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The current flows fast and furious. It issues in a spate of words from the loudspeakers and the politicians. Every day they tell us that we are a free people fighting to defend freedom. That is the current that has whirled the young airman up into the sky and keeps him circulating there among the clouds. Down here, with a roof to cover us and a gas mask handy, it is our business to puncture gas bags and discover the seeds of truth.

—Virginia Woolf,
 “Thoughts on Peace in an Air Raid,” August 1940
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ONE

THE BUSH AGENDA




An uncharacteristically somber George Walker Bush approached the podium of the Great Hall of the United Nations on September 14, 2005. As the president stood in midtown Manhattan to address the gathered members of the General Assembly, much of the U.S. Gulf Coast lay buried beneath a sea of water, mud, waste, sand, and debris. Two days before, the bodies of forty-five people had been discovered in a flooded New Orleans hospital, adding to a death toll that already exceeded a thousand. Over one million people were without homes, including tens of thousands just recently released from the New Orleans Convention Center and Superdome, where they were forced to stay for almost a week without food, water, or electricity while outdoor temperatures exceeded a sweltering 100 degrees.

The president selected the sixtieth anniversary of the founding of the United Nations (UN) for his first speech before the international community in the wake of the storm. It was a fitting choice given that the 2005 UN Summit was dedicated to the global eradication of poverty. The storm had forced the world’s wealthiest nation to take notice of the destitution in its own midst when Katrina struck an area where more than one million people, or nearly one-fifth of the population, lived in poverty. Katrina’s $200 billion price tag was rising, earning the storm the dubious distinction as the most expensive natural disaster in U.S. history. In response, 115 nations (including Rwanda and Ethiopia, two of the poorest countries in the world), all of whom were represented at the UN Summit, donated money or other forms of assistance to the United States in its hour of need.

This would be President George W. Bush’s fifth address before the UN General Assembly. Two months after September 11, 2001, he established an annual tradition of addressing the Assembly within days of the anniversary of the terrorist attacks and just miles from ground zero. The president has used each speech to put forward his international agenda squarely within the context of 9/11. It was with these speeches that Bush made the case for war beyond Afghanistan, into Iraq, and against all states that harbor terrorists; he laid out the criteria for those who are “with” versus those who are “against us” as he built a “coalition of the willing”; and he affirmed his commitment to expanded international trade policies in the name of fighting terrorism and spreading freedom.

To those who watched the president’s previous UN addresses, it was clear that in September 2005, recent events were weighing heavily on him. On the same day that bodies were found in the flooded New Orleans hospital, the president’s leading federal official for emergency management, Michael D. Brown, was forced to resign amid widespread criticism of the administration’s failure to prepare for the highly anticipated arrival of Hurricane Katrina and to adequately respond to its aftermath. Though the president spoke of directing federal funds to the local communities affected by Katrina, it had only recently been revealed that companies such as Halliburton and Bechtel, located in Texas and California respectively, with intimate connections to his administration were receiving multimillion-dollar reconstruction contracts while local companies were shut out. The president personally faced growing charges of political and corporate cronyism, mismanagement, and even racism in his response to the storm, contributing to the lowest job approval ratings (41 percent) of his presidency at the time, and the feeling expressed by a majority of Americans polled that the president was not to be trusted in a time of crisis. Potentially even more distressing to Bush were the nearly two-thirds of Americans who no longer approved of the way he was handling the central pillar of his presidency—the Iraq war—and the majority who wanted U.S. troops immediately withdrawn.1

The president, visibly tired, spent much of the speech looking down at his notes. His familiar easy swagger, comfortable grin, and animated gestures were all but missing. True to form, however, he made no alteration to his message. Bush spent a mere ninety-five seconds of the twenty-five-minute speech discussing the hurricane. He noted the devastation, thanked the gathered nations for their support, and moved on. Then, as he had done every year for the previous four years, the president devoted the bulk of his address to just two topics. The first, not surprisingly, was the war on terror, including the war in Iraq. The second was the expansion of free trade. Once again, Bush offered these two policies, war and free trade, as twin solutions to virtually all of the world’s problems—from global poverty to international health crises, including AIDS, malaria, and the Avian flu—and as the means to achieving a better world.

The president described the benefits of war and his administration’s commitment to it by assuring his listeners that “all of us will live in a safer world” if we stay the course in Iraq and complete the war effort. The United States and all “civilized nations” would “continue to take the fight to the terrorists” and “defeat the terrorists on the battlefield.” As for free trade, Bush explained that the United States would also defeat the terrorists by fighting poverty and “the surest path to greater wealth is greater trade…. By expanding trade, we spread hope and opportunity to the corners of the world, and we strike a blow against the terrorists…. Our agenda for freer trade is part of our agenda for a freer world.”

The agenda has been refined by President Bush and leading members and allies of his administration over decades, dating back most notably to the administration of his father, George Herbert Walker Bush. Its leading framers include men who served in the administrations of both father and son, such as Dick Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld, Paul Wolfowitz, Zalmay Khalilzad, Robert Zoellick, and Scooter Libby. Decades of joint writing, refining, and advocating for a set of clear economic and military principles reached its fullest articulation and most aggressive implementation under the administration of George W. Bush—what I call “The Bush Agenda.” This agenda predates the current president, however, and its advocates certainly hope it will outlast him.

Within the Bush Agenda, “freer trade for a freer world” refers to specific economic policies designed especially to support key U.S. multinational corporations that are used as veritable weapons of war, both in the war on terror and in the administration’s broader struggle to spread its vision of a freer and safer world. Often, these economic policies are applied in tandem with America’s military forces, as was the case in the March 2003 invasion and ongoing occupation of Iraq. To date, the Iraq War represents the fullest and most relentless application of the Bush Agenda. The “freer and safer world” envisioned by Bush and his administration is ultimately one of an ever-expanding American empire driven forward by the growing powers of the nation’s largest multinational corporations and unrivaled military.

Free trade is shorthand for a number of economic policies that expand the rights of multinational corporations and investors to operate in more locations, under fewer regulations, with less commitment to any specific location. Advocates contend that these companies and individuals, freed of burdensome government regulations, will amass great wealth and become engines of economic growth. Their wealth, in turn, will filter down through the economy, enriching even the very poorest members. One common image offered to depict the benefits of free trade is of a rising tide of wealth lifting all boats in its wake.

Critics, including myself, refer to the same policies as corporate globalization, pointing out that while they do generate vast wealth for certain multinational corporations and investors, those benefits rarely spread throughout a society. Instead, governments are restricted from using policies proven to benefit small local business, workers, consumers, or the environment, while being required to expand policies that benefit multinational corporations. The result is increased economic inequality both within and between nations, and greater economic and political insecurity, including job loss, poverty, and even disease. While the policies free multinational corporations from government regulation, they cost the rest of society a vast amount of economic and social security.

For example, in September 2005, the World Health Organization warned that a new free trade agreement being negotiated by the United States and the Andean nations of Bolivia, Colombia, El Salvador, and Venezuela could increase the price of medicines by 200 percent in these Andean countries.2 The U.S.–Andean Free Trade Agreement would require the countries to implement intellectual property rules already in effect in the United States and favored by global pharmaceutical companies that restrict government regulations supporting the local manufacture of generic medicines—the same medicines used to cure or alleviate the diseases cited by President Bush in his UN speech, including HIV, AIDS, and malaria. The report warned that the price increase could either make the medicines inaccessible to those in need or force those who pay into poverty.

One year prior to the September 11 attacks, the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency predicted increased religious extremism and violence as a result of increasing global inequality, warning that “the rising tide of the global economy will create many economic winners, but it will not lift all boats…. [It will] spawn conflicts at home and abroad, ensuring an even wider gap between regional winners and losers than exists today…. Regions, countries, and groups feeling left behind will face deepening economic stagnation, political instability, and cultural alienation. They will foster political, ethnic, ideological, and religious extremism, along with the violence that often accompanies it” (emphasis added).3

The specific free trade policies advanced by the Bush administration are not new. Their modern roots trace to the end of World War II and the founding of the now dominant global financial institutions, the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. They have been the preferred international economic tools of U.S. presidents for decades, especially over the last thirty-five years and in response to the growth of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) and its attempts to control the global oil economy. The key difference between Bush and his recent predecessors is that Bush has directly aligned economic might with military force and has applied both with a more radical, unilateral, and audacious approach. As a result, the Bush Agenda has generated the greatest level of violent opposition to the United States and its allies in recent history and made the world a far more dangerous place. If the Bush Agenda is allowed to stay its course, the poverty, inequality, hostility, and violence it generates will intensify and grow.

Of course, the Bush Agenda does have supporters, especially corporate allies that have both shaped and benefited from the administration’s economic and military policies. Many of those allies are found in the energy sector, while many from the energy sector are found in the Bush administration. In the 2000 election cycle, the oil and gas industry donated over thirteen times more money to the Bush/Cheney campaign than to its challenger—nearly $2 million versus just over $140,000. In 2004, the industry gave more than nine times more to Bush/Cheney.4 The Bush administration itself represents the first time in history that the president, vice president, and secretary of state are all former energy company officials. In fact, the only other U.S. president to come from the oil and gas industry was Bush’s father.

The Bush years have been a record-breaking bonanza for the oil industry. The twenty-nine major oil and gas firms in the United States earned $43 billion in profits in 2003 and $68 billion in 2004. Oil profits were so high in 2005, that the top three companies alone (ExxonMobil, Chevron, and Conoco Phillips) earned nearly $64 billion between them, more than half of which went to Texas-based ExxonMobil, which recorded the single most profitable year of any corporation in world history in both 2004 and 2005.5

Companies such as Halliburton and Chevron, which respectively count the vice president and secretary of state as former officials, are key allies to the Bush Agenda. The Bechtel Corporation, the largest engineering company in the world, with extensive work in the oil and gas field, has exercised influence over the Bush Agenda through its current and past executives, including current board member and former company president, George Shultz, Ronald Reagan’s secretary of state. Lockheed Martin, the country’s largest military contractor and the world’s largest arms exporter, has also played a lead role, with no fewer than sixteen current and past company officials having held positions within the Bush administration.

The George W. Bush years have been remarkably rewarding for each of these companies, particularly in the post-Iraq invasion period. Indeed, each company has a long history in Iraq, played a lead through company executives past and present in advocating for war against Iraq in 2003, and has since profited greatly from that war. Chevron had its most profitable year in its 125-year history in 2004, earning $13.3 billion—nearly double its profits from the year before. The record did not last long, however, as 2005 brought more than $14 billion in profits. Bechtel’s revenue increased from $11.6 billion in 2002 to $16.3 billion in 2003, to $17.4 billion in 2004. Halliburton’s stock price has nearly quadrupled in value from March 2003 to January 2006, while Lockheed’s stocks more than tripled from early 2000 to January 2006. Vice President Cheney is a stockholder in both Halliburton and Lockheed.

The past twenty-five years of U.S. economic engagement with Iraq, culminating in the 2003 invasion and the ongoing occupation, provide the most glaring example of the Bush Agenda and its imperial ambitions. President Ronald Reagan, and to an even greater extent President George H.W. Bush, focused U.S. economic policy toward Iraq on an increasingly intimate and profitable economic engagement. President George W. Bush has gone farther, and in so doing, revealed his imperial aims, by seeking and largely achieving economic control over and within Iraq’s economy. The Bush administration used the military invasion of Iraq to oust its leader, replace its government, implement new economic, political, and oil laws, and write a new constitution. Through the ongoing U.S. military occupation, the Bush administration seeks to ensure that both the new government and the new economic structure stay firmly in place.

The new economic laws have fundamentally transformed Iraq’s economy, applying some of the most radical, sought-after corporate globalization policies in the world and overturning existing laws on trade, public services, banking, taxes, agriculture, investment, foreign ownership, media, and oil, among others. The new laws lock in sweeping advantages to U.S. corporations, including greater U.S. access to, and corporate control of, Iraq’s oil. And the benefits have already begun to flow. Between 2003 and 2004 alone, the value of U.S. imports of Iraqi oil increased by 86 percent and then increased again in the first three quarters of 2005.6

Thus, advocates of the Bush Agenda have succeeded in spreading corporate globalization policy to Iraq—securing both short-and long-term profits for U.S. corporations—and establishing an Iraqi government that is more favorable than the last ten years of Saddam Hussein’s regime to the continued advancement of the agenda. But Iraq is only the beginning.

With the encouragement of Bechtel, Chevron, Halliburton, Lockheed Martin, and others, the Bush administration has begun to expand its agenda to countries across the Middle East with the U.S.–Middle East Free Trade Area. Insulated by oil revenues, the countries of the Middle East have been largely immune from the need to sign free trade agreements. With the invasion and occupation of Iraq, however, the Bush administration has demonstrated the lengths to which it will go to fulfill its interests. Worried about “regime change” spreading to their countries, an unprecedented number of Middle Eastern governments are participating in these free trade negotiations, which are progressing rapidly.

President Bush reaffirmed his commitment to expanding free trade policy in his 2005 UN address. Much of the speech was in fact devoted to the World Trade Organization (WTO) ministerial meeting in Hong Kong three months later. The president argued “the lives and futures of millions of the world’s poorest citizens hang in the balance—and so we must bring the [WTO] trade talks to a successful conclusion.” Founded in 1995, the WTO has 148 member governments and is the most powerful global institution writing and enforcing the rules of corporate globalization. Headquartered in Geneva, Switzerland, the WTO administers agreements on issues as broad and far-reaching as agriculture, telecommunications, government procurement, and services on behalf of its members. It provides a forum for expanding these agreements and negotiating new ones. The WTO monitors the internal laws of its members, arbitrates disputes between governments over its rules, and enforces its rulings through the imposition of sanctions. Every two years, the WTO holds ministerial level meetings at which high-ranking government officials finalize negotiations on existing and newly proposed WTO rules.

Before the WTO, multination trade rules dealt largely with the movement of goods between countries, primarily tariffs, which are taxes applied to goods as they enter or exit a country, and quotas, which dictate the number of a specific product that can enter or leave a country. While the WTO continued to regulate these aspects of trade, it went further, moving inside of countries and regulating their internal laws. Every law or government policy that has the potential, whether intended or not, to impact foreign companies or investors is open to WTO regulation.

Because of its unprecedented reach, the WTO has generated some of the most vigorous opposition of any global institution. Millions of people the world-over claim to be victims of “economic violence” brought on their lives by WTO policies in the form of inequality, insecurity, dislocation, and poverty. As described by the CIA earlier, economic violence can breed physical violence just as readily as military force, but the cause and effect are often more difficult to discern. Sometimes, however, the causal link is made painfully clear. Such was the case when Lee Kyung Hae committed suicide in protest of the harm inflicted on him, his family, and his community by the WTO. Lee’s suicide offers a graphic warning of the potential costs associated with the implementation of corporate globalization policies in the United States, Iraq, the Middle East, and across the world as the Bush Agenda seeks to expand the American empire.

“THE WTO KILLS FARMERS”—THE SUICIDE OF LEE KYUNG HAE

On September 10, 2003, the opening day of the fifth ministerial meeting of the WTO in Cancun, Mexico, the sun was shining, the temperature was hot, and the sky was clear and blue. Ten thousand people, mostly farmers and campesiños from across Mexico and Central America, joined by several hundred gringos from the North and others from around the world, gathered to march in protest of the WTO. A Mexican marching band played traditional mariachi music, while elderly women carrying children walked alongside Guatemalan trade unionists marching in single file next to university students bearing giant puppets emblazoned with denunciations of the WTO and celebrating their home communities. All sang protest songs in tune with the band. The mood was joyful but also full of purpose.

The march wound through the streets of central Cancun, where those who service the hotel industry live, until it approached Kilometer Zero—the beginning of the hotel zone. “The Zone” is where tourists on spring break drink frothy piña coladas and dance topless on the bar at Señor Frogs. It is also where government trade ministers come together for WTO ministerial meetings. The pace slowed and the mood began to darken as the marchers reached Kilometer Zero. Waiting to meet them there were heavily armed Mexican riot police, cement barricades, and a ten-foot-high metal fence. The cold stares of the military-clad police reflected their determination to keep the marchers away from the tourists and trade ministers. The standoff that ensued took place directly beneath a brightly colored billboard with a man’s broadly smiling face and a caption that read “Bienvenidos a Cancun!”

Many of the marchers held back, trying to keep a safe distance between themselves and the police. Yet, the sixty or so farmers, teachers, and trade unionists who had traveled all the way from South Korea were not deterred. Decked out in matching hats, T-shirts, and vests imprinted with bright anti-WTO slogans and carrying a giant colorful handmade paper dragon, they were impossible to miss. Their average age looked to be about fifty; most had closely cropped hair and wore conservative clothing beneath their anti-WTO apparel. They were the first group to approach the fence shouting “No No WTO! No No WTO!” Hundreds of the marchers soon followed. When two men from their group climbed up on top of the fence and raised their fists, the crowd cheered and took up the chant.

None of us knew at that moment what we were witnessing. We looked on, still cheering, as one of the South Korean men wearing a sign across his chest that read “The WTO Kills Farmers” removed a Swiss Army knife from his pocket, deftly stabbed it into his chest, crumpled into a ball and fell from the top of the fence to the ground. I shouted with others for “Los medicos!” but to no avail. Lee Kyung Hae had dealt himself a lethal wound that punctured his lung and heart. He died at the local hospital a few hours later while hundreds mourned outside.

Lee’s suicide took place on Chusok, the Korean Day of the Dead. It was an act in protest of WTO agricultural policies that had bankrupted his farm, impoverished his family, and devoured his community. He left a note that read, “It is better that a single person sacrifices [his] life for ten people, than ten people sacrifice their lives for just one.”7

A farmer from Taesong-Ri, a small rural village in South Korea, Lee owned and worked an eighty-acre farm with his wife and three daughters. There they raised cows and grew rice, corn, and other vegetables. Lee’s ability to make a living off his farm fell virtually in proportion to the steady increase in his government’s implementation of the WTO Agriculture Agreement. In 1999, his farm was foreclosed. Lee was not alone. As farmer after farmer was forced from the land, the population of Taesong-Ri dropped from fifteen hundred in the mid-1980s to just a few hundred in 2003.

In a statement published in Korea AgraFood, the country’s leading agriculture magazine, in April 2003, Lee explained the devastation that the WTO had brought to his life (translated from Korean):


I am crying out my words to you that have boiled for such a long time in my body…. Exclude the Agriculture Agreement from the WTO system…. It is true that Korean agricultural reform programs increased the productivity of individual farms. However it is also a fact that increased productivity simply added more volume to an over-supplied market in which imported goods occupied the lowest price portion. Since then, we have never been paid over our production costs. Sometimes, there are sudden price drops of four-times below the normal trend. How would you feel if your salary suddenly dropped by a half without clearly knowing the reason why?8



Lee refers to WTO rules that permit nations to subsidize agricultural producers and exporters, while denying governments the ability to provide price supports, market protections, or subsidized inputs—such as fertilizer, seeds, or tools—to their farmers. The all too common result is that small farmers, the world over, are undercut by cheaper subsidized products and then pushed off their land into poverty, while control of the world’s food supply concentrates into the hands of those who are able to export their crops on the world market—an ever-shrinking number of giant multinational agriculture corporations. If farmers like Lee go to their local and national governments to complain, they are told that the WTO sets the rules and the government must comply.

Not only is the WTO’s destructive impact on small farmers and communities tragically widespread, but so too is the desperate response, commonly referred to as an “epidemic of suicide among small farmers.” Over 20,000 farmers committed suicide in India in response to identical policies between 1997 and 2003. In just one instance, 1,600 farmers in the Andhra Pradesh district killed themselves by drinking their own pesticides.9

Four days after Lee’s suicide, on September 14, 2003, the fifth ministerial meeting of the WTO collapsed in failure. While Lee’s act brought the plight of millions of farmers to global attention, it was already well known to their governments. Thus, developing country delegates were prepared to refuse to sign any WTO ministerial agreement that did not provide significant protections for their countries from the agricultural agreement. Not only were such protections denied them, but the European Union and the United States refused to negotiate any deals without an agreement on investment protections for multinational corporations. Two days earlier, seventy developing countries had submitted a letter to the chair of the WTO negotiations, demanding that the foreign investment agreement be withdrawn altogether because of the damage it would do to their small businesses, local producers, and domestic economic development policies. The demand was rejected.

Ronald Sanders, the trade minister for Antigua and Barbuda in the Caribbean, told a reporter, “My government has a duty to care for its people. Were we to accept this document [the September 13, 2003, WTO draft ministerial text] we would deserve our people’s condemnation. For we would not only have gained no relief for them, we would have condemned them to a life of perpetual underdevelopment. And that does not enjoy the support of my government.”10

At a press conference one hour after the WTO ministerial collapsed, I watched as U.S. Trade Representative Robert Zoellick, the highest-ranking American official representing the United States in trade negotiations and now the undersecretary of state, was barely able to contain his contempt and condescension as he explained that the talks had failed because developing countries were “posturing” on agriculture and “did not know how to negotiate.” He made no mention of Lee.

The day after Lee’s suicide, I stood on a rain-soaked patch of grass on Kilometer Zero. The shock still weighed heavily on me as I stared at a makeshift memorial that had emerged over the course of the previous night and early morning. There were white candles, flowers, and handwritten signs in Korean and English. I was looking at a framed black and white photograph of Lee when a South Korean man joined me. For a few minutes, we stood there side by side, looking on in silence. Finally, he turned to me and pointed at a small white button on my bag, which had been there for well over a year. It read “No Blood for Oil” and had an image of a black oil spout with red blood spurting out of the top. He reached to his vest and removed a yellow button on which a black machine gun broken in two sprouted white daisies. When he offered it to me, I removed my button and we exchanged our symbols of war and peace.

It had been six months since President Bush launched a preemptive war against Iraq and four months since he had declared, “Mission Accomplished.” The occupation of Iraq had begun—and so, too, the reconstruction: Not the reconstruction of vital public services such as water, electricity, or public security, but the radical reconstruction of Iraq’s entire economy. The economic invasion was at hand. President Bush used the tragedies of September 11 and then the war against Iraq as justifications for implementing radical corporate globalization policies in Iraq that were surely making Robert Zoellick green with envy. Apparently, what the U.S. Trade Representative failed to achieve through international negotiation, the U.S. Administrator of the Coalition Provisional Authority succeeded in achieving through military invasion.

Standing in the rain in Cancun, all I could think was, God, this is only the beginning.

I had come to Cancun as part of the International Forum on Globalization (IFG). The IFG, formed in 1994, has been described as “One of the most serious and respected groups of experts dedicated to analyzing and generating alternative proposals to the prevailing economic model promoted by international financial agencies,” by the La Jornada newspaper of Mexico. Naomi Klein, author of No Logo, has called the IFG “the brain trust of the [anticorporate globalization] movement.”

My personal opposition to corporate globalization policies, such as those imposed by the WTO, dated back seven years earlier to my work as a legislative assistant to Congressman John Conyers Jr., the ranking member of the House Judiciary Committee, the dean of the Congressional Black Caucus, a civil rights leader, and a representative of Detroit, Michigan, for more than forty years. How to describe Congressman Conyers? Well, the fact that we referred to him as “JC” might be illustrative. You might remember him from Michael Moore’s Fahrenheit 9/11 in which he is shown placing his hand on Moore’s shoulder, wearing a slight smirk, as he begins to lecture Moore on the realities of the U.S. Congress with, “Well my son…” This is quintessential JC—calm, soft-spoken, looking you straight in the eye, and always ready to tell you just how things are in the real world. I received many such lectures in my day.

My policy expertise when I was hired by Congressman Conyers was derived from more than five years of work in the field, which included aiding in the development of an alternative poverty measure called the Self-Sufficiency Standard that is currently in use by several state governments; a Masters degree in public policy from Georgetown University; and an undergraduate degree in public policy from Brown University. I was assigned virtually all of Congressman Conyers’ domestic economic policy work, including Social Security, Medicaid, Medicare, welfare, job training, housing, and child care.

My duties were quickly overwhelmed with the fight to defeat President Clinton’s welfare reform bill. The bill dramatically reduced access to funding and services for women and children, particularly our constituents, who comprised the largest welfare recipient population in the United States. When we lost, and the bill became law, it was my responsibility to explain to our constituents why we had cut them off and what we were going to do about the fact that they could no longer afford to feed or shelter their children. Although I worked in the congressman’s Washington DC office, because I was the only person on staff familiar with the details of the legislation, I took every individual phone call from desperate women across Detroit. Needless to say, it did not take long for me to start searching for policy alternatives. I looked at community block grants and other funding sources that could be directed specifically to low-income communities, particularly low-income women of color.

I discussed some of these ideas with a colleague who told me that they were all fine and good, but that the Clinton administration was negotiating an agreement called the Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI) at the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) that would make them moot. The OECD is most often described as a “club” in which the world’s twenty-seven wealthiest nations meet to discuss economic policy and occasionally write new policies, which are then either accepted or rejected by the nations’ legislators. I immediately contacted the United States Trade Representatives (USTR) office, the U.S. government office responsible for all international trade negotiations, to get more information about the MAI. To my surprise and confusion, the USTR responded that there was no such agreement. So I decided to do some research on my own.

I discovered that not only was there a MAI, but I could read the draft text of the agreement on the website of the consumer rights organization, Public Citizen. I would later learn that the text had been “liberated” by a French government official who opposed the MAI and believed that the public should at least be able to read it. The United States was one of the lead countries pursuing this proposed foreign investment agreement. Under its rules, legislation could not be used to direct financial benefits to women or minority-owned businesses in Detroit unless the city provided the same benefits to any foreign multinational corporation that asked. Obviously, Detroit would not be able to support both its low-income residents and every multinational corporation that came knocking. However, the opposite was permitted: Legislation could provide benefits, tax breaks, special funding, and the like to foreign corporations while denying such benefits to Detroit’s locally owned businesses. Furthermore, if a foreign-owned corporation did come to Detroit, we could not, for example, require that it hire local people, use local products, or invest any of its money locally.

I called USTR back. This time the response I got led to my future career choice. I was told that, yes, there is an MAI, and yes, the United States is negotiating it, but no, I could not learn more because Congressman Conyers was not on the appropriate committees, and I was not—and I quote—“to worry [my] pretty little head about it.” That was all I needed to hear. I realized that the democratic institutions in which I believed so firmly were being leapfrogged by corporations that cared little about democratic process, local economic development, or the need to provide the low-income women of Detroit access to financial resources. Worse still, the government I worked for was complicit in the process.

The impact of this realization on me personally and on my career was quick and profound. In response, I left the Hill to work for the Preamble Center for Public Policy, a research, education, and advocacy organization, where I coordinated their project to defeat the MAI. In 1998, I was part of the first successful global movement of people and governments to defeat an international investment agreement. At the urging of my colleagues, I returned briefly to Capital Hill to serve as a legislative assistant, this time working specifically on international trade, finance, and military spending issues for Congressman Elijah Cummings (D-MD). Meanwhile, the advocates of the MAI transferred the agreement to the WTO (where it originated) for consideration at the Seattle 1999 WTO ministerial meeting. This transfer brought all those who had worked to defeat the MAI, and the rest of the anticorporate globalization movement, to Seattle, contributing to the historic collapse of the ministerial that has since been dubbed the “Battle of Seattle.” The following year, I joined the IFG. In 2005, I left the IFG to become a Visiting Scholar with the Institute for Policy Studies based in Washington DC.

I have given testimony before the U.S. Congress. I have met with members of the Clinton and Bush administrations, the president of Lebanon, elected officials from Canada, South Africa, the European Union, and Bolivia, among other countries and regions. I have attended meetings of the OECD, WTO, World Bank, and IMF. I have learned from and worked with people around the nation and the world who are struggling against the impacts of corporate globalization on their lives. I have helped write and implement alternatives.

It was the Bush administration that forced me to turn my attention so fully to war. Just days after the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, the administration publicly announced that it would advance its preexisting corporate globalization agenda under the guise of fighting the war on terror and that free trade was in fact a weapon in that war.

COUNTERING TERROR WITH TRADE

On September 20, 2001, U.S. Trade Representative Robert Zoellick announced that the Bush administration would be “countering terror with trade.” In a Washington Post Op-Ed, Zoellick argued that “free trade” and “freedom” are inextricably linked and that trade “promotes the values at the heart of this protected struggle.” In the name of fighting terror, he called for the passage of a series of corporate globalization agreements—including negotiations to expand the WTO and Fast Track authority—which had already been the topic of serious Congressional debate and conflict.

“Fast Track” refers to legislation that allows the president to move trade bills through Congress quickly by overriding core aspects of the democratic process such as committee deliberations, full congressional debate, and the ability to offer amendments. The administration had tried unsuccessfully to pass such legislation for over a year. Now, however, a new opportunity presented itself—9/11. Literally wrapping the administration in the flag, Zoellick declared that “Congress, working with the Bush administration, has an opportunity to shape history by raising the flag of American economic leadership. The terrorists deliberately chose the World Trade towers as their target. While their blow toppled the towers, it cannot and will not shake the foundation of world trade and freedom.”11

Congress and the public decried Zoellick’s opportunism. One memorable condemnation came from New York Congressman Charlie Rangel, a senior member of the Democratic Party, a leader of the 1960s civil rights movement, and the ranking member on the Committee on Ways and Means. Rangel has an imposing physique and a raspy voice that gives the impression that he has spent the last twenty-four hours yelling at someone. He also has a quiet charm that is at least as disarming as his physical presence. He raised a powerful voice against Zoellick when he said that “to appeal to patriotism in an effort to force Congress to move on Fast Track by claiming it is needed to fight terrorism would be laughable it if weren’t so serious.”12 Unfortunately, Zoellick was not alone in his position: It was administration policy.

Four months later, President Bush delivered what was arguably one of the most important State of the Union addresses in fifty years—the first after 9/11. In the speech, the president repeated Zoellick’s characterization of 9/11 as an opportunity to expand free trade and free markets. He, too, called on Congress to pass his corporate globalization agenda in the spirit of recovery from 9/11. In the closing moments of his speech, the president explained that “in this moment of opportunity, a common danger is erasing old rivalries…. In every region, free markets and free trade and free societies are proving their power to lift lives. Together with friends and allies from Europe to Asia and Africa to Latin America, we will demonstrate that the forces of terror cannot stop the momentum of freedom.”13

The mantra, soon to be repeated in speech after speech by President Bush and his subordinates in the buildup to war, was that his administration would be “trading in freedom.” “Free trade” and “free markets” were synonymous with “freedom,” and the United States was willing to implement this theory with military force. It was pure imperial ambition, which the advocates of the Bush Agenda had been waiting for decades to implement.










TWO

AMBITIONS OF EMPIRE


We will actively work to bring the hope of democracy, development, free markets, and free trade to every corner of the world.

—President George W. Bush,
 National Security Strategy of the United States of America,
 September 17, 2002




The failure to prepare for tomorrow’s challenges will ensure that the current Pax Americana comes to an early end.

—The Project for the New American Century, September 20001






Historically, Americans have considered themselves vehemently anti-Empire. Remember how the worst name that Ronald Reagan could give the Soviet Union was “The Evil Empire”? We have never liked to think of ourselves as either living in—or in pursuit of—an Empire. Clearly, this attitude has quite a bit to do with our roots as a nation born from revolution against an Empire and as a people whose heritage links them to every continent on the planet. Historian Arthur Schlesinger recently wrote: “The imperial dream has encountered consistent indifference and recurrent resistance through American history. The record hardly sustains the thesis of a people red hot for Empire.”2 It seems, however, that “the people” have been left out of the discussion in which advocates of the Bush Agenda have decided not only that America is an Empire, but that this is a position that should be embraced, expanded on, and defended using any and all means available.

Typical of the pro-Empire crowd is a piece written in 2003 by Robert D. Kaplan, prominent conservative and correspondent for the Atlantic Monthly. “It is a cliché these days to observe that the United States now possesses a global empire,” he says. “It is time to move beyond a statement of the obvious…. So how should we operate on a tactical level to manage an unruly world? What are the rules and what are the tools?”3 Kaplan then provides a list of ten rules for governing the world. Kaplan’s query demonstrates his support for a United States that is not just a mere lone superpower, but rather a lone superpower with imperial designs. The latter is a nation that intends to use its unique status to influence, control, and rule over other nations and people, even over the entire world—in other words, an Empire.

For his part, President Bush was so concerned about what “the people” were thinking, as a rising tide of supporters and critics alike referred to his government as an Empire, that he was forced to proclaim in his 2004 State of the Union Address that the United States did not even have “ambitions of Empire,” much less an existing one. He repeated the very same claim one year later in the 2005 State of the Union, explaining that “the United States has no right, no desire, and no intention to impose our form of government on anyone else. That is one of the main differences between us and our enemies. They seek to impose and expand an Empire of oppression….”

Someone must have failed to share the president’s purported anti-imperialist leanings with the White House human resources office, as the building was teeming with people who specifically defined their twenty-first century agenda as the creation of a Pax Americana. The term is a reference to the Pax Romana and the belief that the Roman Empire brought peace to the world by establishing such a militarily and economically dominant Empire that no nation in the world sought to challenge its hegemony. Sadly, for both the United States and the world, a Pax Americana is exactly what the Bush administration is after. Bush is pursuing “an Empire of oppression”—one economy at a time.

PAX AMERICANA


The assemblies of the people were for ever abolished, and the emperors were delivered from a dangerous multitude, who without restoring liberty, might have disturbed, and perhaps endangered, the established government.

—Edward Gibbon, The Decline and Fall of
 the Roman Empire, 1788 4


The leading ranks of the Bush administration are littered with men who have written and spoken frankly about their pursuit of a Pax Americana. They appear to have reserved use of the actual term for their period of exile: those long dark years from 1993 through 2000 when Bill Clinton was president and they were pushed out of office and sequestered in groups such as the Project for the New American Century. The ideas of Pax Americana provide the theoretical justification for what would eventually emerge as the Bush Agenda—simply put: overwhelming and expansive U.S. military and economic global dominance to ensure world peace. In reality, this agenda is far less noble than it may initially appear, as was the Pax Romana. The Bush administration is certainly interested in military and economic dominance and in expanding its field of domination, but its goal is more accurately described as ensuring that it gets what it wants and has its interests met. Those interests, in turn, align more with key U.S. corporate players than with either the American public or world peace.

While world peace is the broad selling point, the war on terror provides the immediate justification for the Bush Agenda. However, the roots of the agenda were planted well before the twin towers were even a sparkle in Osama bin Laden’s eye. There are three documents, which, building on one another, culminate in the Bush Agenda. They are the 1992 “Defense Planning Guidance,” the 2000 “Rebuilding America’s Defenses: Strategy, Forces and Resources for a New Century,” and the 2002 “National Security Strategy of the United States of America.” Each follows the model of Pax Americana to justify ever-increasing military budgets and more exacting economic demands. Each is ostensibly a military planning document, but the administration of President George W. Bush adds a new twist—making corporate globalization policy a specific tool of national security strategy, on par with military defense as a weapon of war. While the military aspects of these documents have been widely reviewed, the economic policies have received scant public attention.

While the documents span more than twenty-five years and four administrations, the authors have remained remarkably consistent. New adherents have been brought on board and leadership roles have been swapped, but overall, it is clear that the formulation of the Bush Agenda is the culmination of decades of work, ideas, and planning by a relatively small group of people. While they may not agree on everything, these individuals agree on enough to pool their resources and set out their own rules for governing the world.

PAX ROMANA

For anyone who believes that (1) the United States is or could be an Empire; (2) this is or would be a good thing; and (3) America should be the best Empire it can be, the pursuit of a Pax Americana is a logical goal. It is worth taking a moment, however, to see if the Pax Romana is truly worth emulating—particularly in the manner envisioned by the Bush Agenda adherents.

Pax Americana refers to Pax Romana, “the Roman Peace.” This term is used to describe the 200-year period from 27 BCE, when Rome transitioned from a Republic to an Empire with the ascent of Augustus Caesar, until the death of Marcus Aurelius in 180 CE. It was a period of relative stability within the Empire compared to the century of civil wars that both preceded and followed it. The constant deadly civil wars over who would rule Rome and whom Rome would rule were briefly held at bay.

One aspect of the Pax Romana to which the adherents of the Bush Agenda seem particularly drawn is best described by Edward Gibbon in The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire. More than two hundred years after its publication, it remains one of the best-known histories of the era and required reading for all political science majors. Gibbon writes, “The terror of the Roman arms added weight and dignity to the moderation of the emperors. They preserved peace by a constant preparation for war; and while justice regulated their conduct, they announced to the nations on their confines that they were as little disposed to endure as to offer an injury.”5

This idea of a beneficent yet all-powerful Empire, supported by the most menacing military in the world, recoiled in peace but always on the ready to strike in war, resonates throughout the writings and statements of Bush Agenda adherents—as does the supposition that this form of Empire is the ultimate guarantor of peace in the world. The adoption of Pax Romana by the supporters of the Bush Agenda is troubling on many counts. For one, the transition from Republic to Empire was far from benign.

C. Octavian, Julius Caesar’s adopted son and heir, became Augustus Caesar in 27 BCE and was in effect, if not in name, Rome’s first emperor. Pax Romana is most often equated with the reign of Augustus. His power was absolute and covered every aspect of Roman life. However, Augustus was also a shrewd politician who understood that the facade of representative government would have to be maintained to keep the wealthy political class in check. Therefore, Augustus maintained the senate, but purged it of all opponents, retaining mainly those whom he had personally appointed. The senate then took an oath of allegiance to Augustus and granted him authority of tribune for life. Only death parted Augustus from the seat of power that he held for over forty years. Feigning modesty, he refused his father’s deification and instead took the title “Son of a God,” while permitting the people to worship “his genius.”

Augustus “saved the Empire, but in the long run spelled the death of representative institutions,” explains historian Steven Kreis. “Augustus never did away with these institutions; he merely united them under one person—himself. He was consul, tribune, chief priest of the civic religion and the public censor. He ruled by personal prestige: he was princeps (first citizen among equals) and pater patriae (father of the country). He was the supreme ruler, the king, the emperor and his authority (auctoritas) was absolute.”6 Thus, the “republican” government went on much as before, only, as Gibbon explains, rather than represent the people, the government answered solely to Caesar. Not unexpectedly, subsequent emperors, lacking Augustus’s skill and restraint, blatantly and brutally abused their unqualified power, bringing about the demise of the Empire.

Democracy was not the only ideal that was sacrificed to maintain the Empire; freedom took quite a beating as well. Rome ran on slave labor and limited citizenship. In fact, the number of slaves increased dramatically during the reign of Augustus and continued to increase for almost two centuries thereafter. At the time of Claudius (41–54 CE), it is estimated that the number of slaves was roughly equal to the total number of free inhabitants of the Empire.7 Fathers could—and did—sell their children into slavery. Toward the end of the period, as the number of slaves decreased, laws were written to distinguish more clearly between classes of “freedmen” and the wealthy “exempt from the humiliating procedures and punishments to which the [lower income] were subjected.”8

Advocates of the Pax Romana conveniently ignore the brutality that was required to establish the Empire in the first place. They also look past the violence that continued during Augustus’s reign against those who did not wish to be under his yoke. Resistance, although less frequent than during other periods of the Empire, did occur and was brutally quelled. Furthermore, the maintenance of peace with Rome’s neighbors was a two-way street. After a crushing defeat and the loss of three legions in Germania, Augustus demanded a halt to further military annexations. He adopted a strict policy of border security—rather than imperial expansion—which remained essentially unaltered for the remainder of Roman history (the one notable exception being the invasion of the province of Britain). Thus, the Pax Romana was dependent on an Empire that was no longer imperial. Few nations had reason to challenge an Empire that did not pose a threat.

Advocates of the Bush Agenda appear to have dispensed with the non-imperial nature of “peace” in favor of using the military to secure access to resources around the world and to spread their particular models of democracy and freedom. Just as the Pax Romana was a period of Romanization, so they envision a period of Americanization. And while they may not speak of literally annexing new nations, in the age of globalization, political and economic acquiescence no longer requires full imperial overthrow—as Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri so aptly explain in their 2000 book, Empire.

The second element of the Pax Romana to which the Bush team is drawn is the emperor’s ownership of the Empire’s resources. All those living within the confines of the Empire were required to pay taxes to Rome and make their resources—human, natural, and physical—fully available. Much of the ongoing resistance to the Empire therefore took place in areas rich in mineral wealth and not inclined to part with it, such as Gallica in the northeast of Hispania with its gold mines.

There is at least one economic aspect of the Pax Romana that the Bush team has rejected: the tremendous commitment made by Augustus to public works. Rather than focus vast percentages of wealth on military expansion, as the Bush administration has done, Augustus invested in the public. This aspect was likely the key to the Empire’s internal peace. Augustus built and expanded water aqueducts so that they reached all the regions of the city, including the poorest. He built theaters, temples, bridges, public housing, public baths, roads, and more. He also invested in intellectual endeavors; many of the theoretical and philosophical works that are considered the canon of most academic institutions in the world were written at that time. The Bush administration, however, has reduced federal spending on the modern-day American equivalents of vital public needs, such as affordable public housing, health care, child care, programs to address hunger and poverty, as well as funding for universities and the arts.

The adoption of Pax Americana—either in name or in theory—by the advocates of the Bush Agenda may ultimately amount to little more than an intellectual diversion: It allows the administration to justify policies best described as “what’s good for America is good for the world” in a slightly more digestible framework. Bush Agenda supporters argue that an unrivaled American superpower is in the best interest of the entire world because only such a superpower can guarantee world peace. Thus, any nation that stands against the interests of the United States is an enemy of peace. By this logic, everything that the United States does to support its own wealth, power, and growth is inherently best for the world and therefore cannot be challenged. As President Bush said on November 4, 2004 upon his reelection, “Our military has brought justice to the enemy, and honor to America. Our nation has defended itself, and served the freedom of all mankind.”

Pax Americana justifies unilateral leadership, unlimited defense spending, a perpetual state of war, a disregard for democracy and freedom in their truest forms, and global economic dominance. In other words, it offers a grand justification for the Bush Agenda.

INTRODUCING THE AUTHORS: CHENEY, WOLFOWITZ, KHALILZAD, LIBBY, EDELMAN, AND POWELL

The clearest early rendering of the ideas that would become the Bush Agenda took shape in the 1992 “Defense Planning Guidance” (DPG), which was one of the final products of the George H. W. Bush administration (1989–1993): It provides much of the Bush Agenda’s military framework. The DPG is a classified, internal planning guide for the Pentagon prepared approximately every two years. It is not intended for public consumption. It describes America’s overall military strategy and represents “guidance” from the president and the secretary of defense to the four military services on how to prepare their budgets and forces for the future.

The 1992 DPG was written by six men who served in the administrations of both Bush presidents: Dick Cheney, Paul Wolfowitz, Zalmay Khalilzad, Scooter Libby, Eric Edelman, and Colin Powell. These men, together with later authors of key Bush Agenda documents, have known and worked with each other, shared and sculpted ideas, and refined their positions for well over a quarter of a century.

Vice President Dick Cheney, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld (a later author), and World Bank President and former Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz have worked together in the administrations of Presidents Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford, Ronald Reagan, George H.W. Bush, and George W. Bush. Over the years, Cheney, Rumsfeld, and Wolfowitz have increasingly demonstrated a commitment to the combined forces of absolute U.S. military dominance and corporate expansion that have found their fulfillment in the Bush Agenda.

At age twenty-eight, Cheney began his government career as Rumsfeld’s assistant in the Nixon and then the Ford White Houses, eventually replacing his mentor as Ford’s chief of staff when Rumsfeld became defense secretary. Under Ford, Cheney established his cold-warrior credentials as a steadfast opponent to détente with the Soviet Union. In fact, the only administration official credited with being more opposed to détente at the time was Rumsfeld. When the Republicans lost the White House in 1977 to Jimmy Carter, Cheney moved to the House of Representatives, while Rumsfeld went to work for multinational pharmaceutical company, G.D. Searle, eventually becoming its CEO. Cheney maintained a consistent conservative voting record for eleven years as Wyoming’s sole member of Congress.

Wolfowitz, who also began his government service in the Nixon administration at the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, was increasingly focusing his attention on two highly interrelated issues: U.S. dominance over oil in general, and U.S. dominance over the Middle East in particular. In fact, Wolfowitz has shown a greater commitment to these twin modes of building the Pax Americana than to any particular party affiliation. Thus, unlike most of his fellow authors, Wolfowitz continued his government career working in President Carter’s Pentagon.

In 1977, two years before Saddam Hussein even became Iraq’s leader, Wolfowitz conducted the first extensive study of the need for the United States to defend the Persian Gulf and U.S. access to its oil against an Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. Then, in 1981, as Ronald Reagan’s director of policy planning at the State Department, Wolfowitz focused his department on three areas: East-West relations, security of non-Communist nations, and Western oil supplies in the Persian Gulf region.9 In 1982, Wolfowitz told a reporter that the United States regards the whole Mediterranean region as part of its “strategic access” zone to the Middle East and that the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan proved that Soviet forces could reach the Persian Gulf “merely by driving there,” while the United States is 10,000 miles away and needs to secure its access to the “world’s major oil producing region.”10 In 1989, under the administration of George H.W. Bush, Wolfowitz ordered a review of U.S. foreign policy toward the Persian Gulf that focused on how the United States would defend the oil fields of Saudi Arabia against an attack from Iraq.11

Wolfowitz has worked with U.S. Ambassador to Iraq Zalmay Khalilzad for more then twenty years in pursuit of greater access to the region’s oil. In 1984, Khalilzad began his government service in a one-year State Department fellowship with Wolfowitz that turned into a full-time position, extending through the Reagan administration. An Afghan-American, Khalilzad served as a State Department adviser on the Soviet War in Afghanistan, when administration policy was to supply arms and other forms of support to the Afghan mujahideen, including Osama bin Laden and other al-Qaeda members. Khalilzad was also Reagan’s adviser on the Iran-Iraq war, when administration policy was direct economic engagement with Saddam Hussein, indirect arms sales, and direct military intelligence to aid Hussein in the war against Iran.

Wolfowitz also brought on board Scooter Libby, who was chief of staff to Vice President Cheney until he resigned in October 2005 after being indicated on two counts of perjury, two counts of making false statements to federal investigators, and one count of obstruction of justice for his alleged role in publicly disclosing the identity of covert CIA operative Valerie Plame. Wolfowitz had been Libby’s political science professor at Yale, so when Wolfowitz called Libby in 1981 to invite him to work for the State Department, Libby agreed. Rounding out “Team Wolfowitz” is Deputy Defense Secretary Eric Edelman. Edelman also joined the Reagan State Department in 1981, eventually serving as special assistant to Secretary of State George Shultz. Edelman proceeded to serve in every successive administration, including as assistant deputy undersecretary of defense for Wolfowitz in the Bush Sr. administration, when he helped draft the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG).


Cheney returned to the White House in 1989 to serve as defense secretary, while Rumsfeld, who had originally sought to run against Bush for the Republican nomination, chose to continue his now highly profitable career as multinational corporate CEO. Khalilzad and Libby also served as deputies for Wolfowitz for the drafting of the 1992 DPG.

The final lead author of the 1992 DPG is former Secretary of State Colin Powell, whose theories supply its military muscle. Throughout his political career, Powell has steadfastly argued that a world peace that serves U.S. interests is wholly dependent on the creation and maintenance of absolute U.S. global military superiority. As Reagan’s national security affairs adviser from 1986 to 1989, Powell advocated for a superior U.S. military to outflank the Soviet threat, declaring in 1989, “We have to put a shingle outside our door saying, ‘Superpower Lives Here.’”12 Powell’s views did not alter after the collapse of the Soviet Union, when, as twelfth chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff under Bush Sr. (and for nine months under President Clinton), he argued that the United States must remain the preeminent military power in order to ensure the peace and shape the emerging new world order in accordance with American interests. In 1992, Powell told the House Armed Services Committee that the United States must “deter any challenger from ever dreaming of challenging us on the world stage.” Everyone should know that “there is no future in trying to challenge the armed forces of the United States.”

Unlike the rest of the Bush Agenda team, however, Powell has steadfastly opposed an imperial use of the U.S. military, making him more of a contributor to what would eventually emerge as the Bush Agenda than an adherent to its philosophy. Yet, his role in advocating for the second invasion of Iraq and seeing it to fruition—even if he was only “following orders”—makes Powell an active participant in the application of the Bush Agenda as well.

President George H. W. Bush is missing from the list of 1992 DPG authors, even though his approval allowed it to move from draft to final product. That the final document did not emerge until the final days of his administration demonstrates that it was not an absolute reflection of the president’s priorities. There are areas of the 1992 DPG, particularly its focus on oil, which reflect his interests. President George H. W. Bush made his personal fortune from the oil business and devoted much of his career to expanding the rights of private industry in the energy sector. For example, as vice president, Bush chaired President Reagan’s energy sector deregulation and regulatory relief task forces. Then, in 1992, he earned the title “The Energy President” from former Enron CEO Kenneth Lay, likely due to his 1992 Energy Act, which mandated the deregulation of electricity, obliged utilities to carry privately marketed electricity, and permitted states to deregulate retail electricity.13 In the end, however, the senior George Bush was less imperial than his subordinates, causing many to regard the DPG as a failed attempt by Cheney, Wolfowitz, and the others to steer the administration in a direction that it was not otherwise going.

THE BIRTH OF THE BUSH AGENDA: THE 1992 DEFENSE PLANNING GUIDANCE

As defense secretary and the senior Pentagon policy analyst, respectively, Dick Cheney and Paul Wolfowitz are rightly considered the fathers of the 1992 DPG. In March 1992, a draft copy of the DPG was leaked to the press. The reason for the leak, according to Barton Gellman of the Washington Post, was that “inside the U.S. defense planning establishment, there were people who thought this thing was nuts…. That’s why they talked to me, and that’s why they talked with the New York Times.”14 The full draft of the DPG was never made public. However, the portions reprinted on March 8, 1992, in the New York Times provide ample insight into the ultimate intent of the DPG’s authors.

The 1992 DPG was the first document to lay out America’s role in a post-Soviet world—a world in which America was suddenly the sole superpower. In response, the public and Congress, including Senators Robert Byrd and Edward Kennedy, demanded a “peace dividend.” They argued that, because the country was no longer at war, it was no longer necessary to spend as much on military defense; more money should go toward paying for vital domestic needs that had been long neglected due to the demands of the Cold War. For example, in 1991, Senator Kennedy proposed legislation that would take $210 billion from defense over seven years to pay for universal health insurance and education and job programs.

The authors of the draft DPG disagreed. They called for the continuation of the war economy, including maintenance of existing troop levels and expansion of U.S. security commitments abroad. They envisioned a world in which the peace dividend was translated into the creation of a superpower so militarily and economically dominant that no other nation would even strive to compete against it, now or in the future.

As written in the draft DPG, they envisioned a system where “the world order is ultimately backed by the U.S.” The United States would “show the leadership necessary to establish and protect a new order that holds the promise of convincing potential competitors that they need not aspire to a greater role or pursue a more aggressive posture to protect their legitimate interests. Second, in the non-defense areas, we must…discourage them [the advanced industrial nations] from challenging our leadership or seeking to overturn the established political and economic order. Finally, we must maintain the mechanisms for deterring potential competitors from even aspiring to a larger regional or global role” (emphasis added).

At the time it was written, Senator Joseph R. Biden Jr. called the draft DPG “literally a Pax Americana.” Moreover, the senator argued, “It won’t work. You can be the world superpower and still be unable to maintain peace throughout the world.”15

With the military victory of the 1991 Gulf War under their belts but the frustration of leaving Saddam Hussein in power still haunting them, the drafters set out an aggressive unilateral preemptive military agenda for the future. The 1992 draft DPG states that the overall objective of the United States in the Middle East is “to remain the predominant outside power in the region and preserve U.S. and Western access to the region’s oil.”

The draft DPG rejects alliances with other countries in favor of coalitions or “ad hoc assemblies,” marking, at minimum, a historic political shift toward unilateralism. An alliance is a close association formed to advance common interests, whereas a coalition is defined as a temporary grouping. While the alliance implies shared goals and a long-term commitment, the coalition is situational, pragmatic, and short-term. Since World War I, the United States has referred to “alliances” with other nations to describe an ongoing commitment to the achievement of shared interests. The 1992 draft DPG marks the first formal departure from such a stance, but it would not become actively applied to administration policy until the administration of George W. Bush used the term the coalition of the willing to describe those nations involved in the invasion of Iraq.

The 1992 draft DPG also adopts the use of preemptive war. Like “coalitions,” “preemption” did not become administration policy until George W. Bush became president. Preemption also marks a historic shift in national policy. For sixty years, the stated national security policy of the United States was “containment.” Containment was adopted initially as the strategy for defeating the Soviet Union. Rather than engage the USSR militarily through, say, an invasion, the United States sought to isolate it, starve it of political, economic, and even social support, and stop it from spreading its influence to other nations. After the fall of the USSR, the strategy continued and was applied to other nations believed to threaten the interests and/or security of the United States. Preemption, however, is a strategy by which the United States may act militarily and unilaterally if necessary, to ensure that a potential threat does not become an actual threat. In other words, the military is not only used to contain or even deter a threat, but, through active engagement, to actually preempt it from taking form.

There was a strong negative outcry when the draft 1992 DPG was leaked to the public. Some of the gravest concerns were raised by foreign country governments who had considered themselves allies of the United States but now feared they had somehow become rivals. In response, the draft was reworked—this time, the more forceful Pax Americana language was expunged—and intentionally “leaked” to the press. Just to be on the safe side, however, Cheney withheld the final version until after the 1992 presidential elections were decided. In January 1993, just prior to the inauguration of President Bill Clinton, the newly titled “Defense Strategy for the 1990s” was released. Then, as vividly described by David Armstrong in Harper’s, “Cheney and company nailed [it] to the door on their way out” of the White House.16 None of the underlying theses of the original draft 1992 DPG were changed.

Before the DPG drafters reunited in 1997 to establish a virtual Bush government in waiting with the Project for the New
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