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The Neo-Cons and The War in Iraq 

by Marvin Gettleman* 

INTRODUCTION

My subject is the American Neo-Conservatives and their allies who initiated, along with Iraqi exiles and traditional militarists,
 a campaign starting long before 9/11 to press for U.S. conquest of Iraq. Originating as a loose coalition of lapsed liberals, who wanted to obliterate the humiliating American defeat in Vietnam, but many of whom hid behind college deferments and other devices to avoid serving in the war they supported. These “chicken hawks”  evidently preferred that the fighting be left to working class grunts.
 (The more remote ancestry of the neo-cons can be traced to World War I and the socialist anti-communists who opposed the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia.
)  Although the Reagan years gave these militant conservatives a initial political platform, their public debut can be located during the Clinton presidency, when the arch neo-con, Paul Wolfowitz, and others in the Defense Department, prepared a confidential planning document arguing that with the end of the Cold War the U.S. was “in a position to secure its [global] pre-eminence and use force unilaterally if necessary to prevent the rise of any power that might challenge this preeminence.”
  In short, these ambitious patriots wanted their country to be Number One. When the planning document text was leaked to the press, Dick Cheney (then Secretary of Defense, and a supporter of its thesis), had it revised to cool the popular uproar.  Briefly stymied by the popular notion that there might be a “peace dividend” as a result of the recent collapse of the Soviet Union, the neo-cons and their GOP allies constituted a growing force during what remained of Clinton presidency. They pressured the President to pass the Iraq Liberation Act in 1998 (which allowed bombing of the country and assistance to groups opposed to Saddam Husayn, but gave gave no authority to invade), lamented the unruly ‘60s, impeached Bill Clinton, and regretted that the first President Bush had left Saddam Husayn in power after ejecting Iraq’s forces from Kuwait in 1991 war.  Meanwhile they polished their frightening scenarios of military superpowerdom which they imbibed from the new military theorists spawned by the RAND Corporation , while waiting for the opportunity to put their dreams into effect.


Their chance came only after eight generally inert early months of 2001, during which the higher echelons of the second Bush administration were filling up  with neo-con functionaries ready for action.  9/11 provided the signal for putting the long-developing agenda of domestic transformations and overseas wars, into action. (Although these two aspects of the Bush administration are closely connected, here I will focus briefly on the inevitable war in Afghanistan and then go into more detail about the war in Iraq that neo-cons engineered and sold to the American populace.  I leave to those in Panel other on this conference to illuminate the sad tale of the damage done to the U.S. Constitution, and its laws.) 

THE WARS OF 9/11 AND THEIR RATIONALES 

All but the very youngest of us lived through the events of September 11, 2001. For

those living in New York City, there was a special eeriness.  It was a Tuesday, a 

workday  and I went to the library where I was working on a book (that is not yet 

finished).  When the news of the destruction of the twin towers passed around the tables 

by word, the library emptied.  By late morning those from downtown ground zero could 

be seen stumbling north, glassy-eyed, in shock, covered with dust.  Some of us sat on the 

steps of a nearby church waiting to volunteer for rescue work.  A few hours later a police 

car came by telling us there was nothing to do: “they’re all dead.”   When the obituaries began to appear in The New York Times, I followed the newspaper photos of several of my students and one of the grown-up playmates of my now grown-up children. Whatever was done under the aegis of 9/11, I cannot, we cannot and should not forget, the horrors of that day, and how the neo-cons soon distorted them to create the war of their dreams in Iraq.

But first came the inevitable war in Afghanistan, fought where the 9/11 attacks on New York and Washington seem to have been originated. A country with no petroleum resources, Afghanistan was soon sacrificed to the war the neo-cons really wanted: Iraq.  The rich but uneven journalistic literature
 on the G. W. Bush administration makes it clear that in the White House and the Pentagon no serious thought was given (except by a few Constitutional scholars) to punish the instigators of bombings of buildings in New York and in Washington DC by a vigorously pursued international police action.  No, War was to be the only way, and within days after 9/11, President Bush demanded that the Taliban regime in Afghanistan turn over Osama bin Laden to the United States.  The demand was ignored, and U.S. bombing soon began while the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance fought bitter land battles, backed by U.S. and British war planes and special forces. The largely Pashtun Taliban suffered heavy casualties, and when they were rapidly driven from the Kabul, the capital city, another regime – this time allied with the U.S. -- took over.  But the war in Afghanistan never really ended. Osama bin Laden eluded capture; the surviving and replenished Taliban forces hid away in mountain caves and carried out guerrilla attacks, assisted by Pashtun tribesmen from adjoining regions of Pakistan – a situation that continues to the present. 

And while the conflict in Afghanistan raged, plans were being made in Washington to realize the neo-con’s long-standing goal of attacking Iraq.
  By the spring of 2003 the U.S./British invasion took place, draining troops from Afghanistan, and giving the Taliban another chance to take power. More eager for the Iraq war than the one in Afghanistan (and also looking for other potential targets for additional wars against what one of President Bush’s speech writer called: Iran, North Korea and Syria), the neo-cons latched onto a post-Vietnam trend in American war planning – the “Revolution in Military Affairs” or RMA.  Devised by one Andrew W. Marshall, a publicity-shy civilian theorist of military strategy who got his start at RAND, and later worked for three decades in the Office of the U.S. Secretary of Defense, RMA meant abandoning traditional warfare; no longer would armies collide ‘in immense, vastly destructive battles [that] … killed large numbers of soldiers and civilians alike, leveled cities, and turned the surrounding countryside into wasteland.”
 Both Vice President Dick Cheney and Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld bought into RMA, and they had little difficulty bringing President Bush around.  Rumsfeld in particular used his Pentagon authority to marginalize Secretary of State Colin Powell and the Department he headed.   The Pentagon envisioned and promoted lean, nimble, “smart”  wars, displaying “full-spectrum dominance” of information, precision sensors and strike weapons that could hit and destroy anything on the planet at any time, with little collateral damage.  The Defence Department RMA believed that “shock and awe”  experienced and still being experiencing by target populations – especially the Iraqis -- would make them immediately  throw down their arms and surrender.  Only the United States could had the wealth to create such a war machine that Pentagon pundits believe (or believed) that the super-power could fight two or three major wars simultaneously, as well as several low-intensity conflicts.  Several four-star generals were skeptical of how RMA would work on the battlefield. At least two four-star generals among the vocal group of decorated, mostly retired military officers who opposed the war in Iraq. But the Bush administration easily quieted dissent in the active military and let Rumsfeld have his way – until he resigned in late 2006.  Until then the civilian neo-con in the Defense Department, looking back on the U.S. defeat in the Vietnam War, claimed they knew better than the uniformed generals how to fight wars in the twenty-first century.  Rumsfeld was the master of such claims, and fell into disrepute because of it. As Andrew Cockburn showed in his Rumsfeld: His Rise, Fall and Catastrophic Legacy (Scribners, 2007).
   Rumsefeld’s successor, Robert Gates, is not much better.

The neo-cons favored fighting a war against Iraq, despite the one still raging in Afghanistan.  Nevertheless the Bush administration and the neo-cons in and out of office believed Saddam Husayn’s overthrow would be a “cakewalk.”
 Their ambitions even escalated to proposing the remaking of the entire Middle East as a prelude to bringing democracy to the Islamic world.  To such grandiose you can attach either the Greek word hubris or the Yiddish chutzpah to this inverted optimism.  But as March, 2003, 

approached, the more sensible of the neo-cons realized that the ease of victory was insufficient rationale for going to war; others had to be devised.  Most truthful was the evil of the Baathist regime, which an early Iraqi fellow traveler of the neo-cons supplied: this was Republic of Fear (University of California Press, 1989) written by the exile Kanan Makiya, who later turned against the Iraq war.
  But none of the neo-cons could reasonably explain why this particular tyrant, not the others throughout the Middle East or elsewhere in the world, was the one that had to be brought down in 2003. (A plausible 

explanation could have been the desire to seize Iraq’s rich oil resources – probably second only to Saudi Arabia’s --, but that goal was publicly minimized since it would not serve as an honorable rationale for sending troops.)

The neo-cons invented and presented other rationales for the war before the hostilities commenced – and afterward.  One was the promotion of the “lean and mean” RMA plan, but Rumsfeld and the neo-cons neglected to recognize its shortcomings: the  insufficiency of troops, the likelihood that many – maybe most -- Iraqis would resent the invasion;  the lack of any serious advance planning for rebuilding a functioning civil society and the creation of viable state institutions in a post-war Iraq, and the absence in Iraq of an indigenous fighting group comparable to the Northern Alliance in Afghanistan. When independent advisers brought these and other problems to the attention of war-planners in the Pentagon they were told not to focus on what could go wrong but only what could go right.  

Another example of the over-optimism of the neo-cons was their naïve trust in their pet Iraqi exile leader, Ahmad Chalabi, who assured his Washington backers that the invading American and British troops would receive a joyous welcome from the Iraqi people (some of which actually happened in some scattered locales during early spring of 2003, as the insurgency was also developing). From these dubious notions the neo-cons projected the beliefs that most Iraqis would perceive the invaders as a liberating force that would assist democracy to blossom, and anti-Baathist Iraqi exiles would inherit the regime of Saddam Husayn, and redirect it toward support of Washington.  Chalabi assured his American backers that the new regime in Iraq would be financed by Iraq’s huge oil reserves, and not by the U.S. treasury.
 Another notion would have the United States establish massive, permanent U.S. bases to be established as part of Iraq’s makeover, similar to the bases in  the other dominant and reliable western ally in the heart of the Middle East, Israel. (The bases are there now, but not in any way similar to the U.S.-Israeli “special relationship”.)
Another attempted justification for the invasion of Iraq rested on the assumption that Saddam Husayn’s regime shared responsibility with Al Qaeda for the 9/11 assaults on the U.S.  While Afghanistan’s Taliban had clearly aided Al Qaeda by supplying territory to operate from, there was no credible evidence that Saddam Husayn’s government did so before 2001, or played any role in the 9/11 events. Yet President Bush’s entourage persisted in arguing that Osama bin Laden’s organization and the Baathist regime collaborated on the September 11th attacks. Middle East specialists, while recognizing the absence of confirming data of an Al Qaeda-Iraqi connection, also pointed out the unlikelihood of Iraq’s secular regime cooperating with a militant religious movement like Al Qaeda.  Nevertheless, a majority of the American population, according to polls, actually believed that such a collaboration took place: an example of the triumph of ideology over plausibility. And this belief sustained the initial decision to go to war in 2003.  A diminishing but still substantial number of Americans still accepts this story and helped support President Bush’s electoral campaign in 2004 and his determination to “stay the course”  in Iraq.  (John McCain is apparently being prepared to carry on this same crackpot orientalist notion in the 2008 Presidential election.)

Over all the other rationales put forward in favor of the American war in Iraq was the belief that Saddam Husayn’s regime had by 2002 accumulated vast stores of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), and was developing advanced nuclear weapons that would soon be capable of unleashing terrifying damage on the world.  Earlier Iraqi efforts to build nuclear facilities had been destroyed by Israeli and U.S. aircraft in 1980s and ‘90s. Saddam Husayn therefore may have had many theoretical reasons to seek WMD: in order to build up his nation’s military power, retaliate for outside attacks, or initiate his own fresh assaults on neighboring countries.  But the sanctions and inspections applied to Iraq after the 1990-91 war, especially those created by the United Nations Security Council Resolution 687 (1991) and the later, similar Resolution 1440 (October 2002), forbade the acquisition and development of any weapons of mass destruction.  U.N. officials roamed Iraq in the 1990s inspecting, identifying, and supervising the destruction of chemical and biological weapons production facilities, and the removal of fissionable material.  After eight years of grudging willingness to tolerate these inspectors the Baathist regime, claiming that some of the U.N. personnel engaged in espionage, suspended the inspec-tions in 1998.  Meanwhile Saddam Husayn’s armed forces, using regular weaponry and poison gas, brutally repressed uprisings in the northern Kurdish and southern Shiite regions of his country, while implementing what Michael Gordon and Bernard Trainor have described in their deeply-researched book, Cobra II: The Invasion and Occupation of Iraq (Pantheon, 2006), the devious plan of (a) first allowing the destruction at the hands of U.N. officials of the WMD Iraq once had and (b) also threatening to use these same (non-existent) weapons against invasions of Iraq and domestic uprisings there. In November, 2002, when the American decision for war had already been made, the Iraqi regime allowed the return of inspectors. They stayed until the next spring when Hans Blix, the Swedish head of the UN Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Commission announced on March 18 that the inspectors, who had found no WMD, had to leave since “armed action [the war] now seems imminent.”  

THE CONSEQUENCES OF FOLLY: THE WAR ITSELF

Hostilities began two days after Blix’s announcement, when U.S. and British troops invaded Iraq. Another group of inspectors, this time from the U.S. and Britain, soon followed.  After nine months of unimpeded intense inspection, David A. Kay, head of the American inspectors group, told Congress that no banned chemical or biological weapons, nor evidence of active nuclear weapons programs, had been found in Iraq.
  Since then no other experts on WMD (or even British and American foot soldiers looking for massive amounts of weaponry, as distinguished from small arms caches and ammunition) have turned up anything to challenge Kay’s conclusions. 
The U.S. decision to go to war in Iraq faced several major obstacles that it had not confronted in the earlier war in Afghanistan. The earlier Afghanistan campaign had wide backing from an alliance of the world’s major countries, and even from a few Arab states. It had formed a real coalition – even if the bulk of troops were British and American. By contrast, in 2003 the Bush administration went to war against Iraq without full U.N. approval, and without support from some important western allies.  Britain, Germany, Italy, Spain, Poland, and Australia contributed troops,  but faced pressures at home to withdraw. (In both Spain and Australia, the political leaders who backed the U.S. lost elections in their countries, and the successor governments there pulled troops out.)  Also in Iraq there was, as we have noted, with the exception of Kurdish peshmergas,  no local armed force fighting against Saddam Husayn’s regime on the side of the Americans, as the Northern Alliance did in Afghanistan.  Turkey delivered a major strategic setback by refusing Americans use of its territory to launch an assault on Iraq from the north, which limited U.S. and British ground assaults on Iraq to those coming from Kuwait in the south. American hostility to Iran prevented any U.S or allied military action from Iraq’s eastern border, nor would Syria and Jordan assist. It became necessary to devise the phrase “coalition of the willing” to obscure the essentially unilateral nature of the U.S. decision to make war, and also to disguise the fact that most governments supporting the 

war did so in defiance of their own people.

The Pentagon had to pull U.S. General Tommy Franks out of the still-raging war in Afghanistan to take command in Iraq. Despite his independent, tough-talking demeanor, Franks retracted his initial request for 250,000 troops and went along with the overall RMA battle strategy  that Rumsfeld and his fellow neo-cons insisted upon: a smaller, faster-moving ground force combined with overwhelming air power. In mid-March, 2003, as 150,000 U.S. and 45,000 British troops massed on the Iraqi-Kuwaiti border in preparation for the initial assault, President Bush gave Saddam Husayn 48 hours to leave his country. As the deadline approached, British and American  Special Operation teams secretly crossed into Iraqi territory to secure offshore oil platforms and other key sites, and to make sure no SCUD missiles were prepared to attack Israel. Advance bombing had crippled the remnants of the Iraqi air force, and knocked out air defenses. A March 19 CIA intelligence report indicated that Saddam Husayn, who refused the ultimatum to surrender, might sleep at a house in Baghdad that night, but when an American Stealth aircraft bombed the site, he was not there. On the next day the main forces invaded Iraq.

Three main columns of allied troops crossed over from Kuwait. British soldiers headed to Basra, whose Shiite population had many reasons to support the overthrow of Saddam Husayn. Two American columns rapidly headed north toward Nasiriya, a market town on the way to Baghdad, where they encountered, but overcame, unexpectedly strong Iraqi resistance.  Americans did not know it at the time, but they were seeing the beginnings of the unanticipated insurgency.  In the short run the U.S. ability to call in air support proved crucial in Nasiriya and throughout this brief war. The U.S. Marine expedition force moving along Highway 1, which meandered between the Tigris and Euphrates rivers, approached Baghdad from the east. Skirting the Shiite holy city of Karbala, the army also moved toward the same city from the west, and when the two columns encircled the Iraqi capital, the infantry began a series of “thunder runs” with armored vehicles through the capital’s central neighborhoods. Baghdad fell and soon afterward so did the two northern cities of Mosul and Kirkuk to Kurdish forces and American paratroopers. On April 16 the U.S. government declared  prematurely that combat operations in Iraq had ended. Two weeks later President Bush, sitting in the co-pilot’s seat wearing full military gear, flew to the aircraft carrier Abraham Lincoln anchored off San Diego where he spoke under a huge banner stretched across the ship reading “Mission Accomplished.”

   
Toward the end of the year, as the insurgency was gathering strength, and the 

“mission” was far from accomplished, Saddam Husayn was found by a U.S. infantry 

brigade hiding in a mud shack a few miles from his ancestral home in Tikrit.  Arrested, 

he was tried for ordering the death of 148 people from Dujail, a mostly Shiite town in 

retaliation for an assassination attempt directed at him.  Sentenced to death by hanging, 

Saddam Husayn was executed on December 30, 2006 

The War in Iraq II: Insurgency and the Proconsuls  

While U.S. policy-makers were attempting to find a way to govern Iraq in the post-Saddam Husayn-era, another reality was taking shape on the ground – the insurgency.  Beginning before the fall of Baghdad, networks of irregular fighters made up of former Iraq army soldiers, Baath loyalists and those determined to rid the country of the newly arrived invaders. The insurgents made use of caches of small arms left in Iraq by the Saddam Husayn government. Donald Rumsfeld’s military strategy of sending to Iraq a small, streamlined army, the opposition had access to vast amounts of unguarded weaponry. Nor did financing the insurgency prove difficult, as the insurgents expropriated Baath Party funds. The two proconsuls sent by the U.S. in the first fifteen months of the occupation, Jay Garner and L. Paul Bremer III were unprepared to handle the developing insurgency and seemed not to grasp that many,  perhaps most, Iraqis wanted to rid their country of uninvited foreign troops. 
Surviving during the first year, 2003-2004, the insurgents built up sufficient irregular force in the face of American and British predominant power to dislodge in the long run.  But the insurgency, was far from unified;  dozens of insurgent sunni groups formed to oppose the U.S. presence in Iraq. The most well-known is the Islamic State of Iraq, an umbrella group known popularly as Al Qaeda in Mesopotamia, which the U.S. government claims is identical with Osama bin Laden’s organization.  Led by the Jordanian terrorist, Abu Mus’ab al-Zarqawi (1966-2006), this organization numbers many non-Iraqi fighters who, even after Zarqawi was killed by a U.S. air strike, have attacked Americans, Iraqi Shiites and supporters of the U.S. occupation. Growing American opposition to the war has prompted the Bush administration and even The New York Times to equate the insurgency in Iraq with Al Qaeda, thereby linking Iraq with the terrorist attacks of 9/11.  Iraqi Shiite leaders, have also laid most of the blame for the insurgency on Al Qaeda in Mesopotamia and conveniently absolve Shiites and other groups for the chaos accompanying the war. 

But many other groups – among them Sunni organizations – participate more centrally in the political and sectarian battles in Iraq: the Sunni Mujahideen Army in Iraq, the Islamic Army in Iraq, Ansar Al-Sunnah (previously Ansar Al-Islam), the Iraq Resistance Movement/1920 Revolution Brigade, and The Islamic Front of Iraq Resistance. A background briefing by the U.S. military in June 2007 claimed that Al-Qaeda in Mesopotamia was responsible only for 15% of all attacks in Iraq during the first half of that year, with the other Sunni insurgency groups contributing 55%, and 15% to Shiite militias. Shiite attacks rose beyond 15% later in the year.  In October Izzat al-Douri (1942-), the highest ranking member of  the Baath Party still at large, announced a new coalition  twenty-two Sunni insurgent groups (some of them previously unknown) formed a new coalition to fight foreign occupation. Its statements stress Arab nationalism rather than Islamic unity, and they demanded an immediate withdrawal of foreign forces, the release of all detainees, the return of Iraq’s security forces to pre-occupation status. 


The Mahdi Army led by the mercurial Moktadar al-Sadr (1973?-), son of a prominent Shiite Ayatollah, has emerged as the most powerful non-state force operating in Iraq. Receiving arms and money from Iran, while remaining semi-independent, al-Sadr has attempted to emulate the Hezbollah in Lebanon (see pp. 285-7), the other Shiite armed organization tied closely to Iran and Syria.  Following Hezbollah’s example, the Mahdi Army has established extensive social services for the Shiite population in Baghdad and in the South and provides protection against bombings and ethnic cleansing by Sunnis and other Shiite factions. After fighting the Americans in southern Iraq, al-Sadr declared a truce and withdrew his militias from street battles. By October 2007 he patched up differences with the Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution in Iraq (SCIRI), led by cancer-ridden Abdul Aziz al-Hakim (1950-) probably heeding pressures coming from Iran. The Iranians, fearful of an imminent U.S./Israeli aerial attack against Iran, have recruited al-Sadr to cause havoc in Iraq in case of such military strikes. After initially being shunned by the Iranian leadership as a rabble rouser and loose cannon, al-Sadr is now welcomed in Teheran as a major Iraqi political figure and an important ally for Iran’s feared confrontation with the United States. 

WHY I WILL NOT ATTEMPT TO ANSWER: WHAT NEXT?


One reason is that I’m out of time, and another is that those of us who have been follow-ing relevant events since 9/11 are aware that not only are Middle East developments are tremendously complicated and hard to fathom. But the real reasons no hasty, glib judge-ments are due to the main player in the Iraq disaster – the government of the United States of America.  No Arab or Muslim state is as hard to comprehend as the current regime in Washington. Who of us can say with any surety whether the Bush administra-tion will or will not make war on Iran?  Or North Korea? Or Syria?  Or China?


Nor are our fellow Americans easy to understand. We seem to be heading for a depression, and where is the brave militancy of the already suffering populace, or the soon to suffer?  The polls tell us that most Americans are against the war in Iraq, but the peace movement seems to grow weaker and more marginalized – despite Cindy Sheehan.

“What Next?”  is not revealed to us in the newspapers, on TV or in the movies. “What Next” depends upon us, but the indolent populace, the paucity of robust and dedicated peace advocates, suggests that we will not decide what comes next. Is it more likely that what comes next will be in the hands of the same rulers of our fate who created this war, and seem to want it to go on indefinitely.




*

*

*

	*Prepared for the Atlanta, Ga., Joint Conference of Historians Against the War (HAW) and the Peace History Society, April 12, 2008. The author [e-mail: marvget@earthlink.net], is a former member of the HAW Steering Committee, and is Emeritus Professor of History at Brooklyn Polytechnic University. His book on the Vietnam war (still in print as Vietnam & America, Grove Press, 1995, co-authored with Marilyn Young and Jane and Bruce Franklin) was the historical handbook for the 1960s anti-war movement. And, with Stuart Schaar, in 2003 he wrote and edited The Middle East and Islamic World Reader (Grove Press, updated in 2005). This essay is dedi-cated to Alan Dawley, our stalwart comrade in HAW who suddenly died just before this conference took place.





� This school of American “assertive nationalism” is ably examined in Eric Herring and Glenn Rangwala Iraq in Fragments: The Occupation and its Legacy (Cornell University Press, 2006), pp. 7-20, and in Andrew J. Bacevich, The New American Militarism (Oxford University Press, 2005). 


				


� See Chris Appy’s essential book Working Class War (University of North Carolina, 1984), and the same author’s recent essay “Class Wars”  in Iraq and the Lessons of Vietnam, edited by Lloyd Gardner and Marilyn Young  (New Press, 2007).
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� See Markku Ruotsila, “Forging Socialist Anticommunism,” presented at The Cold War Center of the Tamiment Library, New York University, February 8, 2008.


		


� Herring and Rangwala, p. 9.


� Journalists like Bob Woodward, author of Plan of Attack (Simon & Schuster, 2004), George Packer, author of The Assassin’s Gate (Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2005), and Thomas Ricks, author of Fiasco (Penguin Press, 2005),  and many, many others offer insightful accounts of the Bush administration’s handling of the wars in the Middle East. But Herring’s and Rangwala’s


Iraq in Fragments offers a far richer account. 


 


� Neo-con maneuvers are well-charted in James Mann, Rise of the Vulcans: The History of Bush’s War Cabinet (Viking, 2004), and less well conceptualized in Jacob Heilbrunn’s They Knew They Were Right: The Rise of the Neocons (Doubleday, 2008)





� Marshall’s role is outlined in Chapter 6 of Bacevich, The New American Militarism.








� According to Wikipedia, cakewalk is an elaborate African-American dance step originally performed by slaves competing for the prize of a cake. The term has been degraded to indicate something easy or effortless – like winning a war in Iraq. �


� See Dexter Filkins’ essay on Makiya in The New York Times Magazine, October 7, 2007.


� See Aran Rosten’s recent study of Chalabi, The Man Who Pushed America to War (Nation Books, 2007)


� See the article on Kay in Chemical Engineering News, Vol. 82, No. 1 (August 2, 2004), pp. 28-33.
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