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This book is dedicated to our grandchildren, with the hope that they will profit from the lessons we should have learned in Iraq, and to the Americans and Iraqis who have lost their lives in this disastrous war.












The provision of the Constitution giving the war-making power to Congress was dictated, as I understand it, by the following reasons. Kings had always been involving and impoverishing their people in wars, pretending generally, if not always, that the good of the people was the object. This, our [Constitutional] Convention understood to be the most oppressive of all Kingly oppressions; and they resolved to so frame the Constitution that no one man should hold the power of bringing this oppression upon us.




—LETTER TOWILLIAMHERNDON


ONFEBRUARY15, 1848,FROM ABRAHAMLINCOLN
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Foreword




Why We Wrote This Book









EVENTS HAVE PROVENthat the U.S. government’s decision to invade and occupy Iraq in 2003 was a calamitous mistake. So far more than 2,500 young Americans have been killed; more than 16,000 have been wounded, half of them with disabilities that can never be repaired; and more than 40,000 have received severe psychological damage for which they, and we, will be paying for decades to come. As bad as these results of the war have been, they are just the beginning. The Defense and Veterans Brain Injury Center has learned that perhaps one in every ten—about 50,000—returning soldiers has suffered a concussion whose effects—memory loss, severe headaches, and confused thinking—will linger throughout his or her life. Exposure to depleted uranium is expected to add thousands of more patients, many of whom will develop cancer, to hospitals run by the Department of Veterans Affairs.




No one knows how many Iraqi civilians the United States has killed. Estimates run from 30,000 to 100,000. Since Iraq has a total population of less than 10 percent of America’s, even the lowest estimate means that virtually every Iraqi has a relative, neighbor, or friend whose death he or she blames on us. A whole society has been crippled and may not recover for a generation or more. President George W. Bush and his team originally told us that we invaded Iraq in search of weapons of mass destruction that were an “imminent threat” to the United States. When no such weapons were found, we were told that our army had invaded Iraq to bring democracy. Military force may change a regime, but it cannot create democracy.




President Bush and his team have also told us—are still telling us—that they sent and want to keep our army in Iraq to destroy terrorism. But as we now know—and as they knew then—Iraq had nothing to do with the 9/11 terrorist attacks on America. Our war against Iraq is not reducing terrorism or making us safe. Rather, it is breeding terrorists in large and increasing numbers and giving them a base of operations among people who now hate our country. The longer we occupy Iraq, the greater will be the danger to America.




The material costs of the war will likely almost bankrupt our economy. They will ultimately reach about $2 trillion. That is about $8,000 for each man, woman, and child in America. Had we devoted that money to the struggle against poverty, hunger, and ill health both at home and abroad, we could have wiped out hunger, AIDS, malaria, tuberculosis, and various childhood diseases as well as illiteracy and made our world truly safer.




Even many of those who wanted us to attack Iraq, including some of our most senior military officers, now recognize that the war cannot be won. So the high costs have all been for naught. The war has been a terrible and useless waste. Instead of recognizing this fact, however, some, particularly among the so-called neoconservatives, are now in favor of what has been called the “long war” against the “universal enemy.” This is a recipe for disaster. It could bring upon us, our children, and our grandchildren the nightmare described by George Orwell in his novel1984. Then we would not even know for what or against whom we are fighting, but in the course of fighting we would be in danger of losing the very things we are told we are fighting to preserve. Today we are truly looking into the abyss toward a hell on earth.




Changing a misguided course would not, as some have charged, be a sign of weakness that would encourage our enemies and dishearten our friends; rather, it would be a sign of strength and good sense. It is neither wise nor patriotic to continue an ill-conceived blunder that is wasting the lives of young American soldiers and Iraqi civilians while threatening the moral and fiscal integrity of the nation we all love. It is now a matter of great urgency, in the interests of both the United States and Iraq, for us to begin systematically bringing our troops home and starting the healing process.




President Bush has said, “You’re either for us or against us.” The authors of this book are emphatically “for us.” Both of us have spent years in the service of our nation. But we also emphatically believe that true patriotism is not, as Bush has suggested, blind acquiescence to a misguided policy. Rather, it imposes on citizens the requirement to seek with intelligence, knowledge, and sound reasoning a clear view of reality. Public opinion polls tell us that Americans are trying to do so.




This book aims to help.




So much false information has been given out that the intelligent citizen is hard pressed to get a true picture of reality. So we begin our book with a summary of how Americans were misled into this needless war. Then we turn to “damage reports” on the effects of the war—on Americans, on Iraqis, and on the U.S. position in world affairs. Citizens have what government officials term a “need to know” this information in order to judge the plan we propose to get the United States out of Iraq. But those who believe they know enough about what has happened may wish to fast-forward to Chapter 5, where we lay out our plan on how to stop the hemorrhaging and get out of Iraq with the least possible cost and damage. In Chapter 6 we consider what will happen if the United States foolishly decides to “stay the course,” and finally we point up the lesson that our country should learn from this costly misadventure.




George S. McGovern




William R. Polk















Chapter 1




How Can Citizens Find Out


What They Need to Know?









“NEED TO KNOW”is a term used in the American government to segregate information. The person without a need to know a given piece of information is denied access to it; the person with the need to know—in order to perform his duties—can gain access. In order to perform our duties as citizens, we have the “need to know” what our government is doing in our names, as well as a reasonable amount of the information (or intelligence) upon which it has based its actions, and the results of those actions. We also have a legitimate need for the government to tell us honestly its best estimate of how much the implementation of its decisions will cost and what the chances of success or failure are. Most important of all, we have the right to be told the truth. But a survey by Public Agenda in January 2006 showed that half of the American public believe they were not told the truth about the Iraq invasion. Only when we have access to accurate information can we act as responsible citizens in a democratic society. As Thomas Jefferson warned, “If a nation expects to be ignorant and free…it expects what never was and never will be.” So this chapter will highlight what Americans have been told, what has been withheld from us, what we have been falsely told, and what we have now found out.
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The Iraq war has dominated television screens, newspaper headlines, and magazine articles virtually every day for the past three years. The profusion of government pronouncements, official dispatches, and images generated by photo opportunities is staggering. But the effect of this deluge of material has been less clarifying than confusing. Official proclamations have often been shortly followed by retractions; projections have been dramatically altered; and certainties quickly denied. The confusion began when neoconservatives Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz and Chairman of the Defense Policy Board Richard Perle told us the 2001 attack on the World Trade Center was the work of Saddam Hussein. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld said the administration had “bulletproof” evidence that Saddam was working closely with al-Qaeda terrorists. The proof he offered, the “smoking gun,” was that Saddam had an intelligence agent meet with al-Qaeda’s representative in Prague. But the Czech Republic’s then-president Václav Havel warned President Bush that no such meeting had taken place; American intelligence confirmed his statement and found that the alleged terrorist agent was actually in America at the time; and the 9/11 Commission reported that there was no evidence for any link between al-Qaeda and Iraq. In fact, Saddam and Osama bin Laden were bitter enemies: in 1990 Osama had even offered to raise a Muslim force to drive thekafir (Arabic for “disbeliever”) Saddam out of Kuwait. As much as we hated Saddam, Osama hated him even more. But President Bush and Vice President Dick Cheney continued to assert that the two were in league. Understandably, Americans are confused and misinformed. Today public opinion polls show that about one in three still believes that Saddam was involved in the 9/11 attacks.




Iraqi unmanned drone aircraft, President Bush warned us on October 7, 2002, could be used to attack America, spraying our cities with deadly germs or poison gas. But America is at least six thousand miles from Iraq, and the drone aircraft, modified Czech L-29 trainers, had a maximum range of only three hundred miles. A senior U.S. Air Force intelligence analyst, moreover, had reporteda year earlier that the Iraqis had abandoned the program to adapt them even for aerial surveillance. They had no possible use in biological warfare.




Americans were then terrified to learn that Saddam definitely had “the bomb.” National Security Council director Condoleezza Rice conjured the image of a mushroom cloud over America. That image was given substance when Vice President Cheney announced, “Simply stated, there is no doubt that Saddam Hussein now has weapons of mass destruction,” and White House spokesman Ari Fleischer declared shortly before the invasion that “we know for a fact that there are [nuclear] weapons there.” Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld joined the chorus, saying, “It is clear that the Iraqis have weapons of mass destruction.” If any doubt remained, President Bush dispelled it by saying on May 29, 2003—that is, after the invasion, when we had inspectors on the ground—that the weapons had actually been found. On April 12, 2006, the White House admitted that when the president said this, healready had been briefed by his intelligence officers that the information was false, yet he and other officials continued to repeat the charge for months. Then in his State of the Union address in January 2004 the president dropped that charge but brought forth another charge: Saddam had tried to acquire uranium oxide from Africa to make a nuclear bomb. America, he and other members of his team said, had documents to prove it.




A short examination showed that the “proof” documents were actually crude forgeries, with letterheads photocopied onto new pages that had been “signed” by a minister who had left office a decade earlier. This “yellowcake scandal” spread from Rome (where the evidence had been fabricated) to Vienna (where it was unmasked) to Washington (where the attempt to deal with it has led to criminal charges against a senior member of the administration). As the American ambassador who investigated the story concluded, Saddam was not buying such materials. Indeed, he could not. According to the July 3, 2006National Journal, President Bush was so infuriated that, as he admitted to federal prosecutors, he directed Vice President Cheney to discredit the messenger who had brought the unwelcome news, Ambassador Wilson.




Next came the discovery of aluminum tubes, which Vice President Cheney told us “with absolute certainty” were intended for uranium centrifuges crucial to making a nuclear weapon. When reporters asked U.S. Department of Energy engineers if these tubes could have been used for centrifuges, the engineers replied that the tubes could not. The story was a hoax.




Almost worse than nuclear weapons, as Secretary of State Colin Powell told the UN Security Council on February 6, 2003, American intelligence had discovered Iraqi mobile laboratories that were used for making horrible biological warfare materials—they were capable of producing enough anthrax or botulinum toxin to kill “thousands upon thousands of people.” Later the “mobile laboratories” proved to be just pumping stations, probably intended to fill balloons with hydrogen for meteorological measurements. In the same high-tech briefing, Secretary Powell also showed slides of nuclear “decontamination vehicles” that turned out to be fire engines. Powell certainly thought that much of the intelligence on which he relied was, as he confided at the time to an aide, “bullshit,” but as a “good soldier” he had presented it. A year later, in May 2004, he apologized for misleading the nation.




The list could go on.




Are all these falsehoods just mistakes? The evidence suggests that they were part of a deliberate campaign to alter the findings of the intelligence evaluation officers of the CIA, the State Department’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research, and the Department of Defense’s Defense Intelligence Agency. Not only did senior administration officials, including Vice President Cheney, attempt to get analysts to alter their judgments to certify what they did not believe to be true, but when those analysts did not do so to the degree demanded, the Department of Defense set up a separate organization, the Office of Special Plans, to bypass these seasoned experts and justify the decisions the administration had already made.




This charge is serious because with this bogus intelligence analysis the administration convinced the American people to support its plan to go to war and because, as Senator John Tower (R–Texas), who had investigated the Iran-Contra scandal in November 1987, sharply warned: “The democratic processes…are subverted when intelligence is manipulated to affect decisions by elected officials and the public.”




President Bush came close to granting that that was what he was doing. In his meeting with British prime minister Tony Blair in the Oval Office on January 31, 2003, nearly three months before the U.S. invasion of Iraq, President Bush acknowledged that Iraq had no weapons of mass destruction and that he was searching for a pretext to justify the attack to the American people. One way, he suggested, would be to fly an American aircraft painted with UN insignia over Iraq; if the Iraqis fired on it, they would be in breach of UN resolutions, thereby justifying an attack;*Such moves, of course, do not fool the opponent, who after all knows what he is doing, but they can fool the American public, which must trust its public servants.




In short, as Senator Tower warned, such misinformation endangers our very system of government.




When the war began, Vice President Cheney assured us, smiling Iraqis would greet our troops as liberators. The administration’s then-favored expert on Iraq, Kanan Makiyah, promised they would do so with flowers in their hands. (America was to have bad luck with its anointed Iraqis.) The war was declared over in a matter of days. Shock and awe had prevailed.“Mission accomplished,” the president announced to great fanfare in the most spectacular photo-op in memory, on the deck of the aircraft carrierAbraham Lincoln on May 1, 2003, off the beaches of sunny California.




But soon Makiyah’s flowers turned into bombs and Cheney’s smiles into scowls of rage. Not to worry—that was just a temporary setback, President Bush assured the American public. A “few diehard Baathists” were still causing trouble, but Vice President Cheney assured us and repeated as late as in March 2005 that the insurgency was in its “last throes.” The last throes lasted a long time. A year later, on March 13, 2006, President Bush said, “I wish I could tell you that the violence is waning and that the road ahead will be smooth. It will not. There will be more tough fighting and more days of struggle, and we will see more images of chaos and carnage in the days and months to come.” “Days and months” soon morphed into years. How many? Some predicted five years, or perhaps ten, maybe twenty, and hopefully not more than forty.*The then-chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Richard Myers, said that American casualties would be “reasonable.” In March 2003 the Pentagon issued a directive ordering that “there will be no arrival ceremonies of, or media coverage of, deceased military personnel returning to or departing from” military bases; thereafter the wounded and coffins of the dead were kept as far as possible out of range of cameras. To avoid publicity, President Bush did not attend soldiers’ funerals, as previous presidents had done.




War also costs money, of course, but the costs would be just a few billion dollars. On February 28, 2003, just before the invasion, Deputy Defense Secretary Wolfowitz told a House subcommittee that “containing” Saddam Hussein for the previous twelve years had cost just over $30 billion. We now know that the actual cost was at least ten times that amount. “I can’t imagine anyone here wanting to spend another $30 billion to be there for another twelve years,” he added. Indeed, he said, we really wouldn’t need to spendanything because Iraq could pay for the occupation and reconstruction itself through oil sales. In fact, the American price tag for the war and occupation has risen to hundreds of billions of dollars and now is predicted to rise to perhaps as much as $2trillion.




The deluge of information we have received from the government, much of it false or misleading, has certainly not met our need to know. As Will Rogers, America’s homespun cowboy philosopher, once observed, “It ain’t what people don’t know that’s dangerous. It’s what they know that just ain’t so.” But other information that should have been given to the American people is being held secret. Secrecy in government affairs is like the dark matter that astronomers have theorized exists in outer space: like astronomical dark matter, political dark matter may actually make up most of reality. That reality is hard to find, but little by little parts of it are coming into view.




Perhaps the most painful set of revelations is the dirty story of kidnap (“extraordinary rendition” has entered the common vocabulary), torture, and homicide. Only recently have Americans had access to information on torture, although it has been long known to Iraqis and to America’s friends in Europe, Africa, and Asia. Less painful or immoral but also illegal is the unexplained disappearance of about $9 billion in Iraqi money that had been held in escrow by the UN and was then turned over to the American authorities in May 2003 for the benefit of the Iraqi people with the proviso that it be supervised by a board of independent overseers. The board was not constituted until a year later, but the money has now apparently been lost. Then there were “sweetheart” deals—like the one for $2.4 billion that was awarded without competitive bid to a subsidiary of Halliburton, the company of which Cheney was formerly chairman and from which he still draws money. After the deal was repeatedly denounced as shady and more than $1 billion of questionable charges were discovered by U.S. audits, the Army finally announced in July 2006 that it was discontinuing that contract.*Information on such affairs is not “sensitive” as an aspect of national security but is embarrassing to the administration, so where possible it is kept “dark”—that is it is classified secret, top secret, or beyond. Documents that were once open to the public have been reclassified deeper into secrecy, and thousands of others have been destroyed.




Even daily news stories from Iraq are limited and skewed in ways that we cannot judge. The press traditionally has been America’s independent source of information, but at least some reporters have now traded their independence for “access.” The term “embedded” came into common usage. As the Israeli journalist and former Knesset member Uri Avnery wrote on February 4, 2003, “A journalist who lies down in the bed of an army unit becomes a voluntary slave. He is attached to the commander’s staff, led to the places the commander is interested in, sees what the commander wants him to see, is turned away from the places the commander does not want him to see, hears what the army wants him to hear and does not hear what the army does not want him to hear. He is worse than an official army spokesman, because he pretends to be an independent reporter.” Expressing his concern over the term “embedded journalists,” Walter Cronkite said it “sounds too much like being in bed with the military.”




Few reporters went to Iraq knowing the local language, and so they could not hope to get the opinions and observations of most Iraqis. We tend to accept this fact as a given, because Arabic is a difficult language known to few Americans, but we should ask ourselves how we would rate reports on American political affairs written by a Chinese journalist who could not speak or read English.




Language was not the only inhibitor of contact with Iraqis. The danger of leaving the fortified American city, the “Green Zone” in the center of Baghdad, has virtually prevented independent observation. The audacious reporter Robert Fisk of theIndependent of London commented that Western correspondents have been reduced to practicing “hotel journalism.” After making a trip to Iraq, the dean of an American journalism school observed that “journalists find themselves hunkered down inside whatever bubbles of refuge they have managed to create” and on their infrequent forays go surrounded by armed guards in “hardened” vehicles. AWall Street Journal reporter, Farnaz Fassihi, lamented, “Being a foreign correspondent in Baghdad these days is like being under virtual house arrest…I avoid going to people’s homes and never walk in the streets. I can’t go grocery shopping anymore, can’t eat in restaurants, can’t strike up a conversation with strangers, can’t look for stories, can’t drive in anything but a full armored car, can’t go to scenes of breaking news stories, can’t be stuck in traffic, can’t speak English outside, can’t take a road trip, can’t say I’m an American, can’t linger at checkpoints, can’t be curious about what people are saying, doing, feeling. And can’t and can’t…”Guardian correspondent Maggie O’Kane admitted, “We no longer know what is going on, but we are pretending we do.” Even more disturbing was a report from Mark Danner inThe New York Review of Books. “The correspondent you watch signing off his nightly report from the war zone with his name, network, and dateline Baghdad,” he wrote, “is usually speaking from the grounds or the roof of a fully guarded, barricaded hotel—and may not have ventured out of that hotel all day…When he does leave the hotel, it will be in an armored car, surrounded by armed security guards, and very likely the destination will be a news conference or briefing or arranged interview in the vast American-ruled bunker known as ‘the Green Zone.’ ” But despite their caution, at least sixty-one journalists have been killed since the U.S. invasion; so the Americans and British reporters increasingly “outsource” their reporting to local “stringers.” The stringers are brave men, but, when we read the account of a reporter on whom we have learned to rely, we now know that often he is, in turn, relying on someone else whom we cannot know. One correspondent who was leaving Iraq commented that he was doing so because claiming to “cover” news in Baghdad was “no longer honest work.”




Those reporters who have risked their lives to inform us often find that their publishers are not keen to hear what they have to report. TheNew York Times and theWashington Post have both admitted that they were neither sufficiently receptive to what their more independent correspondents were reporting nor critical enough of the fact that some reporters had lost their independence and had virtually become government spokesmen. When theWall Street Journal ’s Baghdad correspondent was too critical of the administration, the newspaper reassigned her. Helen Thomas, a Hearst newspaper columnist and dean of the White House press corps, was scathing about her colleagues. “The media,” she said, “became an echo chamber for White House pronouncements.”




The opposite poles in television reporting on Iraq have been Fox News and the Qatar-based news station Al-Jazeera. Fox made itself virtually a subsidiary of the military press office in Qatar and later in Baghdad, whereas Al-Jazeera made itself a pebble in the military boot. AsNewsweek commented, “Al-Jazeera is to the Iraq war what CNN was to the gulf war—the primary source for news worldwide.” So infuriating was its coverage that President Bush discussed with Prime Minister Blair his desire to bomb the Al-Jazeera station. Mr. Blair said that he dissuaded him. But in fact American forcestwice bombed the offices of Al-Jazeera, once in Afghanistan and once in Iraq, where they killed a journalist. The military explanation was that both were mistakes, despite the fact that Al-Jazeera had informed the appropriate officials exactly where its offices were located. American troops also arrested and briefly imprisoned twenty-one of the station’s employees and reporters. It also arrested, sent to the Abu Ghraib prison, and tortured an Al-Jazeera cameraman and a reporter, raided and sealed the network’s Baghdad office, and banned the station from broadcasting from Iraq. Finally, one after another, senior Bush administration officials including the vice president, the secretary of defense, and the secretary of state pressured the station’s owner, the tiny Gulf state of Qatar—which hosts the main American base in the area—to close it down.*




Why did Al-Jazeera so infuriate the American command? As the American “proconsul” L. Paul Bremer III makes clear inMy Year in Iraq, it reported unfavorable events. During one of the epic urban battles, the siege of Fallujah, he wrote, “as the fighting increased, casualties mounted and Al-Jazeera documented each one.” Worse, the station even broadcast an interview with the Jordanian terrorist Abu Musab al-Zarqawi. In short, Al-Jazeera was, in the government view, a “loose cannon.” It was the worst offender against one of the lessons the military had learned during the Vietnam War: that what is seen on television or reported in the press is part of the battle; therefore the military should aim to control the news. In its determination to do so, the U.S. military command in Iraq imposed restrictions on reporters’ conversations even with American soldiers.




Believing that they were not getting the whole story or often not even the truth, increasing numbers of Americans have done what anti-Soviet Russians did before the fall of the USSR: they have turned to informal means of communication. The Russians used mimeograph machines to circulate information among themselves in what they calledsamizdat ; we turn to Internet blogs, to hear what the mainstream press is not reporting. There are now hundreds, perhaps thousands of these websites, originating on both sides of the Atlantic and even in Iraq.




Unable to control the media or the Internet, the Bush administration has manufactured news events to get its message across. On October 13, 2005, for example, President Bush went before television cameras to ask a supposedly randomly selected group of soldiers what they thought of the way the war in Iraq was going. But the sample was not random, and the soldiers’ answers were rehearsed: the participants had been carefully selected, and a Pentagon official was observed coaching them before the show. On another occasion the president sought to reassure the public that he was seeking advice from highly qualified elder statesmen. Television cameras recorded him meeting with a group of former secretaries of state and other senior officials, but the meeting actually lasted just long enough—about ten minutes—for photographs to be taken. The photo-op itself was the “advice.”




So how can an intelligent citizen find out what he or she needs to know in order to perform his or her civic duties? How can he or she distinguish between propaganda and fact? Can a person find ways to discover what really is happening?




The short answer is diligence and time, plus a healthy dose of skepticism. One way or another, even information that the government tries to withhold eventually leaks. Disillusioned government officials, whistleblowers, retired professionals, and even cabinet officers are eventually driven—out of patriotism or other motives—to share what they know. Sometimes the cost of speaking out is high: the careers of senior generals, intelligence officers, and diplomats have been ruined. At least one formerly highly touted supporter of the Bush administration has been fired from his job at a private think tank.*But our pluralistic society offers niches to support all opinions, even dissenting ones. Fortunately it is rich enough and diverse enough to tolerate and even support organizations committed to advocating their own separate agendas. Even those information sources that are not well informed offer different perspectives and diverse opinions that provoke us to educate ourselves and demand better information. More valuable are the hundreds of colleges and universities scattered across America with programs in world affairs or regional (including Middle Eastern) studies. Many of them offer extension courses and give public symposia. Their professors can point to books, articles, and maps and give synopses of history, culture, and current events. So with persistence the intelligent citizen can get at least a reasonable fix on what is happening. The challenge is to devote the time. On the Iraq war the American public and the Congress clearly did not.




The authors of this book have been disappointed in the failure of the Democratic Party—specifically its congressional members—to develop an intelligent, informed, and outspoken loyal opposition to administration policy on the bombardment, invasion, and occupation of Iraq. To be sure, twenty-two Democratic senators voted no on the war resolutions, as did 126 members of the House. Also some of the senators and representatives have spoken out forcefully against the war. But, despite individual speeches and votes, the loyal opposition, the Democratic Party, has been timid. More important, there has been no congressional investigation on the war in Iraq comparable to the extensive public hearings conducted by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee under the late Senator William Fulbright on the Vietnam War. Those hearings, which were widely reported in the press, did much to educate the Congress and the public on the realities and follies of that war. Lack of such an authoritative and sustained congressional effort has deprived the nation of much of the information and education citizens need for an objective understanding of the Iraqi issues today.




But even when joined by such outspoken Republicans as Senator Chuck Hagel, who called Iraq “an absolute replay of Vietnam,” Democrats’ voices have been muted. Congressional misgivings have produced nothing like the storm of opposition to the Vietnam War that erupted in Congress, on university campuses, in churches, in the press, and across the nation. Admittedly, the administration’s misleading but effective marketing has sold many Americans on this war.




During the Vietnam conflict numerous young Americans opposed the war because of the military draft then operating. Free from concerns about compulsory service during the war in Iraq, young Americans and their families have seen less reason to mobilize against this war.




Political history of the period since World War II has also played a role. Unable to prevent four successive presidential elections of Franklin Roosevelt during the Great Depression and World War II, or the upset win by President Harry Truman in 1948, Republican strategists largely ceased attacking the liberal agenda of Roosevelt’s New Deal and Truman’s Fair Deal. Instead they turned their political fire on Democrats and liberals, claming they are “soft on communism” and more recently “soft on terrorism.” Stung by these false political labels and sometimes defeated by them, many Democrats have sought to sound as belligerent and bellicose as the political propaganda directed against them.




The Democrats’ effort to sound more warlike and hostile in dealing first with communism and now with terrorism has not served the American people well. What would better serve our citizens and our national interest would be a vigorous, courageous, and persistent effort by the loyal opposition to determine, and reveal to Congress, the public, and the press, the realities underlying the war.




While some outstanding reporters have raised questions and demanded answers, the press as a whole, as we have indicated, was often passive or even imposed an informal censorship on what it printed. Consequently, the public has been ill informed and the administration did not have to face the forceful opposition to its policies in Iraq that previous administrations faced on Vietnam. Since our political system was designed to enable the people to demand information and to correct wrongful policies of government, we are all the poorer for the failures of Congress and the media. Unfortunately, neither the loyal political opposition nor the press has served the nation well in the years of the war in Iraq. They have largely failed to meet the citizens’ and the soldiers’ right to know.




We recognize that as with the war in Vietnam many members of Congress and the press honestly support the bombardment, invasion, and occupation of Iraq. What we are concerned with here are not the honest moral standards. Some congressmen obviously believe that American officials’ abusive and torturous handling of prisoners of war is justified. They were admonished by the U.S. Supreme Court in its June 29, 2006 ruling that the president cannot rise above the American Constitution.*We should bear this in mind because others seem ready for additional wars with Iran and North Korea. Again, the picture that is being painted for us is based on incomplete, often dubious information. We should always bear in mind, “Ye shall know the truth and the truth shall set thee free.” And, we might add, promote our safety and well-being.




Regrettably, our government has not helped us find the truth. A fair description of its attitude is, “We will run the war; your job is to ‘stay the course’ and pay the bills.” As months have turned into years since the mission was “accomplished” in May 2003, the government has repeatedly told us that light could be seen at the end of the tunnel. But what is that light? It may not be the daylight of victory but the headlight of an oncoming train loaded with men and women whom the American invasion and occupation has transformed into anti-America terrorists. How has that happened? That is the question we will answer in the following three chapters, which together constitute what intelligence officials might call “an appreciation” of what we confront and what we have to work with, of our strengths and weaknesses, of what the Iraqi people will support or fight against, of what our friends and allies will approve or disapprove, and of our own attitudes and interests. We aim at making the kind of damage assessment that a ship captain demands after a naval battle or a collision. Making a sober and realistic damage assessment will not be easy, but it is necessary if we wish to protect our nation.




*Senior British officials accompanying Blair wrote a memo of the talk. It was reported by Don Van Natta, Jr., inThe New York Times of March 27, 2006, having been authenticated by two senior Foreign Office officials.




*It is perhaps worth recalling that the “brief police action” ordered by President Harry Truman against North Korea on June 30, 1950, still has 40,000 American troops deployed along the 38th parallel that divides North and South Korea fifty-six years later. Few of these troops had yet been born when their fathers or grandfathers were dispatched to Korea at midpoint of the last century. An even larger American army has remained in Germany since World War II.




*“Army to End Expansive, Exclusive Halliburton Deal,”Washington Post, July 12, 2006.




*Perhaps the best short account of these events is Christian Parenti, “Al Jazeera Goes to Jail,”Nation, March 29, 2004.




*Bruce Bartlett, from the National Center for Policy Analysis in Dallas.




*Hamdan v. Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense, et al.
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