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Introduction:

Since the war on Iraq began on March 20, 2003, at least 1,402 coalition troops have died and 9,326 U.S. troops have been wounded in action.
  This is no small number and the count grows daily.  One would hope, then, that these men and women were sent to war with just cause and as a last resort.  However, as the cloud of apprehension and rhetoric surrounding the war has begun to settle, it has become clear that the Bush administration relied on deeply flawed analyses to make its case for war to the United Nations and to the American people, rushing this country, and its soldiers, into war.  This is not to say that this war was waged against a blameless regime or that our soldiers have died in vain.  Rather, that the Bush administration took advantage of the vulnerability and solidarity of the American people following the attacks of September 11 to create an environment in which any scrutiny of the justifications given for war was deemed unpatriotic and a threat to our nation’s security.  In this way, the war, and Bush’s bid to maintain power through the 2004 election, went forward despite evidence that the reasoning behind going to war was, at best, misleading.  

The Case for War:
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The case for war put forward by the Bush administration rested on the establishment of Iraq as an imminent threat to the United States’ national security (see Table 1), which could only be lessened by attacking Iraq and toppling Saddam Hussein’s regime.  In outlining the Iraqi threat, the Bush administration brought together two incidents—the September 11 attacks by Al-Qaeda and U.N. efforts to disarm Iraq following the Gulf War—which in reality had nothing to do with one another.  The logic went as follows: We have intelligence showing that Iraq has weapons of mass destruction (WMD), Iraq maintains relationships with Al-Qaeda—the perpetrators of 9/11—and other terrorist groups, Iraq could give these WMD to these terrorists at any time, and they could then attack the United States. Therefore, by creating linkages in the minds of the American people between the all-too-real tragedy of September 11 and a supposed Iraqi threat, the Bush administration justified bringing Iraq into its War on Terror.  These linkages lent a sense of immediacy and vindication to the War on Iraq, which would have otherwise been nearly impossible to engender.
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The first step in establishing an Iraqi threat was to demonstrate that Iraq possessed WMD, meaning chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons, and the means to deliver these weapons.  The possession of these weapons would be in direct violation of U.N. resolutions put into effect after the Gulf War and hopefully justify any use of force under international law.  Time and time again the Bush administration put forth statements that, “Saddam Hussein still has chemical and biological weapons and is increasing his capabilities to make more.  And he is moving even closer to developing a nuclear weapon.”
  In February of 2003, one month before the U.S. waged war on Iraq, Secretary of State Colin Powell brought the administration’s case for war before the United Nations Security Council in an effort to garner U.N. support for an effort to disarm Iraq.  By one count, “Powell made twenty-nine claims about Iraqi weapons, programs, behaviors, events, and munitions”
 ranging from satellite photos indicating “that banned materials have recently been moved from a number of Iraqi weapons of mass destruction facilities,”
 (See Figure 1) to “the existence of mobile production facilities used to make biological agents,”
 (See Figure 2).  Powell assured the council that, “every statement I make today is backed up by sources, solid sources…What we’re giving you are facts and conclusions based on solid intelligence.”
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The next steps in establishing Iraq as a threat to U.S. national security were to show that not only did Iraq have links with terrorist organizations like Al-Qaeda, but that he would use these connections to support attacks against the United States.  In a speech leading up to the declaration of war, Bush emphasized Iraq’s involvement with Al-Qaeda by stating, “We know that Iraq and al Qaeda have had high-level contacts that go back a decade.”
  Bush went on to say that “Iraq could decide on any given day to provide a biological or chemical weapon to a terrorist group or individual terrorists.  Alliance with terrorists could allow the Iraqi regime to attack America without leaving any fingerprints.”
  By saying that this threat was growing and could manifest itself “at any time” Bush reinforced his administration’s claim that Iraq’s current WMD capabilities and intentions presented an immediate and ever-present danger to the American people.
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Yet Bush’s intentions extended beyond simply identifying the threat posed by Iraq and putting the country on alert.  Instead, Bush communicated to the American people that Iraq was synonymous with terrorism and as per his post-9/11 pledge to “confront every threat, from any source, that could bring sudden terror and suffering to America,”
 Iraq deserved to be attacked.  However this attack should not come as retaliation against clear Iraqi aggression, for according to Bush it would be foolish to wait for such a statement, or heaven forbid, such a use of force.  “Facing clear evidence of peril,” Bush explained, “we cannot wait for the final proof—the smoking gun—that could come in the form of a mushroom cloud.”
 (See Figure 4)  With this statement Bush implied that further proof of Iraq’s weapons capabilities would come not in the form of intelligence, not in results from weapons inspections, but in a full-scale nuclear attack on the United States.
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“The Vanishing Case for War”
:

Now what might we have learned about Iraq’s WMD, links with terrorist organizations, and intentions to supply these organizations with nuclear weapons if we had waited a bit longer, delved a bit deeper, or maybe just opened our eyes?  Not that we were headed for certain death and destruction, but that according to former head weapons inspector David Kay, “We were all wrong…and that is most disturbing.”
  But what about the seemingly airtight case made by Powell before the United Nations Security Council?  On Iraq’s biological and chemical weapons threat: Kay concludes “It is clear Iraq had no large stockpiles of biological and chemical weapons at the time of the war.”
  On the issue of Iraq’s nuclear threat: the Iraq Survey Group (ISG) reported in September of this year, “Saddam Husayn ended the nuclear program in 1991 following the Gulf war.  ISG found no evidence to suggest concerted efforts to restart the program.”
  On the satellite photos confirming Iraqi attempts to conceal its WMD: Ray McGovern, a CIA analyst for over 25 years, said, “I would have to comment here on Secretary of State Colin Powell’s debut as an imagery analyst.  It was highly embarrassing for those of us who know something about the business.”
  And finally, though the contradictions could go on for quite awhile, on the supposed mobile biological weapons labs: “In spite of exhaustive investigation, ISG found no evidence that Iraq possessed, or was developing BW agent production systems mounted on road vehicles or railway wagons.”

Lest we forget, the existence of these weapons of mass destruction formed the foundation for the Bush administration’s justification for war.  The treat posed by these weapons was alleged, with near certainty, to be so grave as to give reason for waging pre-emptive war against a nation that, in the words of one extreme critic, “had never attacked or threatened to attack the United States.  A nation that had never murdered a single American citizen.”
  With the number of U.S. troops deployed in this gutted nation at an all-time high of 150,000
, that these weapons—the primary reason for the troops’ presence in Iraq—are virtually nonexistent means that there is a high human cost being risked for unclear objectives.
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The claims about Iraq’s WMD were not the Bush administration’s only declarations to later be called into question.  Questions have also been raised as to whether Saddam Hussein’s regime actually maintained contacts with terrorist networks, and if so, whether he would have provided these terrorists with his WMD.  Among the key terrorists cited by Bush as evidence of “a sinister nexus between Iraq and the Al Qaida terrorist networks”
 was Abu Musab Al-Zarqawi, described by Colin Powell as the head of a “deadly terrorist network” and a “collaborator of Osama bin Laden and his Al Qaida lieutenants.”
  However, according to American military intelligence agents cited in one recent news report from outside Fallujah, Al-Zarqawi is “more myth than man” and his importance “has been exaggerated by flawed intelligence and the Bush administration's desire to find ‘a villain.’”
 (See Figure 5)

The Bush administration’s reliance on faulty intelligence to make its case for war is further supported by the comments of Mel Goodman, a former senior CIA analyst, professor of International Security at the National War College, and Senior Fellow at the Center for International Policy, “It was phony evidence, it was based on intelligence we had from Iraqi exiles who wanted this country to attack Iraq so these people could then take over in Baghdad and establish their own regime.”
  Goodman’s assessment of this intelligence as “phony” contrasts sharply with earlier claims made by Powell that all of the information supporting the Bush administration’s justification for war was “backed up by sources, solid sources.”  In defense of the administration, one official told ABC news, “We were not lying…But it was just a matter of emphasis.”

“A Matter of Emphasis”:


Now, what could that mean, “a matter of emphasis”?  One example might be to emphasize to the intelligence community the kinds of intelligence needed by the administration to support a war on Iraq.  Robert Baer, a CIA operative of twenty-five years in Iraq and Lebanon and recipient of the CIA’s Career Intelligence Medal,
 described how this kind of emphasis could operate, “What the White House wanted was the CIA to give it talking points to justify this war.  It had already made up its mind… They call this data mining.  Going back over old information coming to new conclusions.”
  Cheney himself stated that if you go over his statements about the Iraqi threat that they closely mirror those made in the National Intelligence Estimate.
  However this becomes a circular argument when one take into account that the intelligence community was yielding to the exigencies of the Bush administration. 

When All Else Fails, Blame the Evil Dictator:


With the initial justifications for the war on Iraq failing, the Bush administration has eased its insistence that Iraq had WMD.  During a prime time press conference in April of this year, Bush remarked, “Of course, I want to know why we haven't found a weapon yet.  But I still know Saddam Hussein was a threat, and the world is better off without Saddam Hussein.”
  It appears that Bush either thinks the nation has the attention span of a five-year-old or simply doesn’t care if the original justifications for war are supplanted by scapegoating.  Unfortunately we have done little to prove him wrong on this point.  Yet while Saddam Hussein was a deceitful, ruthless dictator, when MSNBC news correspondent Joe Cochrane surveyed Iraqi attitudes toward the American occupation, he found that “the complaints were mainly about the rampant crime and terrorist attacks—things that never occurred when Saddam ran Iraq.”
   One man remarked, “Saddam was a bad man, but at least it was safer.”
  In this light, Bush’s statement about Saddam Hussein does actually coincide with the original justifications for war, which implied that attacking Iraq and ousting Hussein would bring stability to the region and diminish the threat to the United States.  However on this point the Bush administration again falls short, for the war and its resulting instability have made Iraq a true haven for terrorists.  Furthermore, this unjust war has provided those in the Arab and terrorist worlds who are suspicious of the motivations behind American involvement in the Middle East even more fuel for anti-American sentiments.  

The Picture of Patriotism:


We should not forget the original claims made by the Bush administration.  We should not let Bush get away with shifting his justifications for the war to save face in the eyes of his country.  However, the responsibility for this unjust war does rest solely with the government.  If the events of this war have taught us anything, it is that the American people must demand honesty from their government and root out any vestiges of unconditional faith in their leadership.  However, the majority of the American people continue to believe that Bush made the right decision in invading Iraq.
  This raises the questions of why we were not more vigilant in the prelude to war and, though we’ve been deceived, why we continue to support both our president and the war into which he led us.  The answers come, at least in part, from patriotism.

To begin, let us shift our focus back to the climate in our country before the war began, a climate that allowed this war to take place with a clear strength of purpose in the minds of the American people.  Leading up to the war on Iraq, polls showed that Americans supported the Bush administration’s stand on Iraq.  “From September [2002] to present [February 2003], CBS News has found that nearly two-thirds of Americans support military action to remove Saddam from power.”
 (See Table 2)  

Based on what the American people were hearing from their administration, this is hardly surprising.  What is surprising, however, was that those who thought to question the administration’s stance were criticized for their impudence.  

	War In Iraq
	Sept. 2003 (%)
	Jan. 2004 (%)
	Apr. 2004 (%)

	Right Decision
	63
	65
	67

	Wrong Decision
	31
	30
	35

	Don’t Know
	6
	5
	8


This criticism came from many levels, the general public, the media, and even the political leaders of our country.  One military father protesting the war was told by a passerby, “You’re a disgrace to you son,”
 insinuating that this father was incapable of protesting the war without besmirching the honor of the United States and its military.  A similar mentality was propagated throughout the media during the lead-up to war.  New York Times Columnist Paul Krugman remarked, “Some U.S. media outlets—operating in an environment in which anyone who questions the administration’s foreign policy is accused of being unpatriotic—have taken it as their assignment to sell the war, not to present a mix of information that might call the justification of war into question.”
  Commentary of this nature was exceedingly pervasive on Fox News Channel.  On The O’Reilly Factor, Bill O’Reilly reported, “It’s our duty as loyal Americans to shut-up once the fighting begins,”
 equating loyalty to our country with absolute support for war.  Another example of such statements comes from the show Hannity & Colmes, on which Hannity asks rhetorically, “Are the Americans who went over to Baghdad to act as human shields, well are they more than just protesters?  Are they traitors?”
  This rhetoric of equating dissent with a disloyalty to our country extended beyond our streets and television screens to the center of our political process itself.  Bush’s campaign slogan “Stay the Course” was evidence of a larger sentiment among the American people, expressed by chairman of the Republican National Committee Marc Racicot when he stated, “Senator Kerry crossed a grave line when he dared to suggest the replacement of America’s commander in chief at a time when America is at war.”
  According to these individuals, it is apparently inappropriate not only to exercise the rights of free speech guaranteed by our democracy during a time of war, but also to continue on with the democratic process.  While these views obviously come from a place of intense emotion and righteousness, to me they represent a fundamental misunderstanding of true patriotism.

This conception of patriotism—one that sustains unconditional support for an administration simply because it leads the country into war—undermines the fundamental democratic values of our society. In their article “Patriotism and Progressivism,” professors Peter Dreir and Dick Flacks point out that patriotism of this breed is “a handy means to undermine dissent.”
  Dreir and Flacks were not the first in history to recognize the power behind blind patriotism.  Below is a conversation between Nuremberg prison psychologist G.M. Gilbert and top Nazi official Hermann Goerring (See Figure 7):


Goerring- “Naturally the common people don’t want war…But after all, it is the leaders of the country who determine policy and it is always a simple matter to drag the people along…”

Gilbert- “There is one difference.  In a democracy the people have some say in the matter through their elected representatives, and in the United States only Congress can declare war.”

Goerring- “Oh, that is all well and good, but, voice or no voice, the people can always be brought to the bidding of the leaders.  That is easy.  All you have to do is tell them that they are being attacked and denounce the pacifists for lack of patriotism and exposing the country to danger.  It works the same way in any country.”
 

This conversation rings eerily true at a time when our administration has pushed forth their own war by misleading the American public into believing an Iraqi threat was imminent and by taking advantage of the willingness of the American people to find strength in their American identity following the attacks of September 11.  In such a climate, the path to war was not laid down by reason or necessity, but by the hawkish vision of those in power, who by coupling fear and nationalistic sentiments with a questionable body of intelligence, convinced the majority of the American people and their elected representatives that the time for war was now and the cause of war was just.  In the face of such self-serving leadership, it is up to the American people to take back their democracy.  The first step is to rekindle the spirit behind Thomas Paine’s reflection, “It is the responsibility of the patriot to protect his country from its government.”

Table 2: Support for the Bush administration’s stance on Iraq has remained high throughout the course of the war, despite evidence that undermines initial justifications for war. 


 (Source: http://people-press.org/reports/display.php3?ReportID=210)








Figure 5: A photo of Abu Musab Al-Zarqawi, a terrorist cited by the Bush administration as a key link between Iraq and Al-Qaeda.





Figure 4: The “mushroom cloud” resulting from the nuclear bomb used on Nagasaki, Japan—a powerful image conjured up by the Bush administration to illustrate the “reality” of Iraq’s weapons capabilities. 





Figure 3: Americans encouraged by Bush’s pledges to seek out and kill terrorists and their supporters gather at a pro-war rally in Kansas.





Figure 2: Slide shown by Powell before UNSC—Artist’s rendition of mobile production facilities for biological agents with his accompanying statement, “Although Iraq’s mobile production program began in the mid-1990’s, U.N. inspectors at the time only had vague hints of such programs.  Confirmation came later, in the year 2000 [from one eye witness].”





Figure 1: Satellite photos shown by Colin Powell before the UNSC with accompanying statement, “On the left is a close-up of one of the four chemical bunkers. The two arrows indicate the presence of sure signs that the bunkers are storing chemical munitions. The arrow at the top that says security points to a facility that is the signature item for this kind of bunker… Now look at the picture on the right. You are now looking at two of those sanitized bunkers. The signature vehicles are gone, the tents are gone, it's been cleaned up…you can see the inspection vehicles arriving in the lower portion of the picture on the right.”
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Table 1: An outline of the Iraqi threat underlying Bush’s case for war 





There will be another attack, worse than 9/11





Iraq will give WMD to terrorists





Iraq has relationship with Al-Qaeda and other terrorists





Iraq has WMD, is seeking more





Attacked on 9/11 by Al-Qaeda





Figure 7: A Nazi propaganda poster featuring Herman Goering.
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