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One Year After the Invasion:

Baghdad and Beyond

By Tom Barry | March 19, 2004

(Editor’s Note: This is the second in a series of investigative reports on the influence of a web of right-wing organizations and individuals—
chiefly associated with the Project for the New American Century—in setting radical new directions in U.S. foreign and military policy.)

In defiance of world opinion and the UN Security Council—but with the support of the U.S.
Congress—the Bush administration invaded Iraq in March 2003. A year later it’s still too soon to evalu-

ate the success of the mission.

A few quick judgments, though, certainly can be made.
The “liberation” was not the cakewalk that Rumsfeld,
Cheney, and Wolfowitz had predicted, and the promised
liberation has turned into a woeful occupation. Moreover,
regime change and preventive war in Iraq cannot be
chalked up as victories in the administration’s much-
vaunted war on terrorism. Before the invasion there
existed no ties between the Hussein government and the
al Qaeda terrorist network, but a year of U.S. occupation
has sparked a wave of anti-American Islamic militancy in
Irag. Osama bin Laden and his terrorist band were never
favored or sheltered by the secular Ba’athist regime in
Irag, and bin Laden remains at large. Meanwhile, the
Taliban and its ilk are resurgent in occupied Afghanistan.

What’s less clear is to what degree the regime change in
Iraq has furthered the Bush administration’s larger mis-
sion of restructuring the Middle East in ways that further
U.S. and Israeli national interests, as defined by the hard-
liners and ideologues in both nations. An overly narrow
focus on the missteps and misadventures in the political
quicksand of Iraq misses what administration officials
and neoconservative polemicists call “the big picture.”

In speeches at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI)
and the National Endowment for Democracy (NED) in
2003, President Bush sketched out an interventionist for-
eign and military policy in the Middle East. This new pol-
icy, according to the president, is a “forward strategy of
freedom in the Middle East,” which he describes as “the
calling of our time, the calling of our country.” The presi-
dent’s “axis of evil” and “global democratic revolution”
formulations of the complexities of international affairs
closely reflect the views of neocon ideologues and their
institutions. But the details of this ambitious regional

agenda, together with its ideological and political back-
drop come into sharp relief in the operations of such
neocon-driven front groups as the Committee for the
Liberation of Irag, the U.S. Committee for a Free
Lebanon, the Coalition for Democracy in Iran, and, of
course, the Project for the New American Century
(PNAC).

Victory or Holocaust

In the aftermath of the al Qaeda terrorist attacks on
September 11, 2001, the attention of the world was fixed
on Afghanistan, where the Taliban government had pro-
vided shelter for Osama bin Laden and his terrorist net-
work. But in the right-wing think tanks and policy insti-
tutes, most of the specific policy discussion focused on
formulating a “regime change” strategy for Iran, Syria,
and Iraq and on bolstering U.S. support for the Likud
government of Ariel Sharon in Israel—all as part of an
overall strategy to restructure the Middle East in line with
U.S. and lIsraeli interests.

In late 2001, PNAC’s Middle East Initiative director,
Reuel Marc Gerecht, also an American Enterprise
Institute fellow, described the desired regional strategy,
“If President Bush follows his own logic and compels his
administration to follow him against Irag and Iran, then
he will sow the seeds for a new, safer, more liberal order
in the Middle East.”

Another AEI scholar and founding director of the Jewish
Institute for National Security Affairs (JINSA), Michael
Ledeen, echoed this new right-wing interventionism in
his book The War Against the Terror Masters: “The awe-
some power of a free society committed to a single mis-
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sion is something [our enemies] cannot imagine. ... Our
unexpectedly quick and impressive victory in
Afghanistan is a prelude to a much broader war, which
will in all likelihood transform the Middle East for at least
a generation, and reshape the politics of many countries
around the world.”

The country-specific details and the ideological and
political backdrop of this transformative foreign policy
agenda are clearly delineated by several neocon analysts
besides Ledeen. PNAC’s cofounders William Kristol and
Robert Kagan have repeatedly stressed the moral ration-
ale for remaking the Middle East as part of the global
democratic revolution of the new American century.
PNAC’s two policy blueprints—Present Dangers and
Rebuilding America’s Defenses—both of which were pub-
lished during the 2000 electoral campaign and charted
the foreign and military policy course that the Bush
administration has followed.

A more recent articulation of the neocon global strategy
is found in a new book, An End to Evil: How to Win the
War on Terror, by AEI fellows Richard Perle and David
Frum. Billed as a “manual for victory” in the war on ter-
ror, the book suggests “reinvigorating homeland security
with a new security agency; waging a global campaign
against the terrorist ideology...” Among the book’s pro-
posals are: funneling U.S. aid to Iranian dissidents to help
them overthrow their government; promoting the seces-
sion of Saudi Arabia’s oil-rich Eastern Province; and
rejecting the jurisdiction of the United Nations Charter,
unless it is modified to accommodate the doctrine of pre-
emption. According to Frum and Perle, militant Islam has
replaced communism as the main threat to U.S. and
global security. “There is no middle way for Americans,”
they write. “It is victory or holocaust.”

First Stop: Baghdad

The first stop on the neocon crusade of liberation,
democratization, and political realignment in the oil-rich
Middle East was Irag. It was considered to be the most
vulnerable target—one whose leader the American public
and policy community would most eagerly support
Washington deposing. To ensure that the administration
would not be swayed by the arguments of State
Department “Arabists” or Republican Party leaders such
as Brent Scowcroft or James Baker, who cautioned
against a unilateral policy of successive regime changes,
the hawks and neoconservatives stepped up their pres-
sure. PNAC served as their umbrella organization, allow-
ing a determined faction of the foreign policy elite to

transform the war on terrorism into a total restructuring
of the Middle East.

While neocon institutes such as PNAC and AEI were
laying out the overall agenda, the specific targets of the
neocon transformative strategy have been developed by
region- and country-focused front groups created and led
by neoconservatives. One of the most successful neocon
groups was the U.S. Committee on NATO, directed by
Bruce Jackson. Other board members included Randy
Scheunemann, Julie Finley, and Gary Schmitt, who like
Jackson have been tangled with three other organiza-
tions: the Project on Transitional Democracies, the
Committee for the Liberation of Iraq, and the Project for
the New American Century. Both the Committee for the
Liberation of Iraq and the Project on Transitional
Democracies were PNAC spin-offs.

Neocon Middle East Roadmap

Because of Jackson’s success at the U.S. Committee on
NATO in corralling bipartisan support to usher Central
and East European nations into the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, the Bush administration tapped Jackson to
help build bipartisan support for the Iraq invasion.

Bruce Jackson, who sits on PNAC’s five-member board
of directors and was until 2002 Lockheed Martin’s direc-
tor of strategic planning, was the point man in establish-
ing the Committee for the Liberation of Irag (CLI) in
November 2002. By Jackson’s account, the current
administration encouraged him to set up CLI. “People in
the White House said, ‘We need you to do for Iraq what
you did for NATO’,” Jackson asserted.? (See sidebar: The
NATO Expansion Lobby.)

Bruce Jackson left Lockheed in 2002 to dedicate him-
self fulltime to “promoting democracy in a united
Europe.” But Jackson remained a board member of PNAC
while broadening his declared commitment to democrati-
zation in the Middle East. As one of the founders of CLI,
Jackson works closely with Randy Scheunemann who
also sits on PNAC’s board of directors.

One of the reasons that CLI was so successful in creat-
ing a bipartisan base of support for the Iraq invasion was
its insistence that the invasion would be more than a mil-
itary operation and would demonstrate Washington’s
commitment to democratization and human rights. The
CLI committed itself to “work beyond the liberation of
Iraq to the reconstruction of its economy and the estab-
lishment of political pluralism, democratic institutions,
and the rule of law.” In its mission statement, the com-
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Sidebar: The NATO Expansion Lobby

Bruce Jackson, of the Project for the New American Century, personifies the new military-industrial complex—*“a minis-
ter without portfolio” who speaks for the U.S. government, the weapons industry, the Republican Party, and the right’s
network of foreign policy think tanks.

“Strengthen America, Secure Europe. Defend Values. Expand NATO” was the motto of the U.S. Committee on NATO, the
lobbying group established in 1996 by Bruce Jackson to bring the transitional nations of “New Europe” into the NATO
fold. The committee’s slogan concisely summarizes the main arguments of the NATO expansion lobby in the United
States. Although NATO was established in 1949 to contain the purported Soviet threat to Western Europe, the NATO
expansion lobby argues not only that NATO has a place in the post-cold war world but that it should be consolidated and
expanded as an instrument of U.S. hegemonic power despite the expiration of its founding rationale.

Unlike most right-wing foreign policy experts, Bruce Jackson, the committee’s founder and president, is as comfortable
with the liberal rhetoric of expansion and enlargement of democracy as he is with the neo-imperial jargon of preemptive
defense, U.S. supremacy, and unilateralism. Jackson established the U.S. Committee on NATO at a time when he was
finance chairman of Bob Dole’s presidential campaign. Among the first board members were such figures as Paul
Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, Peter Rodman, and Stephen Hadley, who later joined the Bush administration.® Aside from
Jackson, other PNAC officials included on the committee’s board of directors were PNAC’s executive director Gary
Schmitt, PNAC cofounder Robert Kagan, and PNAC board member Randy Scheunemann. Another increasingly promi-
nent neocon on the committee’s board was Julie Finley, who, along with Jackson and Scheunemann, was cofounder of
both the Committee for the Liberation of Iraq and the Project on Transitional Democracies. Finley is also the treasurer of
the National Endowment on Democracy, a quasi-governmental organization founded and led by neoconservatives. The
U.S. Committee on NATO was not, however, purely a neocon venture. It reached out to and included Democrats such as
Will Marshall, founder and president of the Progressive Policy Institute. Marshall was also a founder of the Democratic
Leadership Council, another organization of “New Democrats”

Jackson’s day job at the time was planning and strategy vice president at Lockheed Martin, where he served as the
advance man for global corporate development projects. Jackson began his career as a military intelligence officer, and
during the Reagan and Bush senior administrations worked in the Defense Department in positions related to nuclear
weapons and military strategy. In 1993 Jackson joined Martin Marietta, which merged with Lockheed in 1995.

Hadley, who serves in the Bush administration as deputy national security adviser to Condoleezza Rice, was a partner
in the Shea & Gardner law firm, whose clients included Boeing and Lockheed Martin.* Another link to Lockheed Martin
at the U.S. Committee on NATO was Randy Scheunemann, the president of Orion Strategies whose clients included the
largest defense contractor in the United States.

Working closely with the Clinton administration, which also supported NATO expansion, Jackson’s committee wined
and dined U.S. senators, successfully persuading them to approve the admission of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic into NATO. While other neocons easily mix talk of values and U.S. power, Jackson is expert at mingling talk of
values and money. During exclusive dinners at Washington’s Metropolitan Club, part of his lobbying pitch to U.S. senators
was to argue that NATO expansion would create a “community of values” in Eurasia. Incidentally, as predicted by NATO
expansion opponents, it also created a new market for arms merchants such as Lockheed. Integration into NATO requires
integrating weapons systems—creating a multibillion-dollar market for jet fighters, electronics, attack helicopters, military
communication networks, and all the gadgets needed by a modern fighting force. “Add them together,” smiled Joel
Johnson, vice president of the Aerospace Industries Association, “and we’re talking about real money.” According to the
Congressional Budget Office, the cost of a few nations joining NATO could reach $125 billion over 15 years—with U.S.
military assistance covering up to $19 billion of the costs of military integration.®

Jackson’s U.S. Committee on NATO won the first round for NATO expansion in 1997, when Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic acceded to NATO. During the buildup to the Iraqg invasion, seven other countries were invited to join
NATO: Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia. These countries formed part of the “Vilnius
10” bloc of Eastern European and Baltic nations that became the post-1997 focus of the U.S. Committee on NATO. In the
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Sidebar: The NATO Expansion Lobby - continued

lead-up to the U.S. invasion of Iraq, Jackson helped draft the declaration by the Vilnius 10 governments supporting the
planned U.S. incursion with or without UN approval. Eager for U.S. support for their entry into NATO, these countries—
dubbed the “New Europe” by Defense Secretary Rumsfeld—joined the war coalition, at least in name.

When Jackson travels in the nations of “New Europe” such as Romania or Slovenia, government ministers routinely
assume that he represents the Bush administration, even though he holds no office. This confusion over Jackson’s role
does not occur because he misrepresents himself but instead issues from his own authority as the consummate power
player. Before he was ousted by a popular coalition, Georgia’s President Eduard Shevardnadze described Jackson as “an
official with clout, someone whose opinion is heeded in Europe and the United States.”

One prominent neocon described Bruce Jackson as “the nexus between the defense industry and the neoconservatives.
He translates us to them, and them to us.”® Another venue, in addition to the U.S. Committee on NATO and the Project
on Transitional Nations, for this interface work is the American Enterprise Institute, where Jackson served on the found-
ing advisory board of AEI’'s New Atlantic Initiative. Funded by the Olin and Bradley foundations, the New Atlantic
Initiative goal is “the admission of Europe’s fledgling democracies into institutions of Atlantic defense.” Like the AEI itself,
the New Atlantic Initiative is dominated by neocons such as William Kristol, Samuel Huntington, Norman Podhoretz,
Joshua Muravchick, Richard Perle, and Daniel Pipes. AEI’s New Atlantic Initiative also includes on its advisory board mili-
tary hard-liners such as Donald Rumsfeld, right-wing political figures like Newt Gingrich, and realpolitikers such as Henry
Kissinger and George Shultz, as well a few Democrats such as Thomas Foley—all of whom share the neocon vision of a

“New Europe.”’

In the estimation of John Laughland, a trustee of the British Helsinki Human Rights Group and a close observer of
Jackson’s proconsul operations in Eastern Europe: “Far from promoting democracy in eastern Europe, Washington is pro-
moting a system of political and military control not unlike that once practiced by the Soviet Union. Unlike that empire,
which collapsed because the center was weaker than the periphery, the new NATO is both a mechanism for extracting
Danegeld [tribute levied to support Danish invaders in medieval England] from new member states for the benefit of the
U.S. arms industry and an instrument for getting others to protect U.S. interests around the world, including the supply

of primary resources such as oil.”®

Having won unanimous Senate approval for their accession to NATO, seven of the Vilnius 10 nations are set to join
NATO in May 2004. Three other nations of the New Europe bloc—Croatia, Macedonia, and Albania—are next in line to
receive an accession invitation from NATO. Although it was Donald Rumsfeld who is credited with first using the term
“New Europe,” the term has long been circulating in neocon circles. As the White House began laying the groundwork for
the “coalition of the willing” against Iraq, President Bush repeatedly used the term “New Europe” in a July 5, 2002 state-
ment hailing the leaders of the Vilnius 10 group. “Our nations,” said the president, “share a common vision of a new
Europe, where free European states are united with each other, and with the United States through cooperation, partner-
ship, and alliance.” Furthermore, the president said, “Our nations face another historic challenge: to defeat the forces of

global terror.”

mittee vowed that it would “engage in educational and
advocacy efforts to mobilize U.S. and international sup-
port for policies aimed at ending the aggression of

Saddam Hussein and freeing the Iraqgi people from tyran-

nylug

The Committee for the Liberation of Iraq was the quin-

tessential modern front group, built on a diverse mem-
bership, international connections, a broad and unifying
statement of purpose, and internal disciplines.
Scheunemann, CLI's executive director, was like Jackson

a board member of the U.S. Committee on NATO; and he
was at the core of the early efforts in Congress and with-
in the Republican Party to support the Iraqgi National
Congress (INC). Almed Chalabi, INC’s chieftain, was a
wealthy Iraqi expatriate who gained favor with neocons
and hawks during the 1990s but was distrusted by the
State Department and the CIA. In his position as national
security adviser to Senator Trent Lott, Scheunemann had
drafted numerous legislative bills shaping Washington’s
Iraq policy. One of these bills, the Iraq Liberation Act of
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1998, authorized $98 million to the INC—funds that
were never fully disbursed by the Clinton administration,
partly because of serious infighting within the INC.

Most CLI board members were prominent neocons,
such as Robert Kagan, Richard Perle, William Kristol, and
Joshua Muravchik. But the success of the CLI as a front
group stemmed from its ability to incorporate Democrats
and Republicans outside the politically incestuous circle
of neocons, including former Senator Bob Kerrey, former
Congressman Steve Solarz, Will Marshall of the
Progressive Policy Institute (an offshoot of the center-
right Democratic Leadership Council), Sen. John McCain,
Sen. Joseph Lieberman, and former Secretary of State
George Shultz, who served as honorary chairman of the
CLI advisory board.

Like most front groups, the CLI was a transitory political
project that faded as soon as the invasion was
launched—despite its professed mission of working
beyond the “liberation” to ensure the reconstruction,
democratization, and institution of the rule of law in Iraq.
For CLI organizers, the toppling of the Hussein regime
constituted, as President Bush declared on May 1, 2003,
evidence of a “mission accomplished.” Thus, the atten-
tion of the new crusaders turned to Iran, Lebanon, and
Syria, while talk continued about restructuring Saudi
Arabia and the Muslim nations of North Africa. Two
months prior to the Iraq invasion, Undersecretary of
State for Arms Control John Bolton, an early associate of
PNAC and a former AEI vice president, traveled to
Jerusalem to meet with Ariel Sharon. Bolton promised
Sharon that the Iraq offensive would be just the first of
the disarmament wars, declaring that “it will be neces-
sary to deal with threats from Syria, Iran, and North
Korea afterwards.”*!

On to Damascus

Visions of regime change in Iran and Syria preoccupy
Middle East experts at the American Enterprise Institute,
the Hudson Institute, and the Jewish Institute for National
Security Affairs. In early May 2003, Meyrav Wurmser of
the Hudson Institute, the convener of an AEI forum on
Iran, alerted the administration and Congress that Iran
should be the next target of the war on terrorism’s
Operation Enduring Freedom—the Pentagon’s name for
its first antiterrorism campaign in Afghanistan. “Our fight
against Iraq was only a battle in a long war,” the Israeli-
born Wurmser asserted. “It would be ill-conceived to
think we can deal with Iraq alone... We must move on,
and faster,” she insisted.

Amid much controversy President Bush appointed
Daniel Pipes, the founder and director of the Middle East
Forum, to the board of the U.S. Institute of Peace during
the summer 2003 congressional recess. According to
MEF’s mission statement, this pro-Likud Party policy
institute was established to support closer U.S. ties with
Israel and Turkey and policies that ensure a “stable sup-
ply and low price of oil.” In 2000 Pipes, son of the anti-
Soviet crusader Richard Pipes (who was both a Team B
and Committee on the Present Danger member in mid-
1970s), coauthored a jingoistic report with Ziad
Abdelnour, director of the U.S. Committee for a Free
Lebanon (USCFL), advocating U.S. military action to force
Syria out of Lebanon and to disarm Syria of its alleged
weapons of mass destruction.?

Virtually all 31 signatories of the MEF report, which was
used to persuade Congress to introduce and pass the
Syria Accountability and Lebanese Sovereignty
Restoration Act in 2003, were USCFL members, and sev-
eral became high officials or advisers in the Bush foreign
policy team, including Elliott Abrams, Paula Dobriansky;,
Richard Perle, Douglas Feith, and David Wurmser. Other
high-profile USCFL members who signed the report
demanding that Washington confront Syria included
Frank Gaffney, director of the Center for Security Policy
(CSP), and David Steinman and Michael Ledeen of the
Jewish Institute for Security Affairs (JINSA). Passed in the
House of Representatives on October 15, 2003, and
signed by President Bush on December 12, 2003, the act
enumerated several reasons—support for terrorism, pos-
session of weapons of mass destruction, and harboring
Iragi Ba’athists—that laid the groundwork to justify
another “regime change” invasion in the region. The
appointment of David Wurmser, a longtime advocate of
U.S. military action against Syria, to the staff of Vice
President Cheney in September 2003 was widely regard-
ed as another signal that the U.S. regional restructuring
crusade might soon be taking the road to Damascus.

The U.S. Committee for a Free Lebanon is the self-pro-
claimed “cyber-center for Pro-Lebanon Activism.”? Like
Ahmad Chalabi, who founded the Iraqgi National
Congress, the USCFL's Ziad Abdelnour is a wealthy, exiled
investment banker who seems set on currying favor
among the U.S. policy elite hoping for a regime change
in Syria and another round of political upheaval in
Lebanon.4
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No More
Schmoozing with the Mullahs

Even before the invasion plans were finalized, several
neocons associated with the Committee for the
Liberation of Iraq created a new “war party” calling for
the U.S. government to support regime change in Iran.
Cofounded by Michael Ledeen and Morris Amitay, the
Coalition for Democracy in Iran (CDI) is yet another one
of the neocon front groups pressuring the U.S. public and
government into supporting policies that aim to radically
alter the political landscape of the Middle East.'®> Other
prominent neocons joining Ledeen and Amitay in CDI
are James Woolsey, Joshua Muravchik, Jack Kemp, and
Frank Gaffney.'6

Ledeen, Amitay, and several other CDI members are
also associates of the Jewish Institute for Security Affairs
and the Center for Security Policy. Amitay, the former
director of the American Israeli Public Affairs Committee,
shares Ledeen’s scorn for the State Department, where
the prevailing mind-set is that there is “no tyrannical
regime [that] can’t be made a friend by showing our
good will.”1" CDI’s founders and associates form part of a
tight circle of neocon groups closely allied with militarists
in Israel. Ledeen, one of the colorful and shadowy figures
in the neocon web, believes that the “appeasers” in
Congress and the State Department stand in the way of
regime change in Iran. A longtime critic of Colin Powell
and other Republican realpolitikers, Ledeen charged that
the appeasers in Washington “prefer to schmooze with
the mullahs” than to promote “democratic revolution in
Iran” supported by U.S. aid and military action.!8

Michael Ledeen, the neoconservative point man on
regime change in Iran (and in Syria, Egypt, and Saudi
Arabia), is apparently capable of viewing diplomacy only
through the barrel of a gun. In a November 2003 article
for the National Review Online, Ledeen argued that the
“appeasers” in Congress and the State Department “don’t
want to know about Iran, because if they did, they would
be driven to take actions that they do not want to take.
They would have to support democratic revolution in
Iran.” Ledeen concludes, “I guess some top official will
have to die at the hands of (obviously) Iranian-supported
terrorists before the Pentagon is permitted to work on
the subject.”1®

In keeping with the regime change agendas set forth in
PNAC’s Present Dangers, CDI believes that a policy
attempting to engage the reformist administration of
Mohammad Khatami in Iran is essentially counterproduc-

tive appeasement, not constructive engagement. It rec-
ommends that any positive gesture toward Iran “should
be directed towards the people of Iran and not its current
oppressive regime.”? An early CDI objective was to
arrange for right-wing congressional members to intro-
duce the Iran Freedom and Democracy Support Act in
May 2003, which called for the authorization of $50 mil-
lion to fund opposition groups dedicated to overthrowing
the Islamic regime. The proposed act received the imme-
diate support of the American Israeli Public Affairs
Committee and the Jewish Institute for National Security
Affairs.

But just who are these Iranian opposition groups? They
are not the students and other prodemocracy demonstra-
tors within Iran, who would likely reject U.S. assistance
in light of the long history of antidemocratic U.S. inter-
vention in the region. Today’s reformers inside Iran may
well recall the CIA's Iranian regime change in 1953,
which rid the country of a democratic nationalist,
Mohammed Mossadeq, and replaced him with Shah
Mohammed Reza Pahlavi. Fifty years later, CDI believes
that the deceased shah’s son, also Reza Pahlavi, might be
just the ticket to replace the Islamic political elite and to
preside over further “democratization” in Iran, aided by
Iranian militias previously backed by the Saddam
Hussein regime. These are the new “freedom fighters”
that some CDI supporters say will usher in a pro-U.S.
regime in Iran.?

President Bush’s decision in mid-2002 to break off talks
with the democratically elected Mohammad Khatami,
whose political power is severely limited by the mullahs’
determination to maintain Iran as a theocratic state,
heartened the neoconservatives who formed the CDI
later that year. In the summer of 2003 the Iran Freedom
and Democracy Support Act, which among other things
called for a tightening of the trade embargo against Iran,
received overwhelming bipartisan support. Although it
did not authorize funding for exiled opposition groups, its
sponsors, such as Rep. Christopher Cox and other associ-
ates of the Center for Security Policy, promised that fund-
ing would be forthcoming as part of future spending bills.
The U.S. Senate passed a similar resolution—cospon-
sored by such right-wing senators as Sam Brownback (R-
Kan.), Jon Kyle (R-Ariz.), and Rick Santorum (R-Pa.) and a
few Democrats, including Daniel Inouye (D-Hawaii) and
New York’s Charles Schumer (D-N.Y.).

Most Middle East experts regard the idea of a preven-
tive war against Iran as folly given the strength of Iran’s
armed forces and the deeply rooted anti-American senti-
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ments of Iranian society. In the event of such a war, the
“coalition of the willing” would likely attract fewer part-
ners than did the Iraq War and occupation, since Iran is
not an aggressor nation, has demonstrated a willingness
to cooperate with UN inspectors, and has close economic
ties with many nations, including Russia and the
European Union countries. What’s more, there is little
evidence to support CDI’s claims that Iran has a “preemi-
nent role in global terrorism” or that it is developing “far-
reaching and accurate delivery systems” for deploying
weapons of mass destruction.?2

But the lack of hard evidence that Saddam Hussein was
stockpiling weapons of mass destruction or had close ties
with international terrorist networks proved no obstacle
to advancing the long-held neocon vision of occupying
Irag. With their front groups in place for regime change
in Iran, Syria, and Lebanon, and having secured biparti-
san support for their democratization resolutions, the
neocons are leading the nation down the same path that
has led to quagmire in Irag.

Tom Barry is Policy Director of the Interhemispheric
Resource Center (IRC), online at: www.irc-online.org
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