean Break” report advised Netanyahu to present Israeli actions “in
language familiar to the Americans by tapping into themes of American
administrations during the cold war which apply well to Israel.” For ex-
ample, the report stated that

Mr. Netanyahu can highlight his desire to cooperate more closely with the
United States on anti-missile defense in order to remove the threat of black-
mail which even a weak and distant army can pose to either state. Not only
would such cooperation on missile defense counter a tangible physical threat
to Israel’s survival, but it would broaden Israel’s base of support among many
in the United States Congress who may know little about Israel, but care very
much about missile defense.**

Israel could also gain American support, the report maintained, by ap-
pealing to Western ideals. The Netanyahu government should “promote
Western values and traditions. Such an approach . .. will be well received
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in the United States.” The appeal to American values loomed large in the

reference to Syria and the key role of Lebanon. “An effective approach, and

one with which American can sympathize, would be if Israel seized the

strategic initiative along its northern borders by engaging Hizballah, Syria,
and Iran, as the principal agents of aggression in Lebanon.” In short, the re-
port saw the use of moral values in largely utilitarian terms. References to

moral values were for American consumption and would serve as a means

to obtain American support for a policy whose sole purpose was to ad-
vance Israeli national interests.*®

While the authors of “A Clean Break” saw the vital need to win over
American sympathy and support, the purpose of their strategy was simul-
taneously to free Israel from American pressure and influence. “Such self-
reliance,” the report explained, “will grant Israel greater freedom of action
and remove a significant lever of [United States] pressure used against it
in the past.” It was highly noteworthy that Americans would advise the
Israeli government how to induce the United States to support Israeli in-
terests and how to avoid having to follow the policies of the United States
government.*®

In sum, the “Clean Break” study was an astounding document that has
been given insufficient attention by the mainstream American media.
Though written to advance the interests of a foreign country, it appears
to be a rough blueprint for actual Bush administration policy, with which
some of the “Clean Break” authors — Perle, Feith, and Wurmser — were inti-
mately involved. The question that immediately arises concerns the loyalty
and motives of the three authors. When formulating and implementing
American policy for the Bush II administration, were they acting in the
interests of America or of Israel?

Crucial parts of the “Clean Break” study show that Israeli interests
trumped American ones. For the “Clean Break” study called for present-
ing actions to advance Israel interests under the cover of American inter-
ests and American morality. Moreover, one of the objectives of the “Clean
Break” was to free Israel from American influence. In short, Israeli policy
should become independent of American interests.

Finally, all of this leads to the ultimate question: If the “Clean Break”
authors discussed ways to mask the purpose of the proposed Israeli policy,
did administration neocons use a similar type of deception in publicly jus-
tifying the Bush administration’s Middle East war policy? Certainly, the
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alleged “mistakes” regarding WMD and Saddam’s ties to Al Qaeda would
point in that direction. (The issue of this deception and the neocon role in
the matter of war propaganda will be developed in later chapters.)

In its concern about presenting Israeli pre-emptive actions to Ameri-
cans in ways that would gain their sympathy and support, the “Clean Break”
study can be seen as a transitional evolutionary stage from Oded Yinon’s
thinking in the 1980s to the neocon-directed U.S. policy of the Bush II
administration. Yinon thought in terms of Israeli action, with only a little
mention of the United States beyond a general reference to couching Isra-
el’s actions in terms of the Cold War and Western values. The “Clean Break”
provided much greater emphasis on the need to have United States sup-
port for what was still Israeli military action, and it also prescribed specific
tactics to achieve this support. As a transitional stage, it was a mild uptick
compared with what would come about in the post-911 Bush II administra-
tion when the United States itself would engage in the military action in
the Middle East. (This would parallel evolution in nature, as described by
the now-popular punctuated equilibrium version, with its long periods of
very small changes interrupted by short, sudden periods of rapid transfor-
mation, usually after a catastrophic event.)

It should be emphasized that the proposed strategic actions and military
targets for all three evolutionary stages were similar and the fundamental
beneficiary was identical — Israel. Again, since neocons assume, or at least
publicly proclaim, that Israeli interests are American interests (a claim that
will be discussed at length in chapter 11), the American interest presum-
ably would be enhanced in each case. Certainly, Bush policy has been pre-
sented to the American people as advancing American interests — though
sometimes the alleged reasons later turned out to be bogus.

David Wurmser authored a much longer follow-up document to “A
Clean Break” for the same Israeli think tank, the Institute for Advanced
Strategic and Political Studies, entitled “Coping with Crumbling States: A
Western and Israeli Balance of Power Strategy for the Levant.” In this work,
Wurmser emphasized the fragile nature of the Middle Eastern states and
linked the U.S. and Israel together in dealing with security matters in the
region. As in the more general “Clean Break” document, control of Iraq
was presented as the strategic key to the entire Middle East region, at least

as far as Israeli interests were involved. As the subtitle stated, Israel’s fun-

(94)



During the Clinton Years

damental security concern was its close neighbors in the Levant, but Wur-
mser emphasized that the correlation of power in that area was critically
impacted by developments in the broader Middle East region.””

It was notable that rather than presenting Iraq as a powerful aggressor,
Wurmser characterized the country as weak and breaking apart, with the
state ideology of Baathism failing to serve as a unifying force. “The residual
unity of the nation is an illusion projected by extreme repression of the
state,” Wurmser asserted.

While there is a sense of common destiny among many Iraqis in ousting Sad-
dam, the mechanism for doing so most reliably remains working through clan,

family, and tribal connections. Indeed, only the most primordial, almost in-
stinctual ties, manage to survive the watchful eye and heavy hand of Saddam.

Nonetheless, Iraq played a pivotal role in Israeli security. The “battle to
dominate and define Iraq,” Wurmser wrote, “is, by extension, the battle
to dominate the balance of power in the Levant over the long run,” and

“the United States and Israel” should fight this battle together. Wurmser
saw the United States and Israel confronted with a “Saudi-Iraqi-Syrian-Ira-
nian-PLO axis.” In Wurmser’s view, the Levant consisted of “crumbling
states, like Syria, locked in bitter rivalries over a collapsing entity (Iraq).”
He opined that

[gliven the cross-border alliances of tribes and the fragility of the secular-Arab
nationalist states in the Levant, strategic competition over Iraq may well lead
to the collapse of some of the engaged regimes. Thus, whoever inherits Iraq
dominates the entire Levant strategically.*

The danger to Israel arose from the fact that Iraq might fall under the
control of Syria. Wurmser pointed out that Syria was trying to topple Sad-
dam and gain dominance over Iraq by working with various Iraqi Shiite
groups. Syrian ties to these groups derived from the leverage it had with
Hezbollah, a fundamentalist Shiite organization, which operated in Syrian-
occupied Lebanon.*

If Iraq fell under the sway of Hashemite Jordan, however, Syria would be
imperiled. Wurmser maintained that “events in Iraq can shake Syria’s posi-
tion in Lebanon.” Wurmser held that Syria’s leader, then Hafez al-Assad,

works primarily through the strong Shiite presence in the South to maintain
his pressure on Israel. This pressure is necessary to preempt the Israelis from

engaging more deeply in Lebanese affairs and undermining Syria in its Sunni

or Christian core.
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It is significant to note that Wurmser portrayed the Syrian actions as a
largely defensive in order to prevent Israel from going on the offensive in
Lebanon and Syria itself.>

Moreover, Wurmser pointed out that “one of the most important bolts
Assad retains in his arsenal to retain his strong grip on Lebanon is Hizbal-
lah,” explaining that “[a]s long as Hizballah is the primary force in southern
Lebanon, the Lebanese Shia are linked ideologically to Iran.” That situa-
tion would change radically if the Hashemites gained control of Iraq. “A
Hashemite presence in Iraq, especially within the Shia centers in Najaf,”
Wurmser maintained, “could break Iran’s and Syria’s grip on the Shiite
community of Lebanon.” The result would be a major strategic benefit for
Israel. “Close cooperation between Israel and Jordan could undermine Syr-
ia’s pressure on Israel’s northern border as the local Shia are weaned from
Hizballah’s domination. In short, developments in Iraq could potentially
unravel Syria’s structure in Lebanon by severing the Shia-Syrian-Iranian
axis.” The power of Israel’s enemies would be dissipated while Israeli hege-
mony would be augmented.®

As in the general “Clean Break” study, Wurmser in his “Coping with
Crumbling States” presented Iraq as a strategic regional key to control-
ling the Middle East. The value of attacking of Iraq was set in geostrategic
terms, not in terms of any special danger coming from Saddam’s power; in
fact, Iraq was described as being especially weak, which was one funda-
mental reason for targeting it.

While this portrayal of Iraq’s provocative weakness would carry weight
among strategic thinkers concerned about Israel’s regional security, such
a geostrategic analysis would have little impact with the general American
public, whose support would be essential if America itself were to be ac-
tively involved in the planned war. To achieve the latter, it would be neces-
sary to show that Saddam was some type of lethal threat to America. And
this is what the neocons would proceed to do.

Wurmser himself would turn to emphasizing the danger of Saddam Hus-
sein to the United States. In Tyranny’s Ally: America’s Failure to Defeat Sad-
dam Hussein, published in 1999 by AEI, Wurmser expanded on his “Coping
with Crumbling States” thesis with a focus on the need to militarily remove
Saddam’s regime. Wurmser claimed that Saddam’s Iraq was a definite threat
to the United States because it was “a totalitarian tyranny. Such tyranny is,

by its very nature, violent, aggressive, and rabidly anti-Western.”**
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Wurmser contended that America’s failure to bring down Saddam dur-
ing the Gulf War had allowed for his revival, and the concomitant strength-
ening of all America’s enemies in the Middle East, which would ultimately
mean defeat for the United States in the region. “The longer Iraq remains
under Saddam’s control and the more his power revives,” Wurmser stated,

“the brighter the prospects and the stronger the resilience of the anti-west-
ern alliance.”

In calling for an American militant strategy toward the Middle East,
Wurmser presented the major enemy as secular, pan-Arabic nationalism,
which he described as totalitarian. This differed radically from the post-
9/11 emphasis on the danger of Islamism — though Wurmser maintained
that the elimination of Saddam’s regime would likewise bring about the
destruction of the Islamic Republic in Iran.>* Furthermore, Wurmser held
that the destabilization of the existing governments of the Middle East
would actually improve the lives of its people because “for much of the
Arab world, factionalism constitutes the sole barrier against the absolute
power of its tyrants.” Wurmser, though an advocate of “American values,”
proposed not an advance to modern democracy — the dominant neocon-
servative theme since the build-up of the war on Iraq — but rather a return
to the rule of the Hashemites and the powerful traditional families. And
he presented Ahmed Chalabi, the notorious Iraqi exile, as representing
this viable, positive tradition. “He, his family, and the organization he cre-
ated represent an older Iraq and a traditional elite that have been battered,
oppressed, and enslaved by pan-Arabic nationalist governments for forty
years.” While Wurmser depicted decentralization as a means of advanc-
ing liberty for the Arab people, such a dissolution of centralized states, of
course, coincided with the Israeli security goal of surrounding itself with
fragmented, powerless statelets.

Significantly, in regard to the role of Israel in his thinking, Wurmser
alleged that Saddam was the key to PLO strength. “Saddam views his con-
nection with the PLO and Arafat as a valuable strategic asset,” Wurmser
asserted. “Any U.S. policy that allocates a higher priority to the Arab-Israe-
li peace process than to the Iraqi challenge leaves the United States vulner-
able to an Iraqi veto or sabotage, as long as the PLO responds to Saddam’s
direction.” In essence, Wurmser was correctly pointing out that without
external support the Palestinians would be less able to resist Israeli policy.

His assumption, of course, was that Israel should have a free hand to deal
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with the Palestinians and that the United States should simply support Is-
raeli policy.

In the book’s acknowledgments, Wurmser praised the key neoconserva-
tives who influenced his work, which provides a good illustration of the
closeness of the neoconservative network. Wurmser was most lavish with
his praise for Richard Perle, who wrote the foreword for the book. Wurmser
credited Perle with liberating Eastern Europe from Soviet Communism:

Richard showed the world how to successfully convert theory into practice
in confronting tyranny. It is thus a singular honor for me to have earned his

continuing support, suggestions, and encouragement — without which I would

neither have arrived at AEI nor been given opportunity to write.

Wurmser also lauded AEI scholar Michael Ledeen, who had “continually
reinforced the centrality of promoting freedom and combating tyranny.”
Wurmser paid tribute to Ahmed Chalabi, “who guided my understanding
of the Middle East,” and praised Douglas Feith and R. James Woolsey. Wur-
mser also gave special thanks to Irving Moskowitz, the long-time funder of
Israel’s settlement movement, whom he described as a “gentle man whose
generous support of AEI allows me to be here.””

While Wurmser focused on the danger of Saddam, he still did not go so
far as to portray him as a diabolical terrorist threat to the American home-
land, which would be necessary to rouse the American people to support a
war. The key figure who moved to this level was Laurie Mylroie, also of the
American Enterprise Institute. She served as the neocons’ leading expert
on Saddam Hussein. From the time of the World Trade Tower bombing in
1993, Mylroie developed a complex conspiracy theory that identified Sad-
dam as the mastermind behind that action and numerous other terrorist
activities directed against the United States, such as the 1995 Oklahoma
City bombing and the attack on the USS Cole off the coast of Yemen in
2000.%

Mylroie presented her thesis in Study of Revenge: Saddam Hussein's Unfin-
ished War Against America, which was published by the AEI in 2000. “It is
the contention of this book,” Mylroie wrote,

that the rash of terrorist attacks directed at the United States, beginning with
the 1993 bombing of the New York World Trade Center, does not represent an
amorphous . .. new kind of terrorism. Rather, the United States is involved in a

new kind of war — an undercover war of terrorism, waged by Saddam Hussein.
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Or, perhaps, the terrorism is best characterized as a phase in a conflict that
began in August 1990, when Iraq invaded Kuwait, and that has not ended.”

Mylroie’s Saddam conspiracy theory was far outside mainstream think-
ing, and she would have been considered something of an oddball if it were
not for her connections to people with power.®® Peter Bergen in the Wash-
ington Monthly in 2003 dubbed her “the neocons’ favorite conspiracy theo-
rist.”®! The Study of Revenge had considerable input from the neocon network.
In her acknowledgements, Mylroie credited Paul Wolfowitz for providing
“crucial support” and his then-wife Clare Wolfowitz as having “fundamen-
tally shaped the book.” Mylroie also thanked three individuals who would
become top aides to Vice President Cheney — chief of staff Lewis (Scooter)
Libby and foreign-policy advisors John Hannah and David Wurmser — as
well as John Bolton, an under secretary of state under and later ambas-
sador to the United Nations under Bush II. She would also credit Michael
Ledeen.®? Once published, other neocons praised the work. Richard Perle
described the book as “splendid and wholly convincing.” R. James Woolsey,
Paul Wolfowitz, and Jeane Kirkpatrick also gave their plaudits.®®

Mylroie’s book was originally published by the AEL but after September
11, 2001, Regan Books, an imprint of HarperCollins Publishers, released the
book in paperback, with the new title, The War Against America: Saddam
Hussein and the World Trade Center Attacks, and with an introduction by
R. James Woolsey. HarperCollins was owned by Rupert Murdoch, whose
Fox News, in turn, booked Mylroie as an Iraq expert during the build-up
to the war.%*

Interestingly, there is substantial evidence that in the late 1980s Mylroie
had served as a go-between in secret contacts between Israel and Iraq. At
that time, elements in the Israeli government were interested in improving
relations with Iraq, which ultimately came to naught. Mylroie was then
publicly espousing a position favorable to Iraq, which she said had become
friendlier toward Israel.®®

Perhaps the most significant figure in the Bush II administration who
argued at length for Saddam’s forcible removal by the United States was
Paul Wolfowitz, a firm adherent of Mylroie’s views. His first direct expres-
sion of that view was the article “Overthrow Saddam,” co-authored by
Zalmay Khalilzad, which appeared in the December 1, 1997 issue of the
Weekly Standard. In that work, Wolfowitz and Khalilzad held that Amer-
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ican military force should focus on creating a liberated zone in south-
ern Iraq that could aid the Iraqi resistance in overthrowing Saddam’s
regime.

A key neoconservative umbrella group that would be in the forefront of
urging war on Iraq was the Project for a New American Century (PNAC),
which was founded in 1997 to promote a strategy for American military
dominance of the globe. PNAC was initiated by the New Citizenship Proj-
ect (NCP), which was an affiliate of the Project for the Republican Future,
a conservative Republican think tank founded by William Kristol. Kristol
was the chairman of PNAC, and Robert Kagan, one of Kristol’s close as-
sociates as a contributing editor of The Weekly Standard, was one of the
directors. NCP and PNAC were headquartered at 1150 17th St., NW, Wash-
ington, D.C., which was also the headquarters of AEL.*” Many figures who
would become prominent war hawks in the Bush II administration were
associated with PNAC: Dick Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld, I. Lewis Libby, Paul
Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, Douglas Feith, Elliott Abrams, John Bolton, and
Zalmay Khalilzad.®®

On January 26, 1998, PNAC sent a letter to President Clinton urging
him to take unilateral military action against Iraq to overthrow Saddam
and offering a plan to achieve that objective. It especially counseled the
president to avoid involving the UN Security Council. “American policy
cannot continue to be crippled by a misguided insistence on unanimity in
the UN Security Council,” the letter said. Among the letters’ eighteen sig-
natories were Donald Rumsfeld, Paul Wolfowitz, Zalmay Khalilzad, Elliott
Abrams, John Bolton, Robert Kagan, William Kristol, R. James Woolsey,
and Richard Perle.®” The letter was privately delivered by Perle and former
Democratic Congressman Stephen Solarz to Sandy Berger, Clinton’s na-
tional security advisor.”

After the Clinton administration failed to take action on the sugges-
tions, a second open letter to Clinton, dated February 19, 1998, was made
public. It included an expanded list of forty names; among those signers
added were Douglas Feith, Michael Ledeen, Joshua Muravchik and David
Wurmser. It was sent under the banner of the resurrected Committee for
Peace and Security in the Gulf, which had played a major role in promoting
the 1991 Gulf War. The letter was more detailed than the one of January

26, proposing “a comprehensive political and military strategy for bringing
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down Saddam and his regime.” It continued: “It will not be easy — and the
course of action we favor is not without its problems and perils. But we
believe the vital national interests of our country require the United States
to [adopt such a strategy].””!

Unsatisfied with Clinton’s response, PNAC wrote another letter on May
29, 1998, to former House Speaker Newt Gingrich and Senate Republican
Majority Leader Trent Lott, with almost the same signatories as its January
letter to the President, saying that

U.S. policy should have as its explicit goal removing Saddam Hussein’s regime
from power and establishing a peaceful and democratic Iraq in its place. We
recognize that this goal will not be achieved easily. But the alternative is to
leave the initiative to Saddam, who will continue to strengthen his position at
home and in the region. Only the U.S. can lead the way in demonstrating that

his rule is not legitimate and that time is not on the side of his regime.”

Numerous bills were put forward in Congress to provide aid to the Iraqi
opposition to Saddam’s regime. Ultimately, President Clinton would only
go so far as to sign the Iraq Liberation Act in September 1998, which called
for the United States “to support efforts to remove the regime headed by
Saddam Hussein,” but limited that support to an allocation of $97 million
for training and military equipment for the Iraqi opposition. Neoconser-
vatives regarded that response as woefully insufficient. As Richard Perle
wrote: “the administration refused to commit itself unequivocally to a
new strategy, raising questions as to whether any meaningful shift had oc-
curred in U.S. policy.””

The Iraq Liberation Act did not imply a military attack on Iraq. As Am-
bassador Joseph Wilson noted,

American administrations have long had regime-change policies in place to-
ward countries whose leaders we did not like — Cuba, Libya, and Sudan, for
instance. There had been a number of precedents for effecting regime change
without resorting to war, including successful efforts during the Reagan ad-
ministration in Poland and in the southern Africa countries of Namibia and
South Africa.

But Wilson added that, unrealized at the time by most observers, the
legislation would serve as a “rallying point for the prowar crowd. It was
a preliminary stride toward invasion, not just another small step in the

political campaign to undermine Saddam.”” The Iraq Liberation Act was
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sometimes even cited by war proponents as a legal justification for the
American invasion of Iraq in 2003.”

In September 2000, PNAC issued a report, “Rebuilding America’s De-
fenses: Strategy, Forces and Resources for a New Century,” which envi-
sioned an expanded global posture for the United States. In regard to the
Middle East, the report called for an increased American military presence
in the Gulf, whether Saddam was in power or not, maintaining:

The United States has for decades sought to play a more permanent role in
Gulf regional security. While the unresolved conflict with Iraq provides the

immediate justification, the need for a substantial American force presence in
the Gulf transcends the issue of the regime of Saddam Hussein.

The report struck a prescient note when it observed that “the process of
transformation, even if it brings revolutionary change, is likely to be a
long one, absent some catastrophic and catalyzing event — like a new Pearl
Harbor.””¢

It was ap