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Introduction

ile they may have been immoral, external military operations
g x / of past empires often proved profitable and, therefore, justifi-
able on economic grounds. Military actions abroad usually
brought economic benefits not only to the imperial ruling classes, but also
(through “trickle-down” effects) to their citizens. This was the case with
both precapitalist empires of the distant past and the capitalist imperial
powers of Europe. Thus, for example, imperialism paid significant divi-
dends to Britain, France, the Dutch, and other European powers of the
eighteenth, nineteenth, and early twentieth centuries. As the imperial eco-
nomic gains helped develop their economies, they also helped improve the
living conditions of their working people and elevate the standards of liv-
ing of their citizens.

The United States too has often used military power as a means for
economic and territorial gains. These include not only the expansion of its
territory from the Atlantic to the Pacific, but also the considerable non-
territorial economic gains abroad, especially in the immediate aftermath of
Word War II. Whether external economic advantages were pursued
through policies of “benign imperialism” (i.e., through free trade and mul-
tilateral institutions such as the World Bank and the IMF), or through
combinations of military and covert operations of overthrowing elected
governments (e.g., in Iran, Chile, and Ecuador), the fact remains that the
resulting economic gains significantly contributed to the long cycle of
economic expansion of the immediate postwar years. Gross national prod-
uct in real terms, that is, adjusted for inflation, more than doubled
between 1950 and 1970, and real earnings of both businesses and working
people followed accordingly. Poverty was drastically reduced by the early
1970s and, for the most part, the American people enjoyed a degree of
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economic security and a level of material amenities that seemed impossible
barely three decades earlier.

This pattern of economic gains flowing from imperial military opera-
tions, however, seems to have somewhat changed in recent years, especially
in the post—Cold War world. Moralities aside, U.S. military expeditions
and operations of late are not justifiable even on imperialistic economic
grounds. Indeed, escalating U.S. military expansions and aggressions have
become ever more wasteful and cost-inefficient in the post—Cold War era.
As shown in chapter 6 of this study, even the widely held claim that such
expansions and aggressions are driven largely by concerns for fossil fuels
seems increasingly dubious. Not surprisingly, official justifications for the
post—Cold War military actions have become increasingly fuzzy: humani-
tarian concerns, international drug trafficking, global terrorism, militant
Islam, or democratic ideals. The fact that external U.S. military operations
of late have become economically burdensome has also undermined tradi-
tional or classical theories of imperialism that tend to explain imperial mili-
tary expeditions and operations in terms of economic gains and objectives.

So, if it is not economic (or classic) imperialism, how are, then, the esca-
lating military aggressions of the United States in recent years to be char-
acterized? What are the driving forces behind these military expansions,
expeditions, and operations?

Critics have offered a number of explanations. One of the most popu-
lar explanations attributes the rise of unilateral U.S. military adventures to
the ascendance to power of the cabal of the so-called neoconservative mil-
itarists: the small but influential cabal of starry eyed ideologues, bent on
spreading the U.S. economic and political system, along with American
power and influence, has effectively managed to drive the country to the
path of war and militarism. A second popular theory attributes the increas-
ing militarization of U.S. foreign policy to political and intellectual inade-
quacies of George W. Bush as president, his near-missionary approach to
politics, his political need to maintain his 9/11-induced strong status as
commander in chief, and his tendency to cherish the status of a “war pres-
ident.” A widely shared third view, especially outside of the United States,
attributes the recent rise of U.S. militarism, especially the invasion of Iraq,
to the geopolitical imperatives of Israel and the concomitant influence of
the Zionist lobby. Some of the proponents of this view go so far as to argue
that the U.S. foreign and/or military policies in the Middle East are made
by leading forces or figures of militant Zionism. The fourth, and perhaps
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the most widely held, view of the surge in U.S. military expansions in the
Middle East and central Asia is that the recently heightened military activ-
ities in those regions are prompted by U.S. designs to gain access to more
and cheaper sources of gas and oil.

Without denying the contributory roles of these factors, The Political
Economy of U.S. Militarism points to a more crucial force behind the drive
to war and militarism: the powerful beneficiaries of military expansion and
war dividends, or the military-industrial complex and related influential
interests that are vested in the business of war and military expansion.
Drawing on a number of preeminent theories and empirical accounts on
imperialism and militarism,' this study makes a clear distinction between
“classical” or economic imperialism, on the one hand, and militaristic,
cost-inefficient, or parasitic imperialism, on the other.

Historically, parasitic military imperialism has almost always evolved
out of a higher stage of economic or classical imperialism: a prolonged
reliance on military power for economic, territorial, or geopolitical gains
gradually creates a dynamic out of which evolves a large standing military
apparatus that tends to perpetuate itself—and develop into a bureaucratic
military empire. Though military force in the economic sense of imperial-
ism is usually a means for economic, territorial, or geopolitical gains,
under parasitic military imperialism it becomes an end in itself.
Accordingly, under parasitic imperialism, military adventures abroad are
often prompted not necessarily by a desire to expand the empire’s wealth
beyond the existing levels but by a desire to appropriate the lion’s share of
the existing wealth and treasure for the military establishment. It is at such
stages—as when Julius Caesar crossed the Rubicon—that military opera-
tions abroad tend to tip the scales in the direction of cost inefficiency and
drain a national economy.

In a similar fashion, as the U.S. military establishment has grown in size,
it has also evolved in quality and character: it is no longer just a means for
economic or geopolitical gains but, perhaps more importantly, an end in
itself. Accordingly, rising militarization of U.S. foreign policy in recent years
is driven not so much by some general or abstract national interests, or by
the interests of big oil, as it is by the special interests vested in the military-
industrial complex and related business that need an atmosphere of war and
militarism in order to justify their lion’s share of the public money. Indeed,
as shown in chapter 8 of this study, most nonmilitary transnational corpora-
tions, including big oil, no longer welcome global U.S. military adventures.
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Viewed in this light, militaristic tendencies to war abroad can be seen
largely as reflections of the metaphorical fights over allocation of the pub-
lic finance at home, of a subtle or insidious strategy to redistribute national
resources in favor of the wealthy, to cut public spending on socioeconomic
infrastructure, and to reverse the New Deal reforms by expanding military
spending. Increased military adventures abroad can also be seen, in part, as
reflections of the conflict between the two major competing factions
within the ruling elite at home: multilateralist proponents of neoliberal-
ism, representing primarily the interests of nonmilitary transnational cap-
ital, on the one hand, and unilateralist advocates of nationalism and
militarism, who tend to represent the interests of military industries and of
the internationally noncompetitive businesses, on the other. As the former
faction has been effectively outmaneuvered and marginalized in recent
years by the latter faction, and as the pressure from below, that is, from
potential opponents of war and militarism, has been successfully dissi-
pated to negligible levels for the last three decades or so, military expansion
and aggression has escalated accordingly.

Although The Political Economy of U.S. Militarism has drawn inspira-
tion and information from a number of major scholarly works on mili-
tarism and imperialism, it differs from, and goes beyond, these important
works in a number of significant ways—adding a unique perspective to the
ongoing debate on the issue.

To begin with, it challenges and documents a case against the dominant
view that the surge in U.S. military expansions in the Middle East and cen-
tral Asia is driven mainly by oil interest. The study suggests that although
oil is indubitably a concern, and that the United States has used military
force in the past for energy purposes, these precedents fail to explain the
recently heightened U.S. military operations abroad. As shown in chapter 6
of the study, there is strong evidence that major oil companies no longer
favor war in the Middle East or other sources of energy, because they pre-
fer stability and predictability to periodic spikes in the oil price that result
from war and political convulsion. There is also strong evidence that the
powerful interests vested in war and militarism might be using oil as a pre-
text to justify military adventures in order to derive higher dividends from
the business of war.

Second, unlike most critics, this study cautions against attributing all
the power and influence of the neoconservative militarists in and around
the Bush administration to pure ideology, political persona, or the role of
individual politicians; that is, against the widely circulated conspiracy
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theories that attribute the rise of U.S. militarism to a political coup d’etat
by the cabal of neoconservative warmongers.2 Instead, it focuses on the
larger, but mostly submerged, picture: the powerful institutional and
politico-economic interests that lie behind the fagade of the cabal of neo-
conservative figures. Professional records of the key neoconservative play-
ers in the administration show that, for example, “32 major administration
appointees . . . are former executives with, consultants for, or significant
shareholders of top defense contractors.” (This issue is discussed in chapter 6,
under the subheading “The Role of the Cabal of Neoconservatives.”)

Third, this study also cautions against the view that tends to paint all
the recently heightened militaristic tendencies as an exclusive product of
the Bush administration. It suggests that such views need to be tempered
against the evidence that the evolution of the military-industrial complex
in the direction of an imperial military machine began long before George
W. Bush arrived in the White House. Accordingly, major components of
the neoconservative agenda, which is essentially the agenda of the benefi-
ciaries of war and militarism, were designed long before George W. Bush’s
presidency. Undoubtedly, the Bush administration played a major role in
the further growth of militarism. But the roots of militarism descend far
back into the past. The old cliché that Rome was not built in one day is
quite relevant here—and just as Rome was not built in a day, it won't be
demolished in one day either. (Discussion of this issue is provided in
chapter 3, under the subheading “Decline of ‘Benign Imperialism’ and the
Rise of Military Imperialism,” and in chapter 6, under subheadings “The
Role of the Military-Industrial Complex” and “Defining the President’s
Mission.”)

Fourth, The Political Economy of U.S. Militarism also cautions against
simplifications and exaggerations of the power and influence of the Zionist
lobby over the U.S. policy in the Middle East. It is true that most of the
neoconservative militarists who have been behind the recent U.S. military
expansion and aggression, and who played an instrumental role in the inva-
sion of Iraq and Afghanistan, have long been active supporters of Israel’s
right-wing politicians and/or leaders. It is also no secret that there is a close
collaboration over issues of war and militarism between militant Zionism,
neoconservative forces in and around the Bush administration, and jingo-
istic think tanks of the military-industrial complex. It does not follow,
however, that, as some critics argue, the U.S.~Israeli relationship repre-
sents a case of “tail wagging the dog,” that is, the U.S. foreign policy in the
Middle East is shaped by the Israeli/Zionist leaders. While, no doubt, the
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powerful Zionist lobby exerts considerable influence over U.S. foreign pol-
icy in the Middle East, the efficacy and the extent of that influence depend,
ultimately, on the real economic and geopolitical interests of U.S. foreign
policy makers. In other words, U.S. policy makers in the Middle East would
go along with the desires and demands of the radical Zionist lobby only if
such demands also tend to serve the special interests that those policy mak-
ers represent or serve, that is, if there is a convergence of interests over
those demands. Aggressive existential tendencies of the U.S. military-
industrial empire to war and militarism are shaped by its own internal or
intrinsic dynamics. Conjunctural or reinforcing factors such as the horrors
of 9/11, or the Zionist lobby, or the party in power, or the resident of the
White House will, no doubt, exert significant influences. But, as shown in
chapter 6 of this study, such supporting influences remain essentially con-
tributory, not defining or determining.

Fifth, The Political Economy of U.S. Militarism examines the expansion
of military spending as an integral part of the development of U.S. econ-
omy and, accordingly, studies the rise of militarism in the context of both
conflicting and converging group and/or class interests over military
expenditures. This stands in sharp contrast to a number of studies that
tend to explain the surge in U.S. militarism by some abstract and ahistor-
ical patterns of the rise of militarism in general—for example, by cultural
fascinations with military power as a measure of national greatness, or by
inherent tendencies in the ranks of military hierarchies to build bureau-
cratic military empires.? Surely, disposition to build bureaucratic empires
have almost always existed in the ranks of military hierarchies. By itself,
this is not what makes the U.S. military-industrial complex unique or
more dangerous than the military powers of the past. What makes it
distinctive and more dangerous is the “industrial” part of the complex.
In contrast to the military industry of the United States, arms industries
of past empires were not subject to capitalist market imperatives.
Furthermore, those industries were often owned and operated by imperial
governments, not by market-driven giant corporations. Consequently, as a
rule, arms production was dictated by war requirements, not by market or
profit imperatives. Thus, private ownership and the market-driven charac-
ter of the United States arms industry have drastically modified the con-
ventional relationship between the supply of and demand for arms: it is
now often the supply (or profit) imperatives that drive demand for arms.
In other words, imperial wars and demand for arms are nowadays precipi-
tated more by sales and/or profit prerequisites than the other way around,
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as was the case with imperial powers of the past. President Eisenhower’s
warnings near the end of his second term against the potential dangers of
the military-industrial complex seem to have been prompted by this
intrinsic tendency of the complex to war and militarism.

Sixth, following Paul Kennedy’s groundbreaking work on the destruc-
tive effects of overextended military establishments, 7he Rise and Fall of the
Great Powers, most of the recently published critical books of U.S. mili-
tarism tend to draw very close parallels between the post-Rubicon, old or
declining Roman Empire, on the one hand, and the currently militaristic
imperial status of the United States, on the other. Specifically, these critics
argue that the widespread power and influence of the U.S. military estab-
lishment may well have transformed the Unites States from a republic to a
military empire with irreversible consequences, that is, decline and decay
after the model of the post-Rubicon Rome. This study argues, by contrast,
that while the possibility that U.S. imperialism may follow the historical tra-
jectory of Old Rome cannot be ruled out altogether, it is nonetheless more
likely that the decline or contraction of the U.S. military-imperial appara-
tus would take a different pattern, a pattern more in tune with the decline
of an advanced capitalist or market structure than a precapitalist forma-
tion. Theories and actual developments that can serviceably be employed
to explain the rise and fall of precapitalist imperial powers cannot easily be
extended or extrapolated to explain the rise and fall of capitalist empires.
Capitalism, like other “modes of production” before it, has its own “his-
torically-specific laws of motion,” as Karl Marx put it. Accordingly, the
fate of the U.S. military-imperial power is more likely to resemble the pat-
tern of the British Empire than that of the Roman Empire; that is, a cycli-
cal pattern of ebbs and flows, of expansions and retrenchments, depending
on both economic (budgetary) constraints and social challenges from
below—for example, a widespread and effective challenge similar to the
antiwar movement of the 1960s and early 1970s. This is not to subscribe
to Francis Fukuyama’s theory of the “end of history” (i.e., of the perma-
nent or endless capitalism), but to point out that there is no automatic col-
lapse for capitalism either. The future of the U.S. military-imperial power
(and of capitalism in general) depends ultimately on the balance of social
forces and the outcome of class struggle. (For a detailed discussion of this
issue please see chapters 2 and 9 of this study.)

Seventh, a careful study of both the market forces behind and economic
consequences of military spending is another distinguishing feature of this
book. Some of the economic effects of military spending that the book examines
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are as follows: stimulating versus retarding effects; employment, demand-
management, and investment effects; technological “spin-off” and innova-
tion effects; “crowding-out” effects, or the opportunity costs of military
spending in terms of social spending; redistributive, or income distribution,
effects; waste, inefficiency, and corrupting effects; and the economic or
financial limits of military spending, which are crucial to the limits of mili-
tarism. Most of the recently published books on U.S. militarism do not ade-
quately discuss the contradictory economic effects of military spending. By
vaguely and sporadically highlighting the long-term draining economic
effects of military spending, they tend to overlook the fact that military
spending can have short-term stimulating effects, especially during periods
of high unemployment and economic contraction; and that, therefore, this
stimulus property of military spending, known as military Keynesianism,
has played an important role in the expansion of military expenditures.
(This issue is discussed in some detail in chapter 8.)

Eighth, most of the recent books on the rise of U.S. militarism fail to
take account of the long and important debate between the two major fac-
tions within the U.S. ruling class over military spending and international
relations; that is, the debate between proponents of neoliberal multilater-
alism, or free trade imperialism, on the one hand, and those of neoconserv-
ative unilateralism, or military imperialism, on the other. Consequently,
they seem to argue that the forces or economic interests that once advo-
cated neoliberalism are now advocating unilateral militarism, and that the
forces of unilateral militarism may well have irrevocably replaced those of
neoliberalism.’ Yet, for example, the change from the neoliberal multilat-
eralism of the 1990s to the unilateral militarism that has replaced it is obvi-
ously the result of the victory of one faction of the ruling class over the other.
Furthermore, as pointed out in chapter 3 of this study, the history of the
leading capitalist countries shows that, depending on the degree of their
economic competitiveness in global markets, world capitalist powers
always tend to alternate policies of economic liberalism/ neoliberalism
with those of unilateral militarism.

Ninth, The Political Economy of U.S. Militarism fills yet another gap in
the ongoing discussions and critiques of U.S. militarism: the complex rela-
tionship between military expansion, economic interests (both domestic
and international), and the long waves of economic expansion and con-
traction. It shows how, for example, long periods of economic slowdown
and high unemployment are more conducive to military expansion than
those of economic prosperity, because during such times of sluggish sales
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competition in global markets tends to intensify, which will then induce
the internationally noncompetitive capitalists to call for protection and
military muscle flexing. Furthermore, to help stimulate such lackluster
economic conditions, increases in military spending are often used as fis-
cal policy tools to contain or reverse those recessionary cycles. Thus, the
military-industrial complex handsomely benefits from this symbiotic rela-
tionship between fiscal policy needs of the ruling elite to stimulate the
economy by increasing military spending and the protectionist needs of
the internationally noncompetitive industries. Not surprisingly, the drastic
increases in military spending in the early 1950s, the early 1980s, and the
early 2000s all came about on the heels of the respective recessionary cycles
of those times. By contrast, during periods of long expansionary cycles and
economic prosperity, economic nationalism and unilateral militarism tend
to recede to the background while economic liberalism and multilateral-
ism will appear as preferred economic policy. For during periods of eco-
nomic expansion, of strong demand, and of brisk sales all or most
businesses (both domestic and transnational) would prefer stability and pre-
dictability to international political convulsions and military adventures.
(Discussion of these issues is provided in chapters 3 and 8.)

Finally, this study is unique not only for its examination of the factors
and forces that have been directly behind the U.S. drive to war and mili-
tarism but also for its careful analysis of a series of closely related topics
that may appear as digressions but, in fact, help shed more light on the
main journey. For example, it provides a distinct perspective on the roots
of conflict between the Muslim world and the West. It also presents a rare
viewpoint on religious fundamentalism, both Islamic and Judeo-Christian
fundamentalisms, and its role in the expansion of war and militarism in
the United States. The study further offers an uncommon analysis of the
theory of the clash of civilizations and its subtle impact on the rise of U.S.
militarism. (These issues are discussed in chapter 5.)

In sum, by focusing primarily on the intrinsic dynamics of the military-
industrial complex as an internally driven juggernaut to war and mili-
tarism, The Political Economy of U.S. Militarism provides a welcome
challenge to most of the prevailing critiques that attribute the rising mili-
tarization of U.S. foreign policy to big oil, to the ideological power of the
neoconservatives, to the Zionist lobby, to the cultural or attitudinal fasci-
nation of the United States with military might as a sign of national great-
ness, to Americas idealism to spread democracy, or to George W. Bush’s
near-missionary approach to presidency and his desire to be a war president.
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By highlighting the critical influences of special economic interests and of
market imperatives over the dynamics of the U.S. military-industrial
complex, the study examines the escalating appropriations of the Pentagon
largely as a roundabout way of cutting public spending on socioeconomic
infrastructure, as an insidious strategy to reverse the New Deal and other
social safety net programs, and as a regulatory mechanism to redistribute
national income/resources in favor of the wealthy—especially of the
beneficiaries of war dividends.



CHAPTER 1

The Military-Industrial Giant:
An Empire in Itself

The conjunction of an immense military establishment and a huge arms
industry is new in the American experience. The total influence—
economic, political, and even spiritual—is felt in every city, every state
house, and every office of the federal government. . . . In the councils of
government, we must guard against the acquisition of unwarranted
influence, whether sought or unsought, by the military-industrial
complex.
—President Dwight D. Eisenhower,
Farewell Address, January 17, 1961

resident Eisenhowers warning that “we must guard against the
acquisition of unwarranted influence” of the military-industrial
complex is more relevant today than when it was issued nearly half a
century ago. The steadily rising—and now perhaps overwhelming—power
and influence of the complex over both domestic and foreign policies of
the United States is testament to President Eisenhower’s felicitous advice.
Concern over the corrupting and destabilizing influences of a large mil-
itary establishment was also a major reason why the Founding Fathers,
despite their expansionist tendencies, opposed the idea of maintaining
large standing armies during peacetimes. As George Washington put it, a
large peace-time military establishment “hath ever been considered
dangerous to the liberties of a country.” This antimilitarist tradition should
not be confused with pacifism. What the earlier U.S. leaders opposed was
not military, but militarism—not military force as a means to achieve
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economic and/or territorial gains but military establishment as an end in
itself. Indeed, they frequently used military force in pursuit of economic,
territorial, and geopolitical gains. But at the end of each conflict they
scaled back the expanded war-time military force to its prewar level out of
concerns that “standing armies in time of peace are inconsistent with the
principles of republican governments, dangerous to the liberties of a free
people, and generally converted into destructive engines for establishing
despotism.”!

With varying degrees, this antimilitarist tradition was maintained until
World War II. Although during that period of nearly 150 years the United
States engaged in many wars—6 major ones and 104 minor ones—and
the military force was expanded during each war, demobilization at the
end of each conflict reduced the armed forces to their prewar size. Not sur-
prisingly then, despite the fact that this antimilitarist tradition was some-
what weakened in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the
size of the regular armed forces on the eve of World War II stood at only
139,000.2

Today more than ten times as many military forces literally span the
entire globe. According to the Defense Department’s annual “Base
Structure Report,” the Pentagon currently deploys nearly 1.5 million
military personnel in 6,000 domestic bases and 702 overseas bases in
130 countries. Prior to the invasion of Iraq, the military high command
deployed some 253,288 uniformed personnel to overseas bases, plus an
equal number of dependents and Department of Defense (DoD) civilian
officials and various functionaries such as technicians, spies, teachers, and
civilian contactors. The Pentagon also deploys about a dozen carrier task
forces in the oceans and seas of the world.

The actual number of military bases and installations abroad, however,
is much higher than 702. For one thing, this number does not include for-
eign posts with a plant replacement value (PRV) of less than $10 million
because the military documents only the bases with a PRV larger than
$10 million. Second, DoD’s annual Base Structure Report fails to include
in this figure the many military installations that have in recent years been
built or rented in Kosovo, Afghanistan, Iraq, Israel, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Qatar, and
Uzbekistan. Nor does the report include the many military and espionage
installations in Britain which, as Chalmers Johnson points out, “have long
been conveniently disguised as Royal Air Force bases.” After carefully
exposing the various omissions from the report’s account of the U.S. mili-
tary bases abroad, Johnson concludes, “If there were an honest count, the
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actual size of our military empire would probably top 1,000 different bases
in other people’s countries, but no one—possibly not even the Pentagon—
knows the exact number for sure, although it has been distinctly on the rise
in recent years.”?

At the heart of the military-industrial complex lies the Pentagon itself.
The military establishments decision-making structure is sometimes
called the “Iron Triangle.” On one side of the triangle are the “civilian”
agencies that formally shape U.S. military policy. These include the Office
of the President, the National Security Council, the Senate and House
Armed Services Committees, and agencies such as the CIA and NASA. A
second side of the triangle consists of the military institutions. These
include the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the top brass of the Air Force, Army,
Marines, and Navy; the powerful “proconsul” regional commands, known
as “NICS”; and, in a supporting role, veterans’ organizations such as the
American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign Wars. At the base of the tri-
angle “are the 85,000 private firms that profit from the military contract-
ing system, and that use their sway over millions of defense workers to
push for ever-higher military budgets.”

In addition, the military-industrial complex has steadily spawned a vast
web of other entities and organizations around itself. These include a con-
siderable number of both DoD-financed and private research, consulting,
and lobbying organizations such as the Rand Corporation and Hoover
Institution, popularly known as think tanks. They also include a large
number of service providers as a result of recent years’ increasing outsourc-
ing of many of the traditional military tasks and responsibilities. Furthermore,
they include major research institutions of higher education such as the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology and Harvard University. The
Association of American Universities (AAU) reported in 2002 that almost
350 colleges and universities conduct Pentagon-funded research, that uni-
versities receive more than 60 percent of funding for defense-based basic
research, and that the DoD is the third largest federal funder of university
research (after the National Institutes of Health and the National Science
Foundation).’

The official Pentagon budget for the 2005 fiscal year, which does not
include the cost of war in Iraq and Afghanistan, stands at $419 billion. Taking
into account a number of supplemental appropriations for the costs of wars
in Iraq and Afghanistan and war-related operations such as Homeland
Security will easily raise this figure to the tune of $700 billion, which repre-
sents 31.8 percent of the total federal budget of nearly $2,200 billion. While
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this is obviously a large portion of the national treasure, it nonetheless
grossly understates the real magnitude of the Pentagon budget. A major
reason for this understatement is the inclusion of the Social Security Trust
Fund, nearly $520 billion for the 2005 fiscal year, in the federal budget.
The Social Security Fund is a trust fund and should not be integrated with
the regular government budget. So, if it is excluded from the federal bud-
get, as it should be, the 2005 federal budget would be $1,680 billion, not
$2,200 billion. This means that the true share of the Pentagon of the
national tax dollars would be 41.6 percent, not 31.8 percent.®

Even without the enormous cost of war, the Pentagon now spends more
money than all other discretionary budget items combined. (Broadly speak-
ing, budget items are classified as either mandatory or discretionary.
Mandatory items, also called entitlements, legally obligate the government
to make payments to any person or program that meets the legal criteria
for eligibility. Examples include Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid.
Discretionary budget items are decided by the president and the Congress
through a number of annual appropriations bills. They include both mili-
tary and nonmilitary expenditures. Nonmilitary discretionary budget
items include education, health, housing assistance, international affairs,
natural resources and environment, justice, veterans benefits, science and
space, transportation, training/employment and social services, economic
development, and a few more items.)” According to Carlton Meyer, editor
of G2mil, The Magazine of Future Warfare, the Pentagon now appropriates
more money in real (inflation adjusted) terms than it did at the peak of the
Vietnam War when some 500,000 GIs were in combat, and more than its
annual average budget of the Cold War era when it was competing with
the Soviet Union.® And according to the Stockholm-based SIPRI Group,
“The United States leads the world in defence spending, accounting for
47 percent of the total, followed by Japan with five percent and Britain,
France and China with four percent each.”

The massive amounts of military spending have over time led to the
dependence of millions of U.S. citizens on that spending. Due to this
economic dependence, many of the citizens who might be against mili-
tarism on philosophical or ideological grounds often find themselves pro-
moting local military spending. Accordingly, all members of the Congress,
regardless of their political orientation, vigorously compete with each
other to attract defense contracts to their districts. It might be interesting
to note that this dependence on and competition over military spending
sometimes leads to a bigger appropriation than the Pentagon’s original
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request! For example, the two Washington State senators, Patty Murray
and Maria Cantwell, “voted to include in the fiscal year 2003 defense bud-
get some $30 billion to be spent over a decade to lease Boeing 767 aircrafts
and modify them to serve as aerial tankers for refueling combat aircraft in
flight, a project not even listed by the air force in its top sixty priorities or
among its procurement plans for the next six years. . . . Boeing, of course,
builds the planes at factories in Washington State.”'® Because a bigger
Pentagon budget creates further dependence on military spending, and
further dependence on military spending generates more demand for that
spending, the mutually reinforcing process has over time turned into a
vicious circle with no end in sight.

Fighting against the Pentagon’s perennial waste and mismanagement of
taxpayers’ money some 35 years ago, the late Senator J. William Fulbright
described this perverse economic dependence of numerous U.S. citizens
on military spending as follows: “Millions of Americans whose only inter-
est is in making a decent living have acquired a vested interest in an econ-
omy geared to war. Those benefits, once obtained, are not easily parted
with. Every new weapons system or military installation soon acquires a
constituency.”!! Not only has military spending become vital to the liveli-
hood of many people and the profits of many businesses, it has also
become a major cushion that props up aggregate demand in times of eco-
nomic recession when private-sector spending dwindles. It is not surpris-
ing, then, that proponents of large military spending have been most
successful in increasing the Pentagon budget during periods of economic
slowdown, as during such periods they find it easier to justify military
spending as a fiscal instrument that would prevent aggregate demand (and
hence the economy) from collapsing. For these reasons, the powerful ben-
eficiaries of the Pentagon budget and partisans of militarism, as well as
many economists, argue that there is no need to lament over the large mil-
itary spending, and that the continued rise in military spending is a posi-
tive development that must be maintained and continued.

Critics of the inordinately large military spending argue, by contrast,
that the massive allocation of national resources to the production of
armaments or war-related goods and services is an unfortunate outcome of
the gradual rise of militarism of the past 55 years that needs to be curtailed
in favor of the production of more socially beneficial products. While
acknowledging the importance of military spending for jobs and busi-
nesses, they argue that this is a sad development—Iike a bad habit, an
addiction—that needs to be reversed. The unfortunate addiction to the
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disproportionately large doses of military spending needs to be remedied
not only because it produces too many guns and too little butter but also
because, perhaps more importantly, a top-heavy military apparatus will be
unviable in the long run as it tends to undermine the economic base it is
supposed to nurture. Furthermore, control of the massive amounts of
national resources by the military-industrial complex tends to undermine
democratic values, pervert republican principles, and curtail civil liberties.
It also tends to corrupt both policy and politics at home and abroad.

A salient hallmark of militarism is the rise of the power and influence of
the military establishment at the expense of representational government
and democratic rule. The pernicious penetration of military ways into
civilian affairs tends to gradually curtail civil liberties and influence
national policies both at home and on the international level. The rising
political marriage between military and civilian authority also slowly
undermines the traditional division of responsibility between elected offi-
cials and military professionals who advised elected officials and executed
their policies. Militarism often wields influence in subtle and indirect
ways, as when, for example, the military-industrial complex places its pri-
orities on the national agenda through key congressional committees, or
through its network of influential lobbying think tanks. But militarization
of civilian affairs also takes place in direct and open ways, such as formal
assignment of military officers and representatives to high government
positions. For example, the administration of President George W. Bush
has filled many of the chief American diplomatic posts with military men
or civilian militarists, including Secretary of State General Colin Powell,
and the Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage, who was undersecre-
tary of Defense in the Reagan administration. At the Pentagon, President
Bush appointed Peter B. Teets, the former president and chief operating
officer of Lockheed Martin Corporation, as undersecretary of the Air
Force; former brigadier general and Enron Corporation executive Thomas E.
White as secretary of the Army; Gordon England, a vice president of
General Dynamics, as secretary of the Navy; and James Roche, an execu-
tive with Northrop Grumman and a retired brigadier general, as secretary
of the Air Force. Lockheed Martin, General Dynamics, and Northrop
Grumman are, of course, major Pentagon contractors.'?

As the rising influence of the military-industrial complex curtails
democratic rule, it also undermines accountability for public finances
appropriated by the Pentagon. For example, the investigative reporter
Kelly O’Meara of Insight magazine has reported that in May 2001 the
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deputy inspector general at the Pentagon “admitted that $4.4 trillion in
adjustments to the Pentagon’s books had to be cooked to compile. ..
required financial statements and that $1.1 trillion . . . was simply gone
and no one can be sure of when, where or to whom the money went.”"?
Another example: in an article titled “Military Waste Under Fire:
$1 Trillion Missing,” Tom Abate of the San Francisco Chronicle reported on
May 18, 2003, that “the Department of Defense, already infamous for
spending $640 for a toilet seat, once again finds itself under intense
scrutiny, only this time because it couldn’t account for more than a trillion
dollars in financial transactions, not to mention dozens of tanks, missiles
and planes.” Circulation of the “wheeling and dealing” elites between and
within the Pentagon, its contractors, the military brass, and government
officials has become an ominously efficient vehicle for the waste and plun-
der of the citizens' tax dollars appropriated by the Pentagon. William
Hartung and Michelle Ciarrocca of the World Policy Institute’s Arms
Trade Resource Center estimate that, for example, 32 major Bush policy
makers have significant ties to the arms industry.'* Powerful beneficiaries
of military spending have extensive ties and considerable influence within
the Defense Department, the National Security Council, the State
Department, the White House, and the key congressional committees.

Congressional collaboration with the Pentagon and its contractors is, of
course, not limited to key committees of the Congress; it includes most
members of the Congress as they have grown increasingly addicted to gen-
erous contributions from the military-industrial complex to their reelec-
tion. They have also grown increasingly dependent on the Pentagon “pork
projects” in their home states that help create jobs and improve the local
economy. It is not surprising, then, that most elected officials with an
input or voting power in the process of the appropriation of the Pentagon
budget find themselves in the pocket of defense contractors, so to speak.
Five of the top six donors to the House Armed Services Committee were
nuclear weapons and missile defense contractors in 2001. Lockheed
Martin, the largest Pentagon contractor, ranked number one in donations
to Senate Appropriations Committee and the Senate Committee on
Governmental Affairs. The giant contractor more than doubled its spend-
ing on campaign financing from $4.2 million in 1999 to $9.7 million
in 2000.

Major defense contractors are rewarded handsomely for their contributions
to the election of their favorite politicians. The three largest contractors—
Boeing, Northrop Grumman, and Lockheed Martin—enjoyed a
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combined $50 billion in contracts in 2003. The $21.9 billion going to
Lockheed exceeds the largest single welfare program in the United States,
the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF). The Pentagon’s
generous contracts are, however, not reciprocated with efficiency, account-
ability, or responsibility. Pentagon contractors’ waste and inefficiency are
no longer a secret. Budgets on proposed arms acquisitions routinely run
well over the original estimates, and the often belatedly delivered products
frequently fail the tests of quality standards. A large part of this waste and
inefficiency is due to a lack of competitive bidding. Sadly, however, such
failures of the Pentagon contractors are often covered up in classified doc-
uments to hide their waste and inefficiency. (This issue is further elabo-
rated on in chapter 7 of this study.)

Another salient hallmark of militarism is its constant need to invent (or
manufacture, if necessary) external “threats to the national security of the
United States” in order to justify continued expansion of military spend-
ing. The military-industrial complex has frequently invoked the specter of
“external threats” in order to justify its lion’s share of the nation’s treasure.
Expansion of the Pentagon budget during the Cold War era was not a dif-
ficult act to perform as the explanation—the “communist threat”—
seemed to conveniently lie at hand. Justification of increased military
spending in the post—Cold War period, however, has required the military-
industrial interests to be more creative in concocting “new sources of dan-
ger to U.S. interests.” This perennial need for international conflicts is what
makes U.S. military imperialism more dangerous than the imperialist
powers of the past ages.

War profiteering is, of course, not new. Nor are bureaucratic tendencies
in the ranks of military hierarchies to build parasitic, ceremonial military
empires. By themselves, such characteristics are not what make the U.S.
military-industrial complex more dangerous than the military powers of
the past. What makes it more dangerous is the “industrial” part of the
complex: the extent to which war has become big business. In contrast to
the arms industry of the United States, arms industries of the past empires
were not market-driven giant corporations. Furthermore, those industries
were often owned and operated by imperial governments, not by private
corporations. Consequently, as a rule, arms production was dictated by war
requirements, not by market or profit imperatives of arms manufacturers,
which is often the case with today’s U.S. arms industry. As far as this indus-
try is concerned, instigation of international conflicts, or invention of
external “threats to national security,” is a lucrative proposition that will
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increase both their profits by expanding their sales markets and their share
of national tax dollars by increasing the Pentagon’s budget.

Thus, private ownership and the market-driven character of the arms
industry of the United States have drastically changed the conventional
relationship between the supply of and demand for arms: imperial wars
and demand for arms are nowadays precipitated more by sales and/or
profit imperatives than the other way around, as was the case with the
imperial powers of the past. This has had dire consequences for world
peace and stability. Under the rule of past military empires, the subjugated
peoples or nations could live in peace—imposed peace, to be sure—if they
respected the geopolitical interests and economic needs of those imperial
powers and simply resigned to their political and economic ambitions. Not
so with the U.S. military-industrial empire: the interests of this empire are
nurtured through “war dividends.” Peace, imposed or otherwise, would
mean sales stagnation for the giant arms manufacturers. It would also
mean that the powerful beneficiaries of war dividends would find it difficult
to justify their inordinately large share of national resources, or tax dollars.

For the old precapitalist military empires the mere perception of exter-
nal “threats to national interests,” or the mere specter of war, was sufficient
to maintain the elite status of the military establishment and its bureau-
cratic privileges. Indeed, the bureaucratic hierarchies of those early mili-
tary empires were often more interested in the preservation of the status
quo—as this meant peaceful enjoyment of their parasitic positions—than
in war and bloodshed. Again, not so with the U.S. military-industrial
empire: international peace and harmony is not good for the business of
this empire. Perhaps this is why the military side of the Pentagon was not
as eager to wage war on Iraq as the civilian side, which is primarily a front
for powerful corporate interests, especially those vested in war industries.
Contrary to the cases of the earlier, precapitalist military empires, mere
perception of external “threats” is not sufficient for the prosperity of
the U.S. military-industrial empire. Actual, shooting wars—at least,
occasionally—are needed not only for the expansion but, indeed, for the
survival of this empire. Arms industries need occasional wars not only to
draw down their stockpiles of armaments, and make room for more pro-
duction, but also to display the “wonders” of what they produce: the
“shock— and awe”-inducing properties of their products, and the “laser-
guided, surgical operations” of their smart weapons. In the era of tight and
contested budget allocations, arms producers need such “displays of effi-
ciency” to prove that they do not waste taxpayers’ money. Such maneuvers are
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certain to strengthen the arguments of militarist politicians against those
(few) who resist huge military appropriations. Sadly, however, the incen-
tive for the military industry to prove its efficiency is often measured,
though not acknowledged, in terms of actual or potential death and
destruction.

As noted, not all militarists don military uniform. In fact, business and
ideological beneficiaries and promoters of war, who do not have to face
direct combat and death, tend to be more jingoistic and trigger-happy than
professional military personnel who will have to face the horrors of warfare.
Calling such business and/or ideologically driven warmongers “civilian
militarists,” military historian Alfred Vagts points to a number of histori-
cal instances of how the eagerness of civilian militarists to use military force
for their nefarious interests often led “to an intensification of the horrors of
warfare.” For example, he points out how in World War II “civilians not
only anticipated war more eagerly than the professionals, but played a
principal part in making combat . .. more terrible than was the current
military wont or habit.”"® The 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq serves as an even
more blatant example of civilian militarists’ instigation of war in pursuit of
economic gains. It is no longer a secret that the neoconservative civilian
militarists in and around the Bush administration, while lacking the
knowledge or experience of military service, “dictated strategies, force lev-
els, and war aims to the generals and admirals. Older, experienced senior
officers denigrated them as ‘chicken hawks.” ¢

A number of recently surfaced documents reveal that not only were the
civilian militarists, representing powerful (but largely submerged) business
and geopolitical interests, behind the invasion of Iraq, but they also advo-
cated a prolonged occupation of the country in order to avail their legal
and economic “experts” the time needed to overhaul that country’s econ-
omy according to a restructuring plan that they had drawn up long before
the invasion. One such document, titled “Moving the Iraqi Economy from
Recovery to Growth,” was unearthed from the State Department in early
2003 by investigative reporter Greg Palast. The document, also called the
“Economy Plan,” was part of a largely secret program called “The Iraq
Strategy.” Here is how Palast describes the plan:

The Economy Plan goes boldly where no invasion plan has gone before: the
complete rewrite, it says, of a conquered state’s “policies, laws and regulations.”
Here’s what you'll find in the Plan: a highly detailed program . . . for imposing
a new regime of low taxes on big business, and quick sales of Irag’s banks and
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bridges—in fact, “ALL state enterprises”—to foreign operators. . . . And when
it comes to oil, the Plan leaves nothing to chance—or to the Iraqis. Beginning
on page 73, the secret drafters emphasized that Iraq would have to “privatize”
(i.e., sell off) its “oil and supporting industries.” The Plan makes it clear that—
even if we didn't go in for the oil—we certainly won't leave without it. . .. If
the Economy Plan reads like a Christmas wish-list drafted by U.S. corporate
lobbyists, that’s because it was. From slashing taxes to wiping away Iraqs tariffs
(taxes on imports of U.S. and other foreign goods), the package carries the
unmistakable fingerprints of the small, soft hands of Grover Norquist.!”

Grover Norquist, once registered as a lobbyist for Microsoft and American
Express, is one of many corporate lobbyists who helped shape the Economy
Plan for the “new” Iraq. In fact, in an interview with Palast, Norquist boasted of
moving freely at the Treasury, Defense, and State Departments and in the
White House, “shaping the post-conquest economic plans—from taxes to
tariffs to the intellectual property rights.” Palast further points out that the oil
section of the plan “calls for Iraqis to sell off to TOCs’ (international oil
companies) the nation’s ‘downstream’ assets—that is, the refineries, pipelines
and ports.”!8

The Economy Plan’s “Annex D” laid out “a strict 360-day schedule for
the free-market makeover of Iraq.” But General Jay Garner, the initially
designated ruler of Iraq, had promised Iraqis they would have free and fair
elections as soon as Saddam was toppled, preferably within 90 days. In the
face of this conflict, civilian militarists of the Bush administration, repre-
senting powerful special interests, overruled General Garner: elections
were postponed—as usual, on grounds that the local population and/or
conditions were not yet ready for elections. The real reason for the post-
ponement, however, was that, as Palast points out, “[i]t was simply incon-
ceivable that any popularly elected government would let America write its
laws and auction off the nation’s crown jewel, its petroleum industry.”
When Palast asked lobbyist Norquist about the postponement of the elec-
tions, he responded matter of factly: “The right to trade, property rights,
these things are not to be determined by some democratic election.” The
troops would simply have to wait longer."

General Garner’s resistance to the plan to postpone the elections was a
major factor for his sudden replacement with Paul Bremmer who, having
served as managing director of Kissinger Associates, better understood the
corporate culture. Soon after assuming power in Saddam Hussein’s old
palace, Bremmer canceled Garner’s scheduled meeting of Iraq’s tribal
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leaders that was called to plan national elections. Instead, he appointed the
entire “government” himself. National elections, Bremmer pronounced,
would have to wait until 2005. “The delay would, incidentally, provide
time needed to lock in the laws, regulations and irreversible sales of assets
in accordance with the Economy Plan. . .. Altogether, the leader of the
Coalition Provisional Authority issued exactly 100 orders that remade Iraq
in the image of the Economy Plan.”* Most of Bremmer’s restructuring
decrees, however, remain on paper for now as they are fiercely resisted by
the majority of the Iragi people. The extent to which they could be put into
effect depends largely on the political outcome of the power struggle that is
raging in Iraq today.

As foreign policy is often a reflection of domestic policy, the recently
heightened tendency of the United States to war and aggression also seems
to be a reflection of the metaphorical domestic fight over allocation of
national resources, or tax dollars. This is an indication of a corrupt rela-
tionship between domestic and foreign policies: the destructive power of
money to debauch domestic policy is bound to affect foreign policy in the
same destructive direction. This also helps explain why, for example, the
Department of Defense has been gradually but surely “obscuring and dis-
placing the Department of State as the primary agency for making and
administering foreign policy,” or why the United States “now stations
innumerably more uniformed military officers than civilian diplomats, aid
workers, or environmental specialists in foreign countries.” By the same
token, but more importantly, it also helps explain why since World War IT
beneficiaries of the Pentagon budget have almost always reacted negatively
to discussions of international cooperation and tension reduction, or
détente.”!

Thus, for example, in the late 1940s and early 1950s, the Korean War
and the “communist threat” were used as pretexts by the proponents of
military buildup to overrule those who called for limits on military spend-
ing following the end of World War II. Representatives of the military-
industrial complex, disproportionately ensconced in the State
Department, succeeded in having President Truman embark on his
famous overhaul of the U.S. foreign policy, which drastically increased the
Pentagon budget and expanded the military-industrial establishment.

Likewise, in the face of the 1970s" tension-reducing negotiations
with the Soviet Union, representatives of the military-industrial complex
rallied around Cold Warrior think tanks such as the Committee on the
Present Danger and successfully sabotaged those discussions. Instead, once
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again, by invoking the “communist threat,” they managed to reinforce the
relatively weakened tensions with the Soviet Union to such new heights
that it came to be known as the Second Cold War—hence, the early 19805’
dramatic “rearming of America,” as President Reagan put it.

Similarly, when the collapse of the Soviet system and the subsequent
discussions of “peace dividends” in the United States threatened the inter-
ests of the military-industrial complex, representatives of the complex
invented “new external sources of danger to U.S. interests” and successfully
substituted them for the “threat of communism” of the Cold War era. These
“new sources of threat” are said to stem from the “unpredictable, unreliable
regional powers of the Third World,” from the so-called rogue states, and
more recently from “global terrorism” and Islamic fundamentalism.

This tendency of the beneficiaries of war dividends to foment interna-
tional convulsions in order to justify the continuous hemorrhaging of the
Pentagon budget also helps explain why the Bush administration, under
the heavy influence of the Defense Department, viewed the 9/11 tragedy
as an opportunity for further militarization. The monstrous attacks of
9/11 were treated not as crimes—requiring law enforcement, international
police, intelligence gathering, and public diplomacy efforts and operations—
but as war on America. Once it was thus established that the United States
was “at war,” military buildup followed logically.

To make its aggressive foreign policy, and the concomitantly huge
Pentagon appropriations, acceptable to the American people, the military-
industrial complex works assiduously to influence their way of thinking.
This strategy is designed to inculcate militaristic ethos into the cultural
and/or intellectual outlook of the society. Such values include glorification
of the military and its ideals, unquestioning loyalty, adherence to faith and
tradition, male bonding, strong sense of patriotism, military discipline,
and an uncanny readiness to act—in short, “a John Wayne view of the
world,” ” as Chalmers Johnson put it.*> While pacifism is frowned upon as
something bordering treason, patriotism is touted as simply meaning a
readiness to go to war. The military and its ideals have become so sacro-
sanct in the United States that candidates for government office, especially
presidential candidates, fiercely compete with each other to prove stronger
commitment to militarism than their rivals. This was clearly in evidence in
the 2004 presidential race between George W. Bush and John Kerry who
persistently tried to prove that he could out-Bush Bush when it came to
strengthening the armed forces. Thus, as Tom Engelhardt observed long
before the election date, “By the time John Kerry is finished with his
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obligatory tough-guy routine some six-plus months down the road, even if
George Bush loses, the Pentagon will essentially be assured a slice of the
budget no less grandiose than at present.”*

Most Americans will probably feel offended by a judgment that their
culture is imbued with considerable doses of militaristic values. But even a
cursory look at the number of military expressions or terminology that
have become part of the English language of the United States, or the
degree of violence and gun fighting in the film and entertainment indus-
tries, will clearly indicate that such a judgment would not be really unfair
or inappropriate. Just consider this small sample of everyday colloquial
expressions: “fighting” for this or that program or policy; “victorious” in
pursuit of his or her goal; something or someone is on “target”; involved in
an election “campaign”; team so and so is “battling back”; that election race
has become a “war”; conducting “war” on social problems such as poverty
or drug abuse; “lock, stock, and barrel,” meaning the whole of the thing,
or completely; and many more. Even the American national anthem is a
war song based on a poem written during the War of 1812. Many televi-
sion stations, when they sign off, run a film of military jets flying above
the flag.

The military establishment focuses heavily on news media and enter-
tainment industries to infuse public opinion with the ethos of militarism.
It uses these effective culture-molding vehicles to justify, sanitize, and glo-
rify wars. For example, during the preparation for and invasion of Iraq the
media consistently glorified the war as if the whole and only purpose of the
government and the country were to fight wars. The news media have
been instrumental in the success of the Bush administration’s strategy of
sanitizing war as an electronic game devoid of torn flesh, mangled limbs,
spilled blood, twisted intestines, ruined faces, body bags, and coffins. Of
course, the underlying concern for this strategy is the fear that if the
American people are shown a realistic picture of all the unnecessary death
and destruction, they might not support the war—a prospect that would
threaten the business interests of both the military-industrial complex and
the corporate media!®

The relatively successful infusion of the ethos of militarism into the civil-
ian culture has been neither fortuitous nor altogether spontaneous. As
noted above, the military-industrial complex has systematically pursued a
vigorous strategy of cultivating militarism into the civilian ways of think-
ing. That strategy has included active enlistment of support and collabo-
ration of veterans’ organizations, of trade associations and chambers of
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commerce, of some of the fundamentalist wings of the church, of the
news media, of the entertainment industry and of the institutions of
education, especially of higher education. A thorough account of this
strategy is beyond the purview of this study.?® Suffice it to say that, for
example, the number of colleges and universities that conduct Pentagon-
funded research has in recent years increased to almost 350, according to
a 2002 report of the Association of American Universities (AAU). The
Massachusetts Institute of Technology and Johns Hopkins University
alone raked in a combined total of $842,437,294 in military contracts in
2003. The AAU further notes that the Department of Defense accounts
for 60 percent of federal funding for university-based electrical
engineering research, 55 percent for the computer sciences, 41 percent for
metallurgy/materials engineering, and 33 percent for oceanography.
“With the DoD’s budget for research and development skyrocketing, so
to speak, to $66 billion for 2004—an increase of $7.6 billion over 2003—
it doesn’t take a rocket scientist to figure out that the Pentagon can often
dictate the sorts of research that get undertaken and the sorts that
dont.”*

It was this tendency of the research departments of academic institu-
tions to become increasingly dependent on military funding that
prompted the late Senator J. William Fulbright to caution against the
militarization of academia, warning that “in lending itself too much to the
purposes of government, a university fails its higher purposes.” The sena-
tor prophetically warned against the inauspicious development of what he
called the “military-industrial-academic complex.”?

In addition to utilizing the expertise and research services of the tradi-
tional civilian universities, the military-industrial empire also has its own
system of military colleges and training institutions that are designed to
formally meld higher education and the art of warfare, including the many
schools of the National Defense University system (NDU). A sample of
these schools includes the National War College, the Industrial College
of the Armed Forces, the School for National Security Executive
Education, the Joint Forces Staff College, the Information Resources
Management College, the Defense Acquisition University, the Joint
Military Intelligence College, the Defense Language Institute Foreign
Language Center, the Naval Postgraduate School, the Naval War College,
Air University, the Air Force Institute of Technology, the Marine Corps
University, and the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences,
among others. According to Chalmers Johnson’s The Sorrows of Empire,
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there are currently about 150 military-educational institutions in the
United States. The military-industrial-academic complex, however, is only
one of the relatively more noticeable examples of the increasing militariza-
tion of American society. “While the Pentagon has long sought to exploit
and exert influence over civilian cultural institutions,” points out Nicholas
Turse, “today’s massive budgets make its power increasingly irresistible.”*

The relentless and out-of-control growth of military spending since the
late 1940s and early 1950s has led to a number of ominous social, eco-
nomic, and political consequences: a disproportionately large (and often
wasteful) spending of national resources on military buildup at the expense
of more socially gainful or desirable programs; a cozy and corrupt rela-
tionship between government authorities and the military-industrial
establishment; an unfortunate and perverse dependence of many people,
businesses, and communities on military spending; a tainting of civilian cul-
ture and republican principles of government with the ethos and values of
militarism; a steady weakening of civil liberties at home and increasingly
aggressive policies abroad. As the late Sidney Lens put it in his classic book
on the subject, The Military-Industrial Complex, “All this represents a qual-
itative change in the American way of Life. It has concentrated too much
unchecked power in too few hands. It has corrupted the process of ‘gov-
ernment by consent of the governed.” %

Under the bipolar world of the Cold War era, one might have argued
that regrettable as these consequences of militarism may have been they
were necessary to “save us from communism.” Even assuming that such an
explanation was justified at the time, it has since the end of the Cold War
become meaningless. Neither the alleged new, post—Cold War threats such
as rogue states, or global terrorism, or Al-Qaedeh justify the size of the mili-
tary-industrial colossus. Therefore, there must be an explanation of the
gigantic growth of the military-industrial complex that goes beyond the issue
of “national security.” I have tried in this chapter and in the introduction to
the book to lay down, in broad outlines, an analytical foundation toward
such an explanation. The following chapters, building and elaborating on
this foundation, will show that there is a built-in dynamics of the self-
expanding military-industrial complex that transcends issues of national
security.



CHAPTER 2

Imperial Militarisms: Past
and Present

here is an unmistakably common pattern to the logic and

development of imperial militarisms: a protracted reliance on

military power in pursuit of economic, ideological, or geopolitical
gains tends to create a dynamic out of which evolves a large standing mil-
itary apparatus that tends to perpetuate itself—and to lead gradually to
militarism. Although militarism thus evolves out of the military, the two are
different in character. The military is usually a means to meet certain ends:
to maintain national security or to gain economic, territorial, or geopoliti-
cal advantages. Militarism, on the other hand, represents a bureaucratized
permanent military establishment as an end in itself; or as Chalmers
Johnson, author of The Sorrows of Empire, puts it, “a phenomenon by which
a nation’s armed services come to put their institutional preservation ahead
of achieving national security or even a commitment to the integrity of the
governmental structure of which they are a part.”’

Militarism is sometimes manifested in open or direct military rule: gener-
als and other top military brass, donning military uniform, formally occupy
all the major decision-making positions of power of a nation. More often,
however, the power and influence of militarism is exercised indirectly, that
is, through the formally civilian organs of the state structure. Whether
open and direct or disguised and indirect, militarism tends to pervert
social, economic, and political structures of a society in order to appropri-
ate and control the lion’s share of national resources and justify its overex-
tended apparatus and parasitic role.
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In the context of a major world power, destructive effects of militarism
go beyond such distortions of domestic structures; in addition, such effects
also tend to threaten international peace and stability as militarism often
resorts to instigation of international conflicts in order to justify its para-
sitic existence by inventing “external threats to national interests or secu-
rity.” When an inordinately large military establishment of a world power
reaches such high levels of influence that it can manipulate the foreign pol-
icy of that superpower for its own ends, militarism can be called military
imperialism—or parasitic imperialism. Under the sway of military imperi-
alism, instigation of international conflicts and military adventures abroad
are often prompted not so much by territorial or economic gains for the
empire or the nation as a whole—that is, not by a desire to expand the
empire’s wealth beyond the existing levels—but by a desire to appropriate
the lion’s share of the existing wealth and treasure for the military establish-
ment. It is at such stages of imperial degeneration—as when Julius Caesar
crossed the Rubicon—that military operations abroad tend to tip the
scales in the direction of cost inefficiency and drain a national economy.
When global military operations, combined with the costs of maintaining
a huge military apparatus abroad, exceed the economic gains from such
operations, the top-heavy and costly military apparatuses tend to under-
mine the thus-burdened economic base. Today U.S. militarism seems to
be headed in this direction.

A number of historical developments tend to support this argument. In
his prominent historical study, The Rise and Fall of the Grear Powers, Paul
Kennedy carefully describes a number of instances of how military empires
grew out of the womb of great civilizations, gradually weakened those
civilizations, and eventually supplanted and drowned them altogether.
Focusing on the “proper” extent to which national resources should be
used for military purposes, the book shows how out-of-control military
empires “became increasingly wasteful, arrogant, and corrupt. Leaders
focused on foreign adventures rather than domestic issues while telling
their citizens that sacrifices and high levels of military spending were
needed to protect them from foreign demons. Each empire died after they
ran up so much debt from foreign adventures that no one would loan
them more money, causing a rapid collapse.”

The Roman Empire is a classic example of this historical pattern of the
rise and fall of the great powers. Before Julius Caesar crossed the Rubicon
(49 BC), which marked the superpower’s historical transition from
republicanism to militarism, Rome ruled through the electoral system of
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representational government for nearly two centuries. Despite the fact that
the pre-Rubicon Roman Republic was the world’s major superpower for a
long time, and it used extensive military force to control and extort pay-
ments from vast regions outside of Italy, it nonetheless could not be called
a military empire because during that period the military was used pri-
marily as a means to achieve economic, territorial, and geopolitical ends.
In other words, although the pre-Rubicon superpower was an economic,
territorial, and geopolitical empire, it was not a military empire because
during that period the military was under the control of the civilian gov-
ernment. Protracted dependence on military force to control vast territo-
ries and extensive resources, however, led to the proliferation of multiple
sources of power and prestige within the extended military establishment
that gradually undermined the republican principles of the civilian gov-
ernment and eventually emerged as the fully fledged military empire of the
post-Rubicon period.

Although the military dictatorship that supplanted the Roman democ-
racy destroyed its system of elections, rendered the Roman senate power-
less, and terminated the popular assemblies and legislative comitia that
were crucial to the republican system, Roman armies continued to claim
that they were simply serving “the senate and the Roman people”; they
“paraded under banners emblazoned with the Latin initials SPQR (Senarus
Populusque Romanus).” But the military rule did more than destroy the
Roman democracy. In so doing, it also precipitated its own demise: as the
military establishment lavishly helped its colossal apparatus to the lion’s
share of the empire’s treasury, the economic base that was supposed to sus-
tain the large military spending suffered. All the while it spread the seeds
of bitterness and enmity, both at home and abroad. The continuing top-
heavy military apparatus upon a weakening economic base, combined
with a world of enemies determined to defy the military rule, gradually
overwhelmed and eventually drowned the military empire.

The rise of the huge military establishment in the United States since
World War II represents another example of how militarism can evolve out
of a continued reliance on the military as a means to pursue economic, ide-
ological, or geopolitical ends. After the war, the United States relied on the
military power to fight the “threat of communism,” to keep foreign mar-
kets open to trade and investment, and to safeguard global markets.
Continued reinforcement of the armed forces in pursuit of these objectives
has gradually led to the proliferation of a large military apparatus whose
further growth seems to have acquired an autonomous, self-expanding
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dynamic that tends to be increasingly at odds not only with international
peace and stability but also with broader national interests. The powerful
military-industrial complex (the combination of the U.S. armed forces,
arms industry, and associated economic and political interests) has effec-
tively transformed the defense apparatus into a militarist, imperial estab-
lishment whose primary claim to the lion’s share of national resources rests
on instigation of wars and conflicts that, aside from moral issues, are not
justifiable even on economic or geopolitical grounds for the imperium.
This explains why, for example, official justifications of the U.S. military
expansions and aggressions since the collapse of the Berlin Wall have
become increasingly fuzzy: fighting against “rogue states,” global terrorism,
international drug trafficking, and militant Islam; or fighting for human
rights and democratic values.

The gigantic growth of the military-industrial complex has affected the
“American way of life” in a number of fundamental ways: the dispropor-
tionately large (and often wasteful) spending of national resources on
military buildup at the expense of more socially desirable programs such as
health and education, the cozy and corrupt relationship between govern-
ment authorities/institutions and the military-industrial complex, the
steadily weakening civil liberties at home, and increasingly confrontational
policies abroad.

These developments have led some observers to argue that the United
States might have already crossed its own metaphorical Rubicon, the water-
shed between republicanism and militarism. Accordingly, these observers
maintain that the out-of-control expansion of the military-industrial com-
plex is leading the overstretched military empire in a direction that, if not
checked, is headed toward decay and decline a la Old, post-Rubicon
Rome.*

While the theory that paints the future of U.S. military imperialism
after the pattern of post-Rubicon Rome is used to explain the “rise and fall
of great powers,” as Paul Kennedy puts it, and while the possibility that the
U.S. military empire may follow that historical trajectory cannot be ruled
out altogether, nonetheless it is highly likely that the decline or contraction
of this imperial power would take a different pattern, a pattern more in
tune with an advanced capitalist economic structure than precapitalist for-
mations. Theories and actual developments that can serviceably be
employed to explain the rise and fall of precapitalist imperial powers can-
not necessarily be extended or extrapolated to explain the rise and fall of
capitalist empires. Capitalism, like other modes of production before it, has
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its own “historically-specific laws of motion,” to borrow Karl Marx’s
felicitous words.

For example, conflict of interests and power struggles within capitalist rul-
ing circles are usually resolved through a politico-juridical and institutional
framework of what is called bourgeois democracy—a framework that has
been molded over time by market imperatives, or the requirements of the
economic system. By contrast, conflicts and power struggles within pre-
capitalist formations often led to civil wars, territorial conquests, or physi-
cal annihilation of one side or the other of the conflict. Indeed, such
physical destruction of political or economic adversaries within an imper-
ial, dynastic, or feudal structure seems to have been, more often than not,
the only way to end or to resolve irreconcilable interests or hostilities. This
is how, for instance, Roman imperators (military commanders), provincial
governors, and various other contending sources of power resolved their
political and economic claims against each other, or against the senate
and/or nobility that was ensconced in the city-state of Rome, after Julius
Caesar illegally crossed the Rubicon and thrust the country into civil war
(49 BC). (Although the official date of the demise of the Republic of
Rome, or the birth of the Roman Empire, is said to be 27 BC, when the
Senate effectively delegated all the powers to Octavian, the grandnephew
of Julius, in practice the Republic had been dying since 133 BC, with the
killing of the Gracchi brothers. Their deaths signaled the end of legal pro-
cedure and the beginning of heavy-handed, extra-legal, or violent methods
of settling claims or conflict of interests.)

Under advanced and well-integrated capitalist economies, on the other
hand, antagonistic social forces and conflicting interests within the ruling
circles usually cannot afford to engage in military civil wars or armed
struggles because, while conflicting, their interests are also vested in a uni-
fied market system. The need to respect and preserve the health and
integrity of the market structure induces and/or compels the various fac-
tions of the capitalist class to avoid any kind of violent factional or sectar-
ian fight that might disrupt or paralyze the market, as this would be
tantamount to economic suicide: everybody would lose if the market is
disrupted or paralyzed. Guided, or disciplined, by this economic impera-
tive of market mechanism, contending or conflicting interests within
the ruling circles are obliged to play by the rules and regulations that are
suitable to the market system, that is, to fight within the legal and politi-
cal framework tolerable by market imperatives: the rules of bourgeois
democracy.
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This helps explain why violent factional fights or civil wars within the rul-
ing circles are nowadays rare or nonexistent in countries with advanced,
well-integrated market economies. By the same token, it also helps explain
why in the lesser-developed countries, where various economic interests
are not yet fully vested in an integrated market, such violent clashes are still
visible. More starkly yet, it helps explain why under precapitalist forma-
tions military civil wars and armed struggles were quite normal as the way
to settle economic and political claims: to militarily or physically vanquish
the opponents and appropriate their territory, their economic interests, or
their political authority. Perhaps more importantly, the historically specific
forms or methods of settling conflicting economic and political disputes
help explain that, contrary to the claims of some pundits, there is nothing
inherent, racial, genetic, or Western in the fact that today’s economically
advanced countries enjoy more stable socioeconomic and political struc-
tures. Instead, the determining factor seems, once again, to be economics,
or as the cliché goes, it is the economics, stupid!

It follows that, for example, had the economies of the northern and south-
ern states that became part of the United States of America been as developed,
integrated, and interdependent in the mid-nineteenth century as they are
today, the devastating American Civil War would most probably have been
avoided. To put it differently, it is very unlikely that today’s highly integrated
economy and, therefore, interdependent economic interests would allow such
violent methods of resolving conflicts and disagreements within the capitalist
class. Perhaps the controversial presidential election of 2000 can go some way
to clarifying this point. As the election results were contested with no clear
winner between the Democratic candidate Al Gore and the Republican can-
didate George W. Bush, the stock market first stagnated and then began a
downward slide. To avoid an economic crisis and a catastrophic Wall Street
reaction, the heatedly contested claims were soon resolved without any phys-
ical violence or without a shot being fired. Instead, the invisible (but real)
U.S. establishment peacefully resolved the stand-off in favor of George W.
Bush by means of a U.S. Supreme Court verdict. And nobody within the rul-
ing elite challenged the court ruling because the subtle understanding was
that if the election stalemate continued for a longer time, or if violent clashes
erupted, and the stock market crashed, everybody would lose.

What are the implications of this discussion for the question at hand:
the future and limits of escalating U.S. militarism; or more specifically, the
implications for the relevance of the theory of the Old Rome to the expan-
sion and/or decline of the U.S. military empire?
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The answer seems to be that, barring a social upheaval from below, it is
highly unlikely that the U.S. imperial military power would follow the
pattern of the decline or decay of the Roman Empire, or that of any other
precapitalist empires. Instead, the decline of the U.S. military-industrial
empire (in due time, of course) would more likely be akin to the pattern of
the decline of the British and other European colonial/imperial powers
than to that of the Roman Empire. An overview of the experience of
British imperialism and the pattern of expansion and contraction of its
armed forces can be instructive here.

Before achieving international market superiority in the second half of
the eighteenth century, England relied heavily on its military power for
economic gains in global markets. Mercantilist policies were instrumental
in the early stages of industrialization in England. The essence of mercan-
tilism was that the British government played an active role in mobilizing
and channeling both domestic and external economic resources toward
industrialization and development of the country. Colonial policies of ter-
ritorial conquest and transfer of their economic resources to England was
a major part of the mercantilist theory of industrialization. So were the
strict policies of protection of British industries against their international
rivals, especially against the Dutch manufacturers who were originally
more efficient than the British. More than two centuries of mercantilist
policies helped England achieve international economic superiority by the
second half of the eighteenth century. Consequently, Britain’s ability to
dominate international markets by virtue of its competitive market forces
made most of its huge colonial military-administrative forces redundant.
The costs of defending and/or subduing colonies thus came to be increas-
ingly viewed as a costly trade-off as British traders gained a competitive
edge in foreign markets:

The military expenses attendant on Britain’s overseas ventures, especially the
costs of holding and defending its American colonies, had become so large that
these colonies were now tapping the wealth of the center. This prompted
[Josiah] Tucker to make his famous complaint in 1783 that America “was a
Millstone hanging about the Neck of this country [Britain], to weigh it down.
And as we ourselves had not the Wisdom to cut the Rope, and to let the
Burthen fall off, the Americans have kindly done it for us.”

International industrial superiority, combined with the disproportionately
high cost of maintaining a gigantic colonial apparatus, led many of the
leading British elite, representing largely the internationally competitive
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industrialists, to suggest in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries
an alternative to mercantilism in pursuit of international economic gains.
The alternative view, which was most effectively expounded by Adam
Smith, the putative father of modern economics, maintained that Britain’s
ability to dominate international markets by virtue of its competitive mar-
ket forces made most of its colonial military and administrative apparatus
superfluous. The new vision, which came to be known as classical liberal-
ism, or laissez-faire doctrine, further upheld that what England needed was
not occupation of others’ lands by military and administrative means,
which had become very costly, but economic utilization of those lands by
market means, by virtue of its superior international productivity.

The question the British manufacturers and their political representa-
tives in the British parliament were grappling with at this time was how to
end the formal colonial ties, and cut its enormous costs, without disturbing
the existing pattern of trade specialization that England had methodically
established as a result of two centuries of successful mercantilist policies.
The essence of that pattern of trade specialization, also called international
division of labor, consisted of Britain supplying its satellites of trading
partners with manufactured products in exchange for their minerals and
raw material products. Proponents of transition to free trade and economic
liberalism argued that, once having achieved economic superiority,
England’s continued support of protectionist policies of mercantilism
could actually undermine its economic leadership, as such policies pro-
vided other countries the opportunity to achieve what England had
accomplished as a result of pursuing those policies for two centuries. On
the other hand, if England switched its trade policies from mercantilism to
free trade and, more importantly, prevailed in having its trading partners
adopt such policies, it could thereby deter them from nurturing their own
industrial independence, that is, from adopting protectionist polices vis-a-
vis superior British industries.

Having achieved worldwide industrial superiority by virtue of more
than two centuries of mercantilism and colonialism, England then moved
to impose free trade policy on world markets so that it could maintain the
existing international division of labor, and hence its industrial leadership,
through market mechanism instead of colonial-military force. England, of
course, still needed military power but just enough to keep foreign lands
and markets open to free trade, not to conquer and keep them occupied.

Whereas proponents of the new doctrine called it laissez-faire, or
economic liberalism (as always, portraying it as freedom and/or democracy
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in general), critics called it “free trade imperialism,”® signifying a prefer-
ence by the economically superior to use its market power for economic
gains instead of military power. Other terms have since been coined to con-
vey the doctrine: ultra-imperialism, neocolonialism, benevolent or benign
or progressive imperialism, and neoliberalism. Today’s neoliberal theory of
international trade, promoted largely by the internationally competitive
economic powers through World Trade Organization and other multilat-
eral institutions, derives its laissez-faire economic philosophy, hence the
liberal part of its name, from that classical liberalism.

The rise of economic liberalism posed a serious threat to the traditional
military-administrative apparatus of British colonialism. Not surprisingly,
the powerful interests vested in militarism and/or colonialism put up a vig-
orous resistance. The result was a lively theoretical debate and long political
struggle between proponents of free trade imperialism and those of
military-colonial imperialism, which lasted several decades. Proponents of
the laissez-faire doctrine eventually gained the definitive upper hand in
1848 as they succeeded in dismantling the last of the Corn Laws. From
then on England moved more vigorously to impose free trade policies on
its trading partners.

England’s gradual utilization of free trade and economic liberalism
(instead of military power) for international economic gains, however, did
not mean that it had permanently abandoned militarism and/or economic
protection. Eschewing economic protection and the use of military power
to enforce such protectionist polices, if or when necessary, lasted only as
long as England remained unrivaled in international markets. Once the
newly rising economic powers such as Germany and France began to
threaten that hitherto unrivaled British position by the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, England resorted, once again, to economic pro-
tection, military power, and colonialism. The ensuing fierce rivalry over
global markets and resources eventually led to the eruption of World War I.

From a long historical perspective, military policies of British capital-
ism, including both the imperial/colonial and postcolonial eras, signify a
pattern of expansion and retrenchment: expanding to protect its global
markets when threatened by international rivals, and retrenching when it
enjoyed international economic superiority, or when external military
operations became too taxing or burdensome to nonmilitary capital
and/or the overall national economy. The pattern also serves as a more gen-
eral, capitalistic mechanism or dynamics than exclusively British: depend-
ing on the degree of their international economic competitiveness (or lack
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thereof), all world capitalist powers tend to alternate free trade imperialism
with military imperialism. For example, when the U.S. economy virtually
faced no international competition in the immediate post—World War II
years, U.S. leaders and policy makers promoted free trade and
multilateralism—just as the United Kingdom had done for most of the
nineteenth century. But since the early 1970s, when that unrivaled inter-
national economic status came to an end, it has behaved increasingly uni-
lateralist, disregardful or sometimes even resentful of multilateral
institutions and, in recent years, blatantly militaristic—again, similar to
the military muscle flexing of the British imperial power in late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries when it faced the rise of the United States,
Germany, and other European rival powers. Indeed, as Timothy Garton
Ash of The Guardian newspaper points out,

If you want to know what London was like in 1905, come to Washington in
2005. Imperial gravitas and massive self-importance. That sense of being the
centre of the world, and of needing to know what happens in every corner of
the world because you might be called on—or at least feel called upon—to
intervene there. Hyperpower. Top dog. And yet, gnawing away beneath the
surface, the nagging fear that your global supremacy is not half so secure as you
would wish. As Joseph Chamberlain, the British colonial secretary, put it in
1902: “The weary Titan staggers under the too vast orb of his fate”. . . . The
United States is now that weary Titan.”

Ash’s comparisons are not based on simple or simplistic impressions; they
are based on a number of specific similarities between the U.S. imperial
power of today and British imperialism of a hundred years ago. For exam-
ple, the United States has the insurgency guerrilla warfare in Iraq as the
nemesis of its imperial military power; the United Kingdom had the Boer
guerrilla war. (Although British imperialism eventually crushed the Boers
by pouring some 450,000 British and colonial soldiers there and herding
“roughly a quarter of the Boer population into concentration camps, where
many died,” nonetheless the protracted and costly war against a relatively
small insurgent force helped undermine the myth of the invincible British
imperial power.) Furthermore, as Ash further points out, “China and India
are to the United States today what Germany and America were to Britain
a hundred years ago.” The rapid transformation of China into a global eco-
nomic powerhouse, and the likelihood that India will follow its footsteps,
means an increasing narrowing of the U.S. economic and military spheres
of influence in global arena. China is already the world’s second largest
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energy user, after the United States. It also possesses the world’s second
largest foreign currency reserves, after Japan—the United States ranks only
ninth, following Singapore.®

This is not to suggest that the decline or demise of the U.S. military-
imperial power is imminent—Dby no means. After all, British imperialism
lasted for another 40 years after the Boer War ended in the early twentieth
century. Nor does it mean that the U.S. military imperialism will peace-
fully recede or retreat to the rank of other leading countries without a
fight—no imperial power has done so. (For example, it took two devastat-
ing world wars to reduce British imperialism to the fold of other industri-
alized countries.) It is rather to point out that, as Ash suggests, “whether
the ‘American century’ that began in 1945 will last until 2045,” longer or
shorter, “its end can already be glimpsed on the horizon.” It is to further
point out that, barring a radical and widespread social upheaval from
below, the U.S. military-imperial power, having once reached its limits,
would more likely follow the pattern of the decline of the British Empire
than that of the Roman Empire; that is, America is more likely to become
the next Old Europe than the next Old Rome, as most critics of U.S. mil-
itarism contend. (A detailed account of those limits, that is, the limits of
U.S. militarism, and their restraining potential in terms of the curtailment
of the U.S. military-imperial power, is offered in chapter 9 of this study.
Indeed, chapter 9 picks up the discussion that is left off here in this chap-
ter. Therefore, interested readers can move directly from here to chapter 9
without loss of continuity.)
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CHAPTER 3

The Rise of U.S. Militarism

We should avoid those overgrown military establishments, which under

any form of government are inauspicious to liberty, and which are to be
regarded as particularly hostile to Republican Liberty.

—DPresident George Washington, Farewell

Address, September 17, 1796

early 1950s clearly reversed its previous antimilitarist tradition of

over 150 years. At the end of each war before World War II—and
the United States fought many of them—demobilization of war-time
armed forces reduced them to their prewar size. This took place even at the
end of World War II, but only for a brief period of time (from mid- to late
1940s). The subsequent remilitarization that started in the late 1940s
under President Truman has continued unabated to this day. Continued
reliance on the armed forces to “contain the Soviet threat,” and to keep
world markets and resources open to U.S. capital, has led to the gradual
evolution of military power from a means in the service of economic and
geopolitical gains to an end in itself. The resulting military empire, better
known as the military-industrial complex, has had momentous effects not
only on domestic politics, economics, and republican traditions of the
United States, but also on international relations, on global war and peace
issues, and on the lives of many people worldwide. This chapter is devoted
to a brief exposition of the developments that led to the rise of militarism
in the United States. Before that, I will offer an overview of the elaborate
imperial and/or custodial plans that the U.S. ruling class designed during
World War II for the postwar world in order to supplant the waning

Expansion of the U.S. military establishment since the late 1940s and
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British Empire, to check the further advances of the forces of fascism, and
to rescue the badly shaken capitalist system.

Designing a “Benign” Empire: How the U.S.
Imperial Power Supplanted British Imperialism

Rationalist philosophers of the Enlightenment had believed that the more
educated people became the more tolerant and peaceful they would be.
The impressive development of Western capitalism in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries, and its rapid expansion to most parts of the
world, also led many to believe that capitalism was capable of perpetual self-
adjustment and continuous growth without any need of government
intervention. Such hopes, however, proved to be as utopian as those of the
old messianic fantasies. The international economic and geopolitical
rivalry among Western imperialist powers during that period, which
eventually led to the two devastating world wars of the first half of the
twentieth century, coupled with the no less devastating ravages of the
Great Depression of the 1930s, created onerous living conditions for
numerous citizens of our planet. The misery and devastation of war and
depression shook many people’s faith in capitalism as a self-adjusting,
humane system. The emergence of the rival system of the Soviet Union,
despite its bureaucratic and dictatorial character, further undermined the
credibility and the appeal of market mechanism because while the capi-
talist West was suffering from economic depression, unemployment, and
poverty in the 1930s, the Soviet economy was enjoying impressive rates of
growth, with no unemployment, homelessness, or hunger.

Not surprisingly, many of the colonial and other less-developed areas of
the world combined their anticolonial and anti-imperial national liberation
struggles with demands for government-sponsored models of socialist-
oriented or “noncapitalist” development. In the core capitalist countries of
the West, too, demands for reform and voices of revolution were frequently
heard during the widespread protest demonstrations of the 1930s by the
poor and working classes. Anticapitalist sentiments and demands to harness
or to do away with the skittish, unreliable, and, at times, brutal forces of
market mechanism in favor of regulating and/or managing national
economies were heard not only among the Left and working classes but also
in the ranks of the middle and lower middle classes and the small business.
Spokespersons of these strata openly debated the wisdom of trusting vital
social issues with an economic system that periodically led to devastating
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outcomes such as war and depression. The rise of fascism and the outbreak
of World War II further heightened the need for government intervention
in national economic affairs.

Predictably, these developments created anxiety among the ruling elites
of the capitalist West as they tended to undermine the credibility and via-
bility of market mechanism. Although the United States was not directly
involved in the war until late 1941, its policy makers were nonetheless
alarmed by Hitler’s swift occupation of continental Europe and the
prospects of his forces cutting off the United States from its international
markets. The U.S. ruling elite moved swiftly to both check the further
advances of the forces of fascism and to rescue the badly shaken capitalist
system.

The most urgent questions that concerned the U.S. business and govern-
ment leaders in the face of the rapid advances of German forces centered on
the issue of economic self-sufficiency should the war interrupt foreign trade.
Could the United States be self-sufficient within the Western hemisphere, or
did it require trade with other world areas? How self-contained was the
Western hemisphere compared to German-controlled Europe? How much of
the world’s resources and territory did the United States require to meet its eco-
nomic needs?!

Combined with the lingering insecurity and anxiety from the Great
Depression, these questions made business and government leaders
uncomfortable, especially the leaders of big business with high stakes in
international trade and investment. In response, they set out to defeat sen-
timents of economic nationalism and/or “isolationism” in favor of global-
ization, to restore trust in market mechanism and international trade, and
to replace the British Empire as the dominant economic and political
power in the world.?

In pursuit of these objectives, the leading figures of what is sometimes
called the U.S. “establishment” worked closely with the government of
President Roosevelt. Operating through the institutional umbrella of the
Council on Foreign Relations, leaders of the establishment provided both
theoretical advice and intellectual justification for major foreign policy
overhauls during and immediately after the war. A brief look at the social
status and class composition of the council can help a better understand-
ing of the imperial origins and objectives of the U.S. foreign policy since
World War II. It can also be instructive on grounds that it provides some
interesting insights into how the ruling class often shapes major govern-
ment policies from behind the scenes.
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The Council on Foreign Relations, which continues to operate by the
same name, had begun in 1918 as “a dinner club which gave those residents
of New York City who were interested in international affairs—and who
could afford expensive meals—an opportunity to hear speeches by
distinguished foreign visitors.” Its handbook for 1919 expresses its objec-
tives as follows:

The object of the Council on Foreign Relations is to afford a continuous con-
ference on foreign affairs, bringing together at each meeting international
thinkers so that in the course of a year several hundred expert minds in finance,
industry, education, statecraft and science will have been brought to bear on
international problems. It is a board of initiation—a board of invention. It
plans to cooperate with the government and all existing international agencies
to bring all of them into constructive accord.’?

In their revelatory book on the origins, objectives, and operations of the
council—aptly titled, /mperial Brain Trust—Laurence Shoup and William
Minter show how the organization is composed of wealthy, influential,
and largely global-oriented corporate leaders, with networks and ties to
major industrial, financial, and trading corporations, as well as with elite
academic and legal experts in Ivy League schools and Wall Street law firms.
They show that, for example, in 1971 fourteen out of nineteen members
of the Board of Trustees of the Rockefeller Foundation were also members
of the council. These numbers for six other leading foundations in the
same year were as follows: ten out of seventeen for the Carnegie
Corporation, seven out of sixteen for the Ford Foundation, six out of
eleven for the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, five out of seventeen for
A. P. Sloan Foundation, four out of nine for the Commonwealth Fund,
and three out of thirteen for C. E Kettering Foundation. Comparable
numbers of trustees for major research organizations were as follows: seven
out of twenty-two for Brookings Institution in 1966, nine out of twenty
for RAND Corporation in 1969, nine out of twenty-two for Defense
Analysis in 1969, and eight out of fourteen for Hudson Institute in 1970.

Shoup and Minter further show that council members also work as gov-
erning board members of the major universities. For example, the number
of council members who also served as members of the board of governors
of nine major universities in 1973 were as follows: twelve (Harvard), ten
(Yale), ten (Princeton), eight (MIT), seven (Columbia), seven (Johns
Hopkins), six (Chicago), five (New York University), and five (Cornell).
The authors also provide a list of major industrial, commercial, and
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financial firms with four or more council members as directors or partners
for the 1969-1970 period: U.S. Steel, Mobil Oil, Standard Oil (later
became Exxon, now Exxon-Mobil), IBM, ITT, GE, du Pont, Chase
Manhattan Bank, J. P. Morgan and Co., City Bank, Chemical Bank, Bank
of New York, Morgan Stanley Bank, Lehman Brothers Bank, Equitable
Life Insurance, New York Life Insurance, Metropolitan Life Insurance,
and Mutual of New York Insurance. The list also includes a number of
other investment banks or companies as well as a number of major law
firms.*

In light of this socioeconomic background, it is not surprising then that
the council has almost always advocated a globalist foreign policy.
Accordingly, it has consistently strived to expand external markets and
investment opportunities for U.S. capital. By the same token, it vehe-
mently opposed views of economic nationalism and self-sufficiency, which
were occasionally discussed during the two world wars and the Great
Depression. With the outbreak of World War II in September 1939, how-
ever, those views of economic self-sufficiency gained a fresh currency; and
the council set out to quell such visions in favor of international trade and
economic globalization. This globalist perspective underpinned the overall
war objectives of the United States—which meant not only preparations
for the war but also for a new postwar world.

To this end, the council began in the summer of 1940 a wide-range
study of the war-time economic needs of the United States. The study was
carried out by a group of the council’s economic experts called the
Financial and Economic Experts. Top on the their study agenda was to
examine the viability of a possible U.S.-Western hemisphere economic
self-sufficiency should the unpredictable war developments make such a
potential scenario a reality. The Council noted that at the time the world
was divided into four major economic blocs or areas: continental Europe
dominated by Germany, the U.S.-Western hemisphere, the United
Kingdom and the remnants of its empire and commonwealth countries,
and the Far East-Pacific area, which included Japan, China, and the Dutch
East Indies.

The study collected and set up a comprehensive list of each area’s
exports and imports. It then divided the tradable products of various coun-
tries and regions into “competing” and “complementary” products.
Competing products, also called substitutes, are similar or identical prod-
ucts of which both trading partners have a surplus and wish to export.
Complementary products are those products of which one trading partner



44 e Political Economy of U.S. Militarism

has a surplus and wishes to export while the other needs and wishes to
import them. A trading area was considered to have the ability to be self-
sufficient in a particular product, let us say in aluminum, if it exported as
much aluminum to other areas as it imported from them; because this
meant that if the war conditions prevented that area from trading with
other areas, it could rechannel its own aluminum within its area. Implicit
in the discussion of a trading area or an economically self-sufficient bloc
was government intervention and economic planning should the war
necessitate such actions. This was what the Soviet Union had to do to
become self-sufficient as the capitalist world imposed economic sanctions
on that country following the Bolshevik Revolution in 1917. This was also
a prospect that frightened the Council on Foreign Relations, the “imperial
brain trust” of the globalist U.S. capital.

The council completed the study by the fall of 1940. It then sent its find-
ings, conclusions, and policy recommendations to President Roosevelt and
the Department of State in two separate memoranda, numbered
Memorandum E-B19 (mid-October 1940) and Memorandum E-B34
(July 24, 1941). The major points of these memoranda, which were largely
accepted and implemented by the government, can be summarized as fol-
lows. First, as things stood in late summer and early fall of 1941, that is,
before the U.S. entry into the war, “the self-sufficiency of the German-
dominated Continental European bloc was . . . much higher than that of
the Western hemisphere as a whole.” Second, the U.S.-Western hemi-
sphere was not self-sufficient largely because the United States needed
wider export markets for its manufactured products. As Winfield W.
Riefler, the council head at the time, put it, the United States needed
“elbow room” or “living space” beyond the Western hemisphere in order to
prevent major readjustments or alterations in the U.S. economic structure.
Third, to become self-sufficient, the U.S.-Western hemisphere needed
trade and “economic integration” with the other two non-German blocs,
the British Empire and the Far East.

The degree of self-sufficiency of such an expanded region—initially
called “Western hemisphere, British Empire, and Far East bloc,” later
called the “Grand Area”—would be “substantially greater than that of any
other feasible union.” It was estimated that for the new, U.S.-led Grand
Area “the inter-area trade was 79 percent of total trade in the case of
imports and 86 percent for exports. This self-sufficiency was greater than
that of Continental Europe, whose inter-area trade figures were 69 percent
and 79 percent respectively.” The council thus concluded that “as a
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minimum, the American ‘national interests’ involved the free access to
markets and raw materials in the British Empire, the Far East, and the
entire Western hemisphere.”®

The council and government planners also discussed some of the major
economic, political, and military prerequisites for the success of the pro-
jected U.S.-led, non-German Grand Area. For one thing, it was pointed
out that effective economic cooperation within the Grand Area required
certain multilateral institutions and “appropriate measures in the fields of
trade, investment, and monetary arrangements” so that the friendly trading
partners could conduct their international business smoothly and effec-
tively.” Second, it was indicated that in order to prevent the German forces
from penetrating into the Grand Area, the British resistance to German
pressure in the Atlantic and elsewhere must be supported and maintained.
The third (implicit) condition for the success of the non-German free
trade Grand Area was that all countries within the area, including Japan,
accepted and/or submitted to the U.S. designs and conditions for the
projected area.

To meet these conditions, the council suggested a complementary
requirement, a safeguarding or insuring measure: “military . . . supremacy
for the United States within the non-German world.” In its E-B19
memorandum to the president and the State Department in mid-October
1940, the council recommended the following: “The foremost require-
ment of the United States in a world in which it proposes to hold unques-
tioned power is the rapid fulfillment of a program of complete
re-armament.” Council planners acknowledged that the new and
expanded military role “necessarily will involve increased military expendi-
tures and other risks.” But they reasoned that such expenditures and risks
would be more than offset by long-term economic gains: “Since the loss of
outside markets and raw materials would force serious economic readjust-
ments within the smaller region of the Western hemisphere, such an
enlargement of the United States’ economic domain, with the attendant
increase of necessary military commitments and costs, would be essential
over the course of time.”® These recommendations, which were largely
accepted and implemented by President Roosevelt’s government, turned
out to be the initial plans and projections of the United States’ new global
or imperial role.

Although the Grand Area was designed as a war-time economic and mil-
itary framework in reaction to Germany’s expansionist policies, the United
States also simultaneously made tentative plans for beyond the war: to
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expand the Grand Area to include continental Europe once the Axis
Alliance was defeated, thereby making the Grand Area global:

The Grand Area, as the United States-led non-German bloc was called during
1941, was only an interim measure to deal with the emergency situation of
1940 and early 1941. The preferred ideal was even more grandiose—one world
economy dominated by the United States. The Economic and Financial Group
[of the Council] said in June 1941, “the Grand Area is not regarded by the
Group as more desirable than a world economy, nor as an entirely satisfactory
substitute.” Because the Group thought it unrealistic to plan at that time for a
British or Anglo-American victory, it suggested that blueprints for integrating
the existing Grand Area under American leadership should be worked on as a
short-range war or defense measure. This area would then be an organized

nucleus for building an integrated world economy after the war.’

As it turned out, however, plans for building an integrated world economy
did not wait until after the war. Soon after these projections were made in
mid-1941, the balance of power in war fronts developed in ways that pre-
saged the doom of the Axis powers. The effective resistance of the Soviet
army to Hitler’s military force in the late summer of 1941, followed by the
United States’ effective repulsion of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor in
the late fall of that year, shattered the myth of the invincibility of the Axis
powers. Soon after these setbacks of Germany and its allies, the United
States began to draw plans for the postwar period. As it turned out, the
blueprints for the postwar era of a one-world capitalist economy—and
most of the attendant international institutions such as the International
Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the United Nations—were drawn
during, not after, the war.

A major premise of the U.S. plan of the non-German Grand Area was
that all the countries of the projected area, including Japan, would (or
would have to) accede to the designs of the plan. But Japan had its own
imperial plans for the Far East region. It was called the Greater East Asia
Co-Prosperity Sphere, and it included China, Indochina, Thailand, the
Philippines, Malaya, and certain Pacific Islands. The U.S. planners, of
course, took account of the likelihood that Japan’s imperial ambitions
might threaten their own imperial plans for the Grand Area. But they
resolved that this threat “will have to be dissipated through peaceable
means if possible, or through force,” if necessary. The U.S. planners “were
thus ready to go to war with Japan if that nation threatened American
control of the world outside of Continental Europe.”!?
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Thus, the United States reacted forcefully when it learned in the late sum-
mer and early fall of 1941 that Japan had planned to send its military
forces into southern Indochina in pursuit of controlling Southeast Asia. It
immediately imposed a total economic embargo on Japan and froze its
assets in the United States. These measures were followed by a November 26,
1941, memorandum to Japan in which the United States stipulated further
conditions for the lifting of the trade embargo: “This memorandum took a
hard-line, visualizing a return to the status quo of 1939 by demanding a
Japanese withdrawal from China and Indochina in return for resumption
of trade relations. With its oil supplies getting low because of the trade
embargo, Japan had to choose between submission and war.”!!

Not expecting submission, the United States prepared for war. This
involved not so much military preparation as it did preparation of public
opinion for the war: convincing the American people that an attack on
British and Dutch colonies in the South Pacific was tantamount to an
attack on U.S. economic frontiers. Thus, on November 28, 1941, the War
Council “decided that Roosevelt should inform Congress and the
American people that if Japan attacked Singapore or the East Indies, the
security of the United States would be endangered and war might result.”
The War Council then drafted a message, designed to be addressed to the
nation by the president, which maintained that the situation created by
Japan “holds unmistakable threats to our interests, especially our interest
in peace and in peaceful trade, and to our responsibility for the security of
the Philippine Archipelago. The successful defense of the United States, in
a military sense, is dependent upon supplies of vital materials which we
import in large quantities from this region of the world.” The message
further maintained: “To permit Japanese domination and control of
the major sources of world supplies of tin and rubber and tungsten
would jeopardize our safety in a manner and to an extent that cannot be
tolerated.”

Although the president himself favored the thus-crafted message of the
War Council, he nonetheless “faced the difficult task of persuading
Congress and the American people that war for these ends was justified.”
But Japan’s preemptive attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941,
“which came because the Japanese had correctly calculated that the United
States was likely to declare war when they moved further into Southeast
Asia, made the whole problem moot.” It is clear, therefore, that the
Japanese attack came as no surprise as the alternative would have been
surrender without a fight.'?
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Successful repulsion of the Pearl Harbor attack, coupled with the Soviet
army’s effective resistance against Hitler’s forces, led the U.S. policy mak-
ers to conclude in late 1941 that the defeat of the Axis powers was merely
a matter of time. Accordingly, they expanded the hitherto non-German
Grand Area to “include the entire globe. A new world order with interna-
tional political and economic institutions was projected, which would join
and integrate all of the earth’s nations under the leadership of the United
States. The Unification of the whole world was now the aim of the Council
[on Foreign Relations] and government planners.”'? A week after the entry
of the United States into the war, Isaiah Bowman of the council on Foreign
Relations wrote that the council and the American government now had to
“think of world-organization in a fresh way. To the degree that the United
States is the arsenal of the Democracies it will be the final arsenal at the
moment of victory. It cannot throw the contents of that arsenal away. It must
accept world responsibility. . . . The measure of our victory will be the mea-
sure of our domination after the victory.”'4

To this effect, the Department of State created (in late December 1941)
a committee, the Advisory Committee on Postwar Foreign Policy, to plan
for the postwar world. At the heart of the Advisory Committee’s task was
to reestablish market mechanism and restore trust in capitalism on a global
level. As noted earlier, the two world wars, combined with the Great
Depression, had shattered many people’s faith in market mechanism.
From the mid-nineteenth century until the Great Depression of the 1930s,
the so-called neoclassical economics, the ideological counterpart of today’s
neoliberal economics, dominated not only the economic “science” and
textbooks but also the official propaganda and the popular ideology of
how capitalism worked. It was believed that, by virtue of the proverbial invis-
ible hand of the market mechanism, capitalism is capable of automatic self-
adjustment without any need for government intervention.

The cataclysmic crash of the market in 1929 and its inability to
rebound on its own, which prompted governments to rush to the rescue of
the market through various kinds of reforms and stimulus packages,
exposed the myth of the market’s perpetual ability to self-adjust.
Government intervention, prompted in response to the market collapse,
was further heightened in the face of war-time economic imperatives. By
the end of the war, the role of government in regulating and, in some
countries, even managing national economic affairs had become a well-
established norm. The need for rebuilding the war-battered economies
in the postwar period called for an even bigger economic role for the
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government. While the increased economic role of the government pro-
vided a sense of economic security for many people (largely through
employment and various relief programs that had started in the fight
against the Great Depression), it made the capitalist elite uncomfortable.
The uneasiness of the ruling class was further reinforced by the fact the
planned economy of the Soviet Union had weathered both the war and the
depression much better than the market economies of the West; indeed, it
remained totally immune to the depression.

Starting with late 1941, the U.S. ruling elite set out to tackle the chal-
lenges that would face the world capitalist system at the end of the war.
This was a monumental task: to help rebuild many of the war-torn
economies of the world, to reestablish the paralyzed international trade
system, and to curtail and roll back the extensive government involvement
in the economic life of many countries that had taken root since the Great
Depression—in short, to rehabilitate and restore trust in world capitalism.
Amazingly, the U.S. ruling class, working largely through the Council on
Foreign Relations and the state apparatus, was keenly aware of the enor-
mity of the task they had resolved to accomplish. It was acutely conscious
that the task ahead was fraught with all kinds of dangers, not only on social
and political grounds but also on purely economic grounds: deconstruct-
ing the war-time economic structures in which governments played lead-
ing roles in both production and distribution could lead to economic
disruptions of crisis proportions. This was a major concern of the postwar
planners.

Thus, the first document produced by the economic subcommittee of
the Advisory Committee on Postwar Foreign Policy “stressed the danger of
another world depression and the need to provide confidence in world eco-
nomic stability.” This required that, at a minimum, “the United States had
to be involved with the internal affairs of the key industrial and raw mate-
rials-producing countries.” Early in 1942 Herbert Feis, a council member
and State Department economic advisor, expressed the concern that most
world economies faced the danger of crisis and unemployment and so
needed foreign markets to avoid “drastic internal adjustments as a result of
changes in external markets.” At the same time, Leo Pasvolsky, another
member of the postwar planning team, pointed out that the “relation
between international trade and investment on the one hand and the
domestic recovery program of the United States on the other” was espe-
cially significant. In early March of the same year, Benjamin V. Cohen, a
State Department postwar planner, pointed out that a major need of the
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postwar U.S. economy was “how to create purchasing power outside of
our country which would be converted into domestic purchasing power
through exportation. In practical terms, this matter comes down to the
problem of devising appropriate institutions to perform after the war the
function that Lend-Lease is now performing.”">

The projected “appropriate institutions,” whose details were worked
out largely during the last two years of the war, turned out to be the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development (or the World Bank). In fact, as early as
July 1941 the War and Peace Studies groups of the Council on Foreign
Relations had recommended that international means of payments and
“appropriate” financial institutions were needed for the purpose of “stabi-
lizing currencies and facilitating programs of capital investment for con-
structive undertakings in backward and underdeveloped regions.”® While
the general ideas of establishing the IMF and the World Bank were initially
developed by the council experts in the second half of 1941 and the early part
of 1942, it remained for the Treasury Department experts, especially Harry
Dexter White, to work out the technical details of these institutions during
the next two years. The official announcement of the formation of these insti-
tutions was made during the historical gathering of world capitalist leaders
at Bretton Woods, New Hampshire, in 1944, which formally ushered in
what came to be known as the Bretton Woods monetary system of inter-
national trade, investment, and development.

The core mission of these institutions (and of the Bretton Woods sys-
tem in general) was to revive and spread the capitalist system worldwide.
While the IMF was designed to provide international means of payments and
facilitate international trade, the World Bank was assigned the task of pro-
viding credit and/or capital for the rebuilding of the war-ravaged
economies and the development of less-developed countries in general. To
further facilitate reconstruction and development of capitalism on a global
scale, two additional plans were soon devised: the Marshall Plan for the
reconstruction of war-torn Europe and the Point Four program for the
development of the less-developed world. Most of the financial facilities
extended to less-developed countries through the World Bank were either in
the form of aid or long-term, low-interest credit designed for infrastructural
development projects. In other words, most of the banK’s initial lending to
less-developed countries was “concessionnal” lending geared to development
programs. A major reason for those favorable credit conditions was the fact
that at that time many of the less-developed countries seemed to be at the
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crossroads between the “socialist camp” headed by the Soviet Union and
the “capitalist camp” headed by the United States. As noted, while at the
time the planned economies of the Soviet type enjoyed stability and
respectable growth rates, the market economies of the West, having
hatched the two devastating imperialist world wars and the Great
Depression, seemed in disarray. As a result, a number of third world coun-
tries had eschewed the Western model of capitalist development and opted
instead for the Soviet model of “noncapitalist” development. In a vigorous
effort to woo away the “crossroads” countries from joining the “Soviet
camp,” the United States tended to be quite generous with the aid, trade,
and credit it extended to those countries.

U.S. planners of the Pax Americana'” world of the postwar period were
keenly aware that the old, “classic” imperialism of the European type was
not an appropriate framework for shaping the postwar world. To this end,
they officially decided at a meeting in May 1942 that while the United
States “had to exercise the strength needed to assure ‘security,” it needed at
the same time to ‘avoid conventional forms of imperialism.” The way to
do this . . . was to make the exercise of that power international in charac-
ter through a United Nations body.” Thus began the systematic planning
of the United Nations. In January 1943, Secretary of State Cordell
Hull initiated the “secret steering committee” of what was later called the
Informal Agenda Group; the group eventually came to be called the
United Nations. The Agenda Group met and discussed regularly the vari-
ous aspects and details of the projected United Nations. After occasional
consultation with a number of other governments such as the Soviet
Union, Canada, and England, the final draft of the Charter of the United
Nations was discussed with President Roosevelt on June 15, 1944. “The
chief executive gave his consent and issued a statement to the American
people that very afternoon.” Despite certain modifications in the course of
discussions with other nations, “the substance of the provisions finally
written into the Charter in many cases reflected conclusions reached at
much earlier stages by the United States Government.”'®

A fundamental property of capitalism is that it develops in a cyclical
pattern: periods of economic expansion are followed by those of contrac-
tion, and vice versa. During periods of expansion and prosperity, champi-
ons of laissez-faire economic doctrine tirelessly flaunt the blessings of the
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“invisible hand” of the market mechanism for such prosperous economic
times. Accordingly, and just as tirelessly, they warn governments against
any intervention in economic affairs. But when long expansive cycles turn
into long depressive cycles such as the Great Depression, which threaten to
make the market system vulnerable to social turmoil and challenges from
below, business and government leaders, including the usually anti-
intervention elites, dispel all pretensions of deferring the management of
the economy to Adam Smith’s “invisible hand” and rush to the rescue of
the system with all kinds of reform and restructuring measures. These
include not only domestic measures of legal, economic, political, and insti-
tutional restructuring but also foreign policies designed to facilitate or
capture new markets and investment opportunities abroad. The fate of the
capitalist system is integrally intertwined with its ability to weather the
challenges posed by such “menacing” long periods of crises—crises that, if
not resolved or tempered by reforms, could lead to revolutions.

Thus, for example, in the face of the Great Depression of 1929-1937
(which precipitated widespread popular discontent and working-class
unrest, and therefore threatened the established order) government and
business leaders, setting aside their conflicts and disagreements, urgently
mobilized around the administration of President Roosevelt and embarked
on the massive New Deal reform and restructuring programs that brought
about the eventual recovery from the depression. In response to the oner-
ous economic conditions of the depression, large numbers of the discon-
tented frequently took to the streets in the early 1930s. Their contempt for
the status quo and desire for change swelled the ranks of socialist, com-
munist, and other opposition parties and groups. Left activists gained cer-
tain influence among labor ranks, and workers movement for
unionization—illegal in many industries until 1935—spread rapidly.
Labor and other grassroots support for third party candidates in the 1932
presidential election resulted in unprecedented number of votes for those
candidates—the socialist and communist presidential candidates together
won slightly more than one million votes. Third party votes were even
more impressive in congressional and local elections, resulting in their
winning a number of congressional seats and many local elections.
Business and government leaders clearly understood the gravity of the
situation and the need for action. The need for reform to fend off revolu-
tion became evident, as the pressure form “below” created consensus and
coalitions at the “top.” Massive government intervention in response to
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the depression, followed by further intervention in response to war-time
economic conditions, count among the most intensive instances of gov-
ernment restructuring efforts to rescue the market mechanism.

But the plans that the U.S. “imperial brain trust,” the Council on
Foreign Relations in collaboration with the state bureaucracy, devised for
the postwar world went way beyond the restructuring schemes on a
national level; they amounted to a comprehensive restructuring, or rescue
mission, of capitalism on a global level. The U.S. capitalist elite did not
fail to envision as early as 1940 that, without a diligent and effective “cus-
todian,” the postwar capitalist world would be in disarray. Government-
sponsored reforms in response to the Great Depression, coupled with
government-regulated national economies of war period, had effectively
supplanted the invisible hand of the market mechanism in all the core
capitalist countries. The market fared even worse in the less-developed
world. Anticolonial and/or anti-imperial national liberation struggles
often developed into anticapitalist revolutions. And many of the newly
emerging less-developed nations opted for a “noncapitalist” or “socialist-
oriented” path of development, which often placed them squarely on the
side of the then popular Soviet Union. Not surprisingly, these circum-
stances frightened the big business-government leaders of the United
States. And they set out to tackle the challenges thus facing the world
capitalist system.

While military forces fought in the battle fields during the war, the
imperial brain trust, working largely through the Council on Foreign
Relations and the government, worked behind closed doors to prepare for
the postwar world—a world of unhindered expansion of market mecha-
nism headed by the United States. They worked to not only contain the
spread of socialist or noncapitalist developments in many parts of the less-
developed world, but also to roll back or curtail the extensive involvement
of governments in the economic life of the core capitalist countries as a
result of war and the depression. In short, they worked to reestablish the
market mechanism worldwide. This involved a massive social, economic,
political, and governmental restructuring on a global scale. The elaborate
international political and institutional frameworks such as the United
Nation, the IME the World Bank, the Marshall Plan, the Point Four
program—backed by the firmly positioned U.S. military forces in various
parts of the world, including the institution of the NATO military alliance
in Europe—were designed to serve this truly historic mission.
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Today, most writers on socioeconomic and political issues, including
many on the Left, shy away from using terms such as “imperialism” and
“class.” Yet, the brief discussion presented in this chapter clearly shows how
the keenly class-conscious ruling elite of the United States, cleverly defin-
ing their class interests in terms of national interests, methodically crafted
the imperial designs of the postwar world after their own image. U.S.
architects of the postwar world portrayed their global designs as not only
serving the “national interests” of the United States but also those of all
other countries and peoples. By planning to restore the war-ravaged capi-
talist system worldwide, they strived—and largely succeeded—to avert a
possible relapse of major world economies into another depression, with
all the unpredictable social and political consequences. And by reestablish-
ing international trade and economic interdependence through the
Bretton Woods international monetary system, and related multilateral
institutions such as the IMF and the World Bank, they aimed at fending off
future wars of economic nationalism, thereby fostering what some observers
called Pax Americana: international peace and cooperation according to
their vision of the new world order. They also reinforced and further
spread U.S. military power to various parts of the world in order to safe-
guard and keep open global markets and resources to U.S. capital.

U.S. architects of the postwar world did not make any bones about the
fact that the success of their plans for the new world order was premised on
the United States’ exercise of world domination. Neither did they deny
the fact that those plans contained elements of an imperial power projec-
tion. But they argued that they were shaping a progressive, benevolent,
or benign imperialism. President Roosevelt certainly seems to have seen
nothing sinister in the plan: “Roosevelt appears to have believed that
the ruthless imperialism of the older colonial powers might be replaced by
a liberal and benevolent penetration that would be of advantage to both
the natives and American commerce,” points out historian Richard
Hofstadter."”

Whatever the plans and intentions of the U.S. architects of the postwar
world (and I take their designs and deliberations at their face value, as spec-
ulation about intentions may not be very productive for analytical pur-
poses), actual postwar policies of the United States turned out to be not as
benign as its architects portrayed (or hoped). Drastic deviations of the actual
postwar foreign policies of the United States from the theoretical designs of
the architects of “benign” imperialism obviously beg an explanation. But
first let’s have a brief discussion of the theory of benign imperialism.
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The Theory and Praxis of “Benign” Imperialism

Depending on the status or degree of their economic competitiveness in
global markets, leading capitalist countries always tend to alternate mili-
tary muscle with economic power as the thrust of their foreign policy:
when they are not seriously challenged by economic rivals, they tend to
promote free trade and economic liberalism while downplaying military
might; on the other hand, when their global market position is threatened
by competition from other countries, they would not hesitate to flex their
military muscle and resort to economic protectionism. Thus, for example,
as long as Great Britain faced economic competition from the Dutch and
other European countries, it used its colonial military power, along with
mercantilist policies of import restriction and export promotion, in order
to bring about industrialization and economic development. But once (by
virtue of more than two centuries of colonialism and mercantilism) it
achieved economic superiority in world markets by the late eighteenth cen-
tury, it began promoting economic liberalism as desired economic gains
could now be achieved by virtue of free trade without military operations.
And while some of the now redundant military-administrative apparatus
of the colonial days was eliminated in order to cut costs, sufficient military
force was nonetheless kept in the background to insure enforcement of the
newly adopted policy of free trade. While proponents of the new policy
called it laissez-faire or economic liberalism (also called benign or benevo-
lent imperialism), critics called it “free trade imperialism,”* because eco-
nomic advantages were now extracted from the weak or noncompetitive
trading partners by virtue of market superiority.

Thus, the use of the word “benign” to characterize the U.S. imperial
power that emerged from World War II was not altogether new; the idea
had been used nearly 150 years earlier by the British champions of eco-
nomic liberalism in their ideological battle against proponents of mercan-
tilism and colonialism. Britain’s policy of advocating free trade and letting
the military power play second fiddle to economic power, however, lasted
only as long as its economic position in world markets remained unrivaled.
Once that superior economic position was threatened in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth centuries by the United States, Germany, and
other European economic rivals, colonial and militaristic policies were
revived accordingly.

The controversy over benign versus military imperialism has recurred
a number of times since it originally surfaced in England in the late
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eighteenth century. A most notable instance of that controversy took place
among the leading socialists and social democratic theorists of imperialism
in conjunction with World War I. V. I. Lenin, the leading figure of the
Bolshevik Revolution in Russia, argued (in his famous book, Imperialism:
The Highest Stage of Capitalism) that the war was essentially an imperialist
war over global markets and resources. More generally, Lenin maintained
that wars under capitalism were often reflections of fierce market competi-
tion by military means, and that, therefore, the only way to end imperial-
ist wars was to overthrow the capitalist system that produced them.
Accordingly, he called on the workers/farmers/soldiers of the world to
unite against their class enemy, the war-mongering imperialists, instead of
fighting each other on behalf of world capitalist rivals. The strategy worked
in Russia, culminating in the overthrow of the czarist rule and the estab-
lishment of what came to be known as the Soviet Union. But the social
democratic and other bureaucratic-working class leaders in Europe and the
United States did not go along. Instead, they opted for collaboration with
their ruling powers and set out to mobilize the worker and farmer masses
to fight the imperialist war.?!

Karl Kautsky, a leading intellectual figure in the German Social
Democracy, disagreed. He argued, by contrast, that after the war major
interests of the world capitalist class could come to an understanding—
similar to various firms in a cartel—of dividing world markets and
resources in a peaceful fashion. Calling such a projected arrangement
“ultra-imperialism” Kautsky postulated more generally that, because war
creates uncertainty and disruption in world markets, capitalism is there-
fore inherently averse to war: “There is no economic necessity for contin-
uing the arms race after the World War, even from the standpoint of the
capitalist class itself, with the exception of certain armaments interests. On
the contrary, the capitalist economy is seriously threatened precisely by the
contradictions between its states. Every far-sighted capitalist today must
call on his fellows: capitalists of all countries, unite!”**

Prima facie, Kautsky’s argument sounds quite reasonable. But the argu-
ment is premised on a number of implicit assumptions and conditions that
tend to weaken its apparently strong plausibility. One such assumption is
that international capitalist rivals who wage wars against each other must
somehow be misguided or, as he puts, must not be sufficiently “far-
sighted” to call for “capitalists of all countries, unite!” The powerful eco-
nomic interests that embark on devastating wars in pursuit of the lion’s
share of world markets and resources would certainly dismiss such advice
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as theoretical naiveté, or intellectual hubris. It is true that capital, as “self-
expanding value” (Karl Marx’s term), grows better if not hampered by war
and uncertainty. Such expansion, however, does not take place in isolation
from other capitals, or in a world of unlimited resources—hence, the pos-
sibility and, sometimes, the reality of conflict and war. It is true that, as Nick
Beams points out, “far-sighted bourgeois politicians will, at certain times,
seek to represent the interests of ‘capital-as-a-whole,” even against certain
sections of the capitalist class. But these efforts are limited by the fact that
‘capital-as-a-whole’ exists in the form of many capitals that are in conflict
with each other.”*

A second implicit assumption in the theory of “benign” or “ultra-
imperialism” is that the conflicting interests between or among competing
industries or business entities can always be resolved and reconciled peace-
fully. While it is true that competing economic interests within or between
countries often try to resolve their conflicts peacefully, they do not always
succeed. And when the contending interests fail to settle their claims
peacefully, violent means of settling accounts will follow inevitably. Thus,
it seems that the theory of benign or ultra-imperialism is based on an
implicit theory or idealism of u/tra-humans, humans perhaps living on
another planet under a mode of production where material interests do
not collide—that is, an ideal or mythical (utopian) world.

In general, conflicting capitalist and/or imperialist interests are more
amenable to peaceful resolution when economic times are good, when
there is a relative abundance of economic surplus and resources that can,
more or less, satisfy all the competing forces and interests—and this usu-
ally means long cycles of economic expansion. Accordingly, the theory of
benign imperialism has a higher likelihood to be realized during such peri-
ods of economic expansion. But capitalism develops in cycles. And when a
long cycle of expansion turns into a long cycle of contraction, competing
interests over the shrinking economic pie are less likely to resolve their con-
flicting claims peacefully. War and the end of benign imperialism would
follow accordingly.

Thus, benign or ultra-imperialism and “classical” or European-type
military imperialism recur alternately after the cyclical pattern of long
waves of economic expansion and contraction.”* Here is how Lenin
explained this alternating pattern in response to Kautsky’s theory of ultra-
imperialism: “Alliances embracing all the imperialist powers are inevitably
nothing more than a ‘truce’ in periods between wars. Peaceful alliances
prepare the ground for wars, and in their turn grow out of wars; the one
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conditions the other, producing alternating forms of peaceful and non-
peaceful struggle on one and the same basis of imperialist connections and
relations within world economic and world politics.”?

The fact that there have not been any large-scale wars among major
world powers since World War II has led some observers to conclude that,
therefore, the Kautskian theory of ultra-imperialism has withstood the test
of reality better than the Leninist theory of imperialism.?® Such sweeping
judgments, however, might prove premature as they seem to overlook a
number of important intervening factors that might have delayed or ren-
dered dormant violent confrontations between world capitalist powers but
not eliminated such potential clashes altogether. For one thing, the bipolar
Cold War world of East—West rivalry played a crucial role in overshadow-
ing potential conflicts within the capitalist world. For another, the war-
ravaged economies of Europe and Japan effectively meant no competition
for the U.S. transnational capital in the immediate postwar period. This
meant that for the most part of Cold War years, the United States could
afford to play a custodial role in guiding and/or managing the capitalist
world. When Western Europe and the Far East needed help to rise from
the ashes of war, the United States provided that help. But when they
recovered and began to challenge U.S. capital in international markets, the
United States coerced them to accept international trade and investment
rules that were favorable to its own interests. The “golden” economy of the
immediate postwar period (1948-1968) allowed or enabled the United
States to play the role of benign imperialism toward its potential economic
rivals in Europe and Japan. Indeed, the United States played a crucial
role in the rebuilding and industrialization of Japan and Western Europe.
While it is true that self-interest and the East—West rivalry of the
time were crucial factors in that reconstruction strategy, the fact remains
that the United States did nurture the war-ravaged economies of Western
Europe and Japan largely by virtue of its golden economy of the immedi-
ate postwar period. As long as that economic boom continued, and as long
as the rising economic powers such as Japan and Germany had not suffi-
ciently grown to threaten U.S. global markets, the U.S. policy of benign
imperialism vis-a-vis those potential rivals continued.

But as the long 1970s U.S. economic contraction replaced the previous
long cycle of expansion, it also signaled the end of the nearly frictionless
relations between the United States and other advanced capitalist countries
that had prevailed since the end of World War II. The ensuing fierce

economic competition drastically weakened the “benign” aspects of
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U.S. imperialism while, by the same token, it strengthened the militaristic
and/or unilateralist aspects of it. It is true that the resulting competition in
international markets has not so far erupted in wars, but that has not been
because the “far-sighted” world capitalists a la Kautsky have always reached
mutually beneficial trade agreements freely and voluntarily. Instead, it has
largely been due to the fact that at every crucial juncture of the clash of
international economic interests since the early 1970s (e.g., as in the cases
of steel, textiles, and automobile industries), the United States has unilat-
erally and/or imperially dictated self-serving terms of trade to its trading
partners.

The end of the Cold War and the rise of newly emerging capitalist
powers in China, India, Russia, Europe, and elsewhere, ushering in new
challenges to the long unrivaled transnational U.S. capital, also point to
newly evolving rivalries and likely confrontations in world markets. The
evolving new economic powers in global markets seem to have already
contributed to the recently heightened militaristic muscle flexing in the
United States in anticipation of such potential confrontations. An exami-
nation of the economic and geopolitical developments that have con-
tributed to the decline of the “benign” aspect of U.S. imperialism and the
rise of its aggressive militaristic tendencies will be offered next.

Decline of “Benign Imperialism” and the Rise of Military
Imperialism: Domestic—Foreign Interactions

In the face of the Great Depression, World War II, and the ensuing
paralysis of international economics, the U.S. ruling elite, working largely
through the Council on Foreign Relations and the Roosevelt administra-
tion, played a critical role in shaping the postwar framework for a relatively
stable capitalist world under the leadership of the United States. Whether
one agrees or disagrees with President Roosevelt’s labeling of the U.S.
designs of that framework as “benign imperialism,” there is no gainsaying
the fact that those designs proved very effective in restoring and expanding
the war-ravaged capitalist world. That framework and the resulting success
of world capitalism lasted for nearly three decades.

Not surprisingly, when the long expansion of the “golden” economy of
the immediate postwar period turned into the long contraction of the
1970s, the intellectual heirs of the architects of that framework moved
quickly (once again, largely through the institutional umbrella of the Council
on Foreign Relations) to duplicate their crisis-management successes of the
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immediate postwar years. As they now faced drastically changed domestic
and external circumstances, their efforts to duplicate, or to modify and
build upon, their model of the immediate postwar architecture ran into
serious resistance.

For one thing, the abundant economic resources of the booming U.S.
economy of the immediate postwar period had by now significantly
dwindled. For another, the market economies that the United States had
so assiduously helped build in Japan and Western Europe (vis-a-vis the
centrally planned economies of the Soviet Bloc countries) had by now
developed into fierce U.S. competitors in global markets. In addition, U.S.
economic architects now faced a new domestic challenge: the challenge
posed by the military-industrial complex. Prior to World War I1, that is,
for over 150 years, the U.S. armed forces were viewed (and used) largely as
a means for economic and geopolitical gains. This meant that at the end of
each conflict the enlarged war-time armed forces were demobilized and
reduced to their prewar size. But the prolonged military buildup that
started in the late 1940s and early 1950s gradually evolved from a means
for economic and geopolitical gains into an end in itself—the giant mili-
tary establishment that came to be known as the military-industrial com-
plex. By the 1970s, the complex had grown large and powerful enough
that when the tight financial resources of that decade placed the idea of
curtailing military spending on the national agenda, powerful beneficiaries
of military spending resisted vehemently and, as shown below, succeeded
in putting an end to such suggestions.

The combined effects of these new circumstances—tight economic
resources, fierce economic competition from Japan and Germany, and the
rise of the military-industrial complex as a relatively new and powerful
force in U.S. politics—effectively undermined both the so-called postwar
domestic “governing consensus” and the hitherto relatively “benign” U.S.
policies vis-a-vis Japan and other industrialized countries.

When the Bretton Woods conference made the U.S. dollar as good as
gold in 1944, that is, convertible into gold on demand, the U.S. gold
reserves amounted to more than $25 billion. At the same time, U.S. dol-
lars abroad, the so-called Eurodollars, were less than $5 billion. By 1970,
while Eurodollars had climbed to $70 billion, U.S. gold holdings had
dwindled to less than $10 billion. While the astronomical rise in
Eurodollars was largely due to extravagant U.S. expenditures overseas (both
military and nonmilitary), the decline in its gold reserves was mostly pre-
cipitated by its trade deficit and balance-of-payments problems in the late
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1960s and early 1970s. The huge disproportionality between the U.S. gold
reserves and its overseas dollars, on the one hand, and its balance-of-pay-
ments problems, on the other, together with rampant inflation and the
waning U.S. competitiveness in world markets, created a crisis of confi-
dence in the United States in 1970-1971. As this prompted an increasing
demand for gold in exchange for Eurodollars, President Nixon severed the
link between the dollar and gold (August 15, 1971), thereby effectively
ending the Bretton Woods monetary system.

Did President Nixon have a choice? Not really, because by then it no
longer made sense to say the dollar was convertible to gold, as potential
dollar claims against the U.S. gold reserves were seven times larger than
could be honored. In the area of international trade, the president dis-
played a harsh economic nationalism by slapping a 10 percent surcharge
on the value of all imports into the United States. In addition, he virtually
ordered Japan, Taiwan, South Korea, and Hong Kong to curb their exports
of textiles to the United States. Japan and a number of European countries
were also asked to allow more U.S. goods to be sold in their markets at
more competitive prices.”

While Nixon and his economic advisors called these protectionist
measures a ‘new economic policy,” many others called them “Nixon
Shocks.” Nixon Shocks violated most of the international monetary and
trade principles that the United States had cherished so dearly in the con-
text of the Bretton Woods system and the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GAT'T) since World War II.

Disagreement over Nixon’s policies, and over how to respond to the
declining U.S. economic competitiveness, led to a split between powerful
government, business, and military leaders in the United States.
Differences of opinion were especially acute over the size of military
spending and its impact on the national economy.

Additional factors contributed to those disagreements. One such factor
was that by this time the United States and the U.S.S.R. had agreed on the
principle of détente, or relaxation of strained relations between the two
countries, which had accordingly weakened the rationale for continued
military buildup. Another factor was related to the fact that, at the time, the
German and Japanese economies with little or no military spending were
faring much better than the U.S. economy with its huge military spending.
While this weakened the arguments of the military-industrial complex that
military spending contributed to economic growth, it strengthened the
voices that called for the curtailment of military spending.
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Whereas powerful beneficiaries of military spending and proponents of
economic nationalism and/or protectionism hailed Nixon’s muscle flexing
as reassertion of U.S. supremacy, representatives of (nonmilitary) interna-
tional capital viewed them with dismay as they raised the specter of trade
wars that could paralyze international trade. Partisans of the former per-
suasion included business interests whose operations were limited to
national markets (textile, footwear, steel, and the like); defense contractors
and other major industries connected to them; and the military establish-
ment, intelligence agencies, the national security apparatus, and key com-
mittees of Congress. Advocates of the latter view—who came to be known
as “Trilateralists,” or more generally as multilateralists—represented the
interests of civilian or nonmilitary international capital, that is, of major
banks and corporations with investment, production, and sales on a global
level.?8

This unraveling of the postwar U.S. “governing consensus” marked the
emergence of what might be called the new, perhaps second, head of the
U.S. imperial power: the military-industrial complex. The propitious cir-
cumstances of the Golden Age, especially the long cycle of economic
expansion, had up to the early 1970s provided favorable grounds for the
relatively smooth governing consensus. The economic boom had provided
for the expansion of both the proverbial guns and butter, thereby satisfy-
ing both the champions of military buildup and those of social insurance
programs. Economic boom and technological superiority of the immedi-
ate postwar period had also allowed the United States to vigorously pursue
international economic liberalism and self righteously preach free trade to
the rest of the world. But the rise of powerful industrial competitors in
Europe and Japan, combined with the stagnation of the U.S. economy in
the 1970s, forced the U.S. policy makers to retrench and rethink their rel-
atively expansive policies of the boom time, both at home and abroad.

As noted, representatives of the nonmilitary transnational capital were
strongly disappointed at President Nixon’s unilateral termination of the
Bretton Woods international monetary system and his heavy-handed trade
restrictions against Japan and the European community. Expressing that
frustration, Fred Bergsten, a leading proponent of continued international
economic liberalism and multilateralism, wrote that in so doing the presi-
dent had “promoted a protectionist trend which raises questions about the
future of the U.S. economy.” Such protectionist policies, Bergsten further
pointed out, “also encourage a disastrous isolationist trend which raises
questions about the future of U.S. foreign policy.”* Transnationalists also
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criticized what they called the stagnant forces of “economic nationalism”
that tried to make up for their inability to compete in global markets by ask-
ing the government for “their share of welfare” through protection: “By and
large, the major political sources of the recent resurgence of economic
nationalism . . . [have been] relatively immobile domestic groups pressing
the government for protection of their share of welfare in the competition
with transnational competitors.”*

Disappointed at Nixon’s “new economic policy” in the face of the eco-
nomic challenges of the early 1970s, representatives of the nonmilitary
transnational capital set out to put forth their own plan for a “new world
order”—a world order that would modify and supplant the immediate
postwar architecture. Once again, as during and immediately after World
War II planning, the Council on Foreign Relations took the lead. The new
plan, formally called “The 1980s Project,” did not mean a new philoso-
phy; rather, it meant that, within the same transnational economic philos-
ophy that had guided the immediate postwar U.S. economic architecture,
new economic strategies were required in response to the changed global
circumstances over the previous three decades. As the council’s President
Bayless Manning put it, “The last systematic, overall examinations of the
international system . . . took place during the Second World War and in
the early years of the Cold War. Since then there have been some adjust-
ments, but no thoroughgoing attempts to re-examine the pattern as a
whole.” Consequently, Manning continued, “The time is ripe for an
attempt to analyze the characteristics of the kind of international system
that would be suited to deal with the conditions and problems of the
upcoming decade. . . . The Council’s 1980s Project will undertake that
effort.”?! A close scrutiny of the council’s “1980s Project” clearly indicates
that the project represented a systematic and rigorous effort by the
proponents of multilateralism to fend off the rise of economic nationalism
and unilateral militarism in response to the economic challenges of the
1970s.%2

Just as in the early 1940s the Council on Foreign Relations had selected
a special committee, the War and Peace Studies Project, to spearhead its
plans for the postwar world order, so too now it instituted an equally
important group, the Trilateral Commission, to draw plans for the new
world order. The term “Trilateral” referred to the council’s apparent
emphasis on the shared, trilateral (U.S.-Japan-European Community)
responsibility for global economic management and security concerns.
Accordingly, the commission included representatives of international
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capital from the three regions. Although the council was as active in the
debate and the planning of the 1970s as it was in those of the early 1940s,
it now kept a relatively low profile and, instead, deferred the center stage
to the commission. Formal establishment of the Commission was
announced in 1973 on the initative of the council chairman David
Rockefeller:

Rockefeller proposed setting up such a body in the spring of 1972 and pro-
vided the initial financial support until foundation funding could be obtained.
Initial meetings of Trilateral leaders, in July 1972 and March 1973, were held
at Rockefeller's New York estate, Pocantico. The Commission brings together
180 leaders from the three main industrial capitalist regions: North America,
Western Europe, and Japan. There are close ties between the Council and the
Commission. The majority of U.S. commissioners are CFR [Council on
Foreign Relations] members and no less than eleven Council directors sit on
the Commission. Council Director Zbigniew Brzezinski is [also] the director
of the Commission. . . . David Rockefeller continues to play a central role, serv-
ing on the executive committee and on a small, informal steering group which
advises the officers of the Commission.??

Like the Council on Foreign Relations, the Trilateral Commission pream-
bled its plans for policy change, and for a new world order, with descrip-
tions of the changed global circumstances since World War II. These
included the disintegration of the Bretton Woods international monetary
system, the oil/energy crisis, the signing of détente (relaxation of strained
relations) with the Soviet Union, the emergence of dozens of new nation-
states from anticolonial national liberation struggles, and the economic
slowdown in the United States in the face of the emergence of powerful
economic competitors in Europe and Japan. The commission then advised
that the changed circumstances required new, “realistic” assessments and
strategies. As Michael Blumenthal, a well-known Trilateral Commission
strategist and spokesperson, and the secretary of the Treasury during the
Carter administration, put it, “The effort to define a new strategy must be
based, first, on realism, on a willingness to think about the world as it is and
not as it once was, and second, on a recognition that U.S. hegemony in
economic affairs has come to an end. The triangular power bloc of the
United States, Japan and the European Economic Community, and the
three-currency grouping of the dollar, mark, and yen has taken its place.”*
Accordingly, the Trilateralists called for “collective management” of the
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world economy by major economic powers:

The international system, which depended heavily upon U.S. leadership and
sustenance, now requires a truly common management to which North
America, the European Community and Japan must . . . make special contri-
bution. For the United States this means a sense of loss of power because deci-
sions have to be shared more than in the past; for the European Community
and Japan it means a sense of burden, because new responsibilities have to be
assumed and, in some sense, paid for.*

To be sure, this did not mean that the trilateralists were advocating genuine
equality between nations, but that they perceived the interests of transna-
tional capital to be served better by an enlistment of the cooperation of
other major economic powers. Indeed, Trilateralists too, like their political
rivals within the U.S. ruling circles, the unilateralist-militarist faction,
advocated an international “custodial” role for the United States “for a sta-
ble world order.”*® The difference between the two factions lay in the fact
that the Trilateralists emphasized market forces and economic power more
than military strength, arguing that the United States owed its postwar
golden years to its economic superiority, and that a restoration of economic
expansion can bring about stability and prosperity both at home and
abroad. (These two competing views within the U.S. ruling circles regard-
ing the global role of the United States continue to this day, notwithstand-
ing the fact that in recent years the unilateral militarists have decisively
gained the upper hand over their largely subdued multilateralists.)

To this end, the commission planned a relatively comprehensive
transnational macroeconomic policy, a policy that emphasized integration
and interdependence of world economies. Accordingly, it aimed at a
global, not just national, economic recovery. On a national level, the strat-
egy urged the government to embark on an industrial policy that would
eliminate or reduce corporate taxes, encourage and even subsidize research
and development in the areas of “futuristic” high technology, improve
human capital, and refurbish industrial infrastructure. In order to make
national stimulus packages of this sort more effective, the Trilateralists fur-
ther urged major industrialized countries to simultaneously embark on
easy or expansive monetary and fiscal policies. Not only would such orches-
trated growth policies by the industrialized countries have mutually rein-
forcing effects on their own economies but also on the economies of the
less-developed countries. Trilateral strategists called such transnationally
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reinforcing growth effects “locomotive” effects, meaning that just as in the
immediate postwar period the United States played a locomotive role in
pulling many of the war-torn economies out of the doldrums of stagna-
tion, so too now a similar role could be played by all industrialized
countries.

Commission planners expressed considerable interest in the growth of
the less-developed economies and the full integration of those economies
into the world capitalist system. They made no bones about the fact that
their emphasis on the growth and integration of the less-developed world
was primarily out of self-interest: the need for bigger export markets for
their manufactured products and stable import markets for their raw
materials and/or land-based products. As a 1974 document of the com-
mission put it, “The Trilateral countries increasingly need the developing
countries as sources of raw materials, as export markets, and . . . as con-
structive partners in the creation of a workable world order.”*” Accordingly,
commission planners were sympathetic to the less-developed countries
demands for a new international economic order (NIEQO) that called for
international policy measures that would stabilize their export earnings by
(a) opening the markets of the industrialized countries to their exports;
and (b) designing certain mechanisms that would stabilize the prices of
those exports. Obviously, stable export earnings for less-developed coun-
tries would also mean stable export earnings for exporters of manufactured
products, that is, for more developed countries.

Government intervention was crucial in ending the Great Depression
of the 1930s, as well as in rebuilding the war-torn economies of the 1940s.
Such expansive or stimulating government policies have since come to be
known as demand-management or Keynesian economics, after the British
economist John Maynard Keynes, who advised that during periods of
severe economic stagnation governments could stimulate the economy by
boosting demand even if, at times, it meant deficit spending. The Trilateral
Commission’s solution to the 1970s economic stagnation was essentially a
Keynesian or, more specifically, neo-Keynesian solution. Neo-Keynesianism
includes the original Keynesian demand-management policies plus an
industrial policy based on business-government-labor collaboration in cru-
cial areas such as infrastructure building, research and development, and
human capital enhancement. Equally important, the commission’s strate-
gists aimed at expanding such an economic strategy to a global or transna-
tional level. They argued that because transnational economies were now
more integrated and interdependent, stimulus economic policies would
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not be very effective if they were limited to a national level. Only a coor-
dinated or synchronized transnational policy could remedy the stagnant
economies of the 1970s.

Trilateral strategists considered unhindered international trade and
investment crucial to the success of their economic strategy. Only unfet-
tered cross-border mobility of capital could serve as the proverbial con-
veyer belt in transmitting the inducing or locomotive growth effects from
more to less-developed countries—and vice versa. This emphasis of the
commission’s architects on transnationalism led a number of their critics to
argue that they were trying to undermine the power and authority of the
nation-state in favor of extraterritorial or supranational authorities and
institutions. A close examination of the commission’s extensive policy doc-
uments clearly indicates, however, that it was not interested in weakening
or undermining national governments. Instead, it was merely interested in
utilizing the power and authority of the nation-state to further its ideals of
capitalist globalization.*®

Initially, the transnationalists scored a number of achievements. Several
members of the Trilateral Commission—including William Coleman,
Elliot Richardson, and William Scranton—were chosen for high positions
in the Ford administration. And a number of the commission’s interna-
tional economic recommendations such as flexible exchange rates, elimi-
nation of gold as a monetary vehicle within the IME increased use of the
IMF’s Special Drawing Rights, and improvement in the use of short-term
credit to offset balance-of-payments deficits were adopted and imple-
mented. Most importantly, the commission played a crucial role in the
election of Jimmy Carter to the presidency in 1976. The rise of Jimmy
Carter, a founding member of the Trilateral Commission, to the presi-
dency and the emergence of a number of other prominent Trilateralists in
his cabinet (including Cyrus Vance, Zbigniew Brzezinsky, and Michael
Blumenthal) suggested, for a time, the dawn of a new world order based
on government-sponsored industrial policy in the advanced capitalist
countries, collective management of the world economy by these coun-
tries, and relaxation of Cold War militarism. But the Trilateralists’ honey-
moon was cut short by powerful political rivals in the opposing faction of
the U.S. ruling class. Powerful beneficiaries of war and militarism (the
military-industrial complex), united with nationalist proponents of unilat-
eralism and economic protection, moved swiftly to undermine the plans
and projections of the multilateralists. Before long, they succeeded in
putting an end to the plans and policies of the Trilateralists altogether.”
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The subsequent rise of unilateralism and militarism, which both helped
and was helped by the rise of Ronald Reagan to presidency, will be dis-
cussed next.

Underlying the relatively smooth “governing coalition” of the immedi-
ate postwar period were, as pointed out earlier, the abundant material
resources of the “golden economy” of that period. Under those facile eco-
nomic conditions, potential conflicts of interest could be minimized or
contained by pouring money into various programs and by allowing gov-
ernment bureaucracies and departments to grow. Thus, as Alan Wolfe
points out, “when Truman or Kennedy wished to provide overall direction
to the national security apparatus, they could do so without cutting back on
the prerogatives of specific interests. Indeed, because of expanding eco-
nomic conditions, they could hold out the ‘sweeteners’ of an increase in pre-
rogatives in order to win support for centralizing mechanism.”#® As the easy
economic conditions provided for the demands of various interest groups,
they also helped expand and entrench bureaucratic empires, especially
within the military/security establishment.

But when the economic expansion turned to contraction in the 1970s,
and the well-entrenched powerful interest groups began to vie for bigger
slices of the now shrinking or stagnant pie of national resources, the gov-
erning coalition began to unravel. The ensuing factional fighting within
the ruling circles, often expressed through influence peddling over govern-
ment programs and policies, was further aggravated by the competitive
challenges posed by the Japanese and European producers to U.S. manu-
facturers in global markets. These adverse economic circumstances threat-
ened two powerful interests: the military-industrial complex that feared
the specter of a tightening Pentagon budget, and the internationally non-
competitive manufacturers who feared their Japanese and European eco-
nomic rivals. The interests of these two groups converged over aggressive
militarism and economic nationalism.

The Trilateral Commission’s proposed solutions (based on international
economic liberalism, tension reduction with the Soviet Union, and mili-
tary downsizing) to the economic challenges of the 1970s threatened these
two powerful interests. A contributing factor that further aggravated the
fears of the military-industrial complex was the so-called Vietnam syn-
drome. It must be pointed out here that the Trilateralists’ ephemeral suc-
cess in the mid-1970s was not altogether due to their political clout,
economic influence, or smart strategizing. Perhaps more importantly, they
were aided by the general or popular revulsion at the time against mili-
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tarism following the Vietnam fiasco. Indeed, the timing of their strategy to
streamline the military apparatus and to steer U.S. foreign policy toward
multilateralism, international cooperation, and peaceful coexistence with
the Soviet Union was not altogether fortuitous; it had a lot to do with that
antimilitarist social environment of the time. The bitter experience of the
Vietnam War had generated a strong aversion against war and militarism, a
social sentiment that came to be known as the “Vietnam syndrome.” In
the mid-1970s, for example, 72 percent of the respondents to a Harris
public opinion survey felt that the government was spending too much on
defense. Policy makers were forced to react, and military expenditures as a
percentage of the GNP fell to pre-1950 levels. “Many prematurely con-
cluded,” points out James Cypher, “that the United States had left mili-
tarism permanently behind and that other ways would be found to forge a
national consensus behind U.S. foreign policy.”!

But the deeply entrenched vested interests in the gigantic state appara-
tus, especially in the military/security establishment, were not easily
amenable to reorganization or structural and strategic overhauls.
“Bureaucratically powerful cold warriors,” points out Alan Wolfe, “were
operating unchecked, leading not only to duplication but to contradictory
policies all over the globe. . .. One of the main concerns of the Trilateral
Commission was to reorganize the making of the foreign policy so that
some sense of order and consistency could be brought to the U.S. global
stance.”® The specter of such an overhaul frightened the military-
industrial complex.

Unsurprisingly, the powerful interests that had felt threatened by the
Trilateralists’ strategies—and by the Vietnam syndrome—fought back. In
the debate over military spending, proponents of increased militarization
have almost always outmaneuvered those of restraining military expan-
sion. These proponents have proven quite resourceful in generating the
necessary rationale for increased military spending. Their strategies and
tactics to increase the Pentagon budget are not limited to the notoriously
well-known lobbying of politicians. They also includes some more subtle
methods such as occasionally commissioning a “disinterested civilian
group of experts” to study issues of “national security,” or “strategic direc-
tions,” or “military capabilities” of the United States. Often the findings of
such studies turn out to be predetermined. During the Cold War era, such
findings invariably indicated that “our national interests were threatened by
communism.” Since then, it has been the “threat of rogue states,” of
“global terrorism,” or of “militant Islam” that needs to be guarded against.
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Policy recommendations of such studies are also often unmistakable:
additional increases of the Pentagon budget and further expansion of the
military-industrial complex.

Thus, for example, in 1950 the Korean War and the “communist
threat” were manipulated by the proponents of military buildup to over-
rule those who called for limits on military spending. Representatives of
the military-industrial complex, disproportionately ensconced in the State
and Defense departments, succeeded in having President Truman embark
on his well-known overhaul of the U.S. foreign policy that drastically
increased the United States’ commitments abroad, along with the con-
comitantly drastic remilitarization following the ephemeral demobiliza-
tion at the end of World War II.

Likewise, in the face of the relative slowdown in military spending in
the mid-1970s, powerful beneficiaries of war and militarism, once again,
raised the specter of “Soviet threat.” A false alarm was sounded that the
Soviet Union was “outspending the United States on armaments and
would soon surpass the U.S. in overall military power.” Frightened by the
antiwar social environment of the 1970s, as well as by the Trilateralists’
proposals of transnationalism and tension reduction with the Soviet
Union, these influential beneficiaries of military spending set out to “chal-
lenge the Ford and Carter administrations™ drift toward multipolarity and
compromise in world affairs.” Organizing around opposition to tension-
reducing talks with the Soviet Union, they reconstituted the brazenly
militaristic Committee on the Present Danger (CPD), which had been
instrumental to President Truman’s militarization policies of the early
1950s. In his study of the role of CPD as a major brain trust of the mili-
tary-industrial complex, and how it succeeded in moving away both pres-
idents Ford and Carter from tension-reduction negotiations with the
Soviet Union and in the direction of distrust and confrontation, James
Cypher writes the following:

Although the history of CPD is too complex to recount here, the group did
succeed in driving then President Ford into a reassessment of the National
Intelligence Estimate (NIE). The NIE is normally conducted by the Foreign
Intelligence Advisory Board which draws on CIA data to determine the level
and direction of Soviet arms outlays. . . . The CPD charged that the NIE esti-
mate of Soviet arms outlays was too low and that there should be an “indepen-

dent” analysis. Ford eventually concurred and a seven-member panel
comprised of four CPD members (Nitz, Foy Kohler, William Van Cleave, and
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Richard Pipes) generated the now famous Team B report. Since the CPD’s
announced objective was to convince policy-makers that “the principal threat
to our nation . . . is the Soviet drive to dominance based upon an unparalleled
military buildup,” it is hardly surprising that the Team B report “discovered” a
sizable error in previous CIA estimates of Soviet outlays: the USSR was said to
be spending 11-13 percent of its GND, not 8 percent, on arms. Multiplying
this “error factor” times 10 (for the 10-year period 1970-80), Reagan’s advi-
sors, as already noted, came up with the figure of $300 billion as the margin by
which the Soviets had outspent the United States.*?

Two important points need to be highlighted here. The first point is that,
years later, the CIA and the U.S. government in general acknowledged that
the Team B report on Soviet military spending was grossly exaggerated in
order to justify continued military buildup in the United States. The sec-
ond point pertains to the similarity between CPD’s tactics of inventing
external “threats to national security” in order to justify increased military
spending and jingoistic posturing, on the one hand, and the current
administration of President George W. Bush’s employment of similar tac-
tics for similar objectives, on the other. Just as CPD questioned and over-
rode the CIA and NIE estimates of the Soviet military capabilities in the
1970s, so too today under the Bush administration dubious ad hoc intel-
ligence think tanks (set up largely in the Pentagon or in the office of Vice
President Cheney) overruled the official CIA assessments of Iraq’s arma-
ments or military capabilities under Saddam Hussein, and paved the way
for the invasion of that country and drastic increases in military spending.

But let us continue with Cypher’s account of how partisans of unilater-
alism and militarism, mobilizing around the CPD, succeeded in under-
mining the Trilateralists’ plans and, by the same token, heightening both
the tensions between the United States and the Soviet Union and the
Pentagon budget in the late 1970s and early 1980s:

In 1976, with the Team B report and the combined power of its 140 prest-
igious members, the CPD attempted to sway President-elect Carter to stack his
military-policy appointments toward the CPD’s recommendations. Failing in
that endeavor, the CPD set out to divert the Carter Administration from
its détente/global-interdependence/human-rights course. In this they were
successful. By late 1977 or eatly 1978 President Carter had moved from his
campaign pledge to reduce military spending every year to increasing it.
Furthermore, in late 1977 or early 1978 Carter issued a classified document
known as Presidential Decision 18 (PD-18) [that] . . . outlined the concept of
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need for a Rapid Deployment Force. . . . PD-18 followed quite closely upon a
meeting President Carter had with seven members of the CPD, a group
referred to as the CPD “power structure” by the CPD’s director. Pressured by
the CPD . .. Carter began a sustained buildup in military expenditures in July
of 1979. Thus long before the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, Carter had
moved considerably over to the CPD’s position. By December 1979 . . . Carter
revealed comprehensive long-term plans for a major military buildup to the
influential Business Council at the White House.*

Evidence thus clearly indicates that partisans of nationalism and champi-
ons of militarism successfully highjacked President Carter’s initially
Trilateralist agenda soon after he arrived in the White House. His mili-
taristic political opponents outmaneuvered and coerced him to abandon
most of his campaign pledges. He was neither able to reduce the trade dis-
putes within the trilateral U.S.-Japan-EU regions, nor the geopolitical ten-
sions of the Cold War atmosphere. Indeed, in the second half of his
presidency, Carter moved to revive the ephemerally relaxed Cold War ten-
sions of the early to late 1970s and, instead, embark on a confrontational
course with the Soviet Union. But no matter how far he strayed from his
originally Trilateralist positions and policies, he could not dispel the Cold
Warriors’ and conservative nationalists’ distrust or dislike of him. As James
Cypher puts it, “Although Carter had moved from elected dove to self-
proclaimed Cold Warrior in late 1978, his actions were not sufficient to
satisfy the CPD,” the powerful think tank that advocated a policy of
renewed Cold War and militarism.”> It remained for Ronald Reagan’s
pugnacious style and flamboyant rhetoric to fight the “evil empire” (as he
called the Soviet Union) and expand the military structure to please such
powerful militaristic interest groups.

Beginning with Ronald Reagan’s presidency, the United States pursued
a twin policy of aggressive international diplomacy and expanding military
spending. President Reagan declared that raising military spending was
part of his policy of “rearming America.” As usual, the policy of “rearming
America” was presaged by sounding the alarms of the “Soviet threat” and
by highly exaggerating Soviet military expenditures. Thus, citing the now
discredited report by the aforementioned “Team B” of the Committee on
the Present Danger, President Reagan announced on February 18, 1981,
that the Soviet Union “had outspent the United States on arms by
$300 billion since 1970.”% A massive military buildup, comparable to
that brought about in the early 1950s, was deemed “necessary” to achieve
parity with the Soviets. Thus followed President Reagan’s drastic shift of
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the taxpayers’ money away from the nonmilitary public spending in favor
of military spending.

Most of the fantastic increase in the Pentagon budget under President
Reagan took place during his early years in the White House, when he
embarked on an anticommunist crusade and called the Soviet Union an
“evil empire”—a policy that came to be known as the Second Cold War.*”
As a result, military spending during his first term in office rose from
5 percent of GNP to nearly 7 percent of GNP (or slightly over one-third
of the federal budget).48 The military-industrial complex was, of course,
ecstatic over the election of their champion to the presidency and the
resulting hike in the Pentagon budget. But when the complex suspected a
“softening” of President Reagan toward the Soviet Union during his sec-
ond term in office, they moved to fend off a possible slowdown in military
spending. Thus, when it became apparent in the second half of the1980s
that the Soviet Union was unraveling, and the Cold War coming to an
end, powerful beneficiaries of war and militarism began to redefine and/or
redirect the role of the U.S. military from its traditional mission of “Soviet
containment” to an even broader “responsibility of global militarism,” that
is, to maintaining “stability” in all areas of conflict in the world.

Once again, the power of a “disinterested, nonpartisan” study group of
“national security experts” was invoked to justify the newly projected
expansion of the U.S. military’s “responsibilities” beyond the conventional
“communist threat” of the Cold War era. To this end, a panel of influen-
tial experts such as Fred Ikle, Henry Kissinger, Zbigniew Brzezinsky,
Albert Wohlstetter, and Samuel Huntington was charged with studying
the strategic direction/redirection of the U.S. military doctrine in the face
of the waning of the Cold War hostilities. In its 1988 report, the study
noted that conflicts in the third world have had “an adverse cumulative
effect on U.S. access to critical regions, on American credibility among
allies and friends, and on American self-confidence. If this cumulative
effect cannot be checked or reversed in future,” the study noted, “it will
gradually undermine America’s ability to defend its interests in the most
vital regions, such as the Persian Gulf, the Mediterranean and the Western
Pacific.”®

To respond to “turbulences in the most vital regions” of the world, the
study called for a “discriminate deterrence”—a military strategy that would
contain and quell regional and/or local conflicts in the third world with
lightning speed and sweeping effectiveness before they “get out of hand.”
Following the strategy of a discriminate deterrence, other supplementary
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terms such as “low-intensity” and “mid-intensity” wars began to creep into
the lexicon of the Pentagon. “Low- or mid-intensity” does not refer to the
level of fire power or the degree of violence and destruction; it refers to
geographic or spatial scale, for example, local or regional, compared to an all-
out war on a broader or global range.”

This marked the beginning of the unilateral militarists’ strategy of justify-
ing increased military spending in the post—Cold War world: search and
discovery of new “threats to our national security” in place of the “com-
munist threat” of the Cold War era. The newly discovered (and sometimes
manufactured) sources of “threat” have included “rogue states,” “axis of
evil,” decontextualized “global terrorism,” and “militant Islam.” T shall
discuss these developments in some detail in the next chapter.



CHAPTER 4

Inventing “Threats to
Our National Interests”

It is always a simple matter to drag the people along, whether it is a
democracy, or a fascist dictatorship, or a parliament, or a communist
dictatorship. Voice or no voice, the people can always be brought to the
bidding of their leaders. That is easy. All you have to tell them is that
they are being attacked and denounce the peacemakers for lack of patri-
otism and exposing the country to danger. It works the same in any
country.

—Hermann Goering (Nuremberg Trials)

“External threats” and “national interests” have almost always been used as
two blades of a metaphorical pair of scissors to cut through any opposition
to war and militarism. In his well-known Imperialism and Social Classes,
the late economic historian Joseph Schumpeter described the hoary
pretext of “threatened national interests” for war and militarism in the
following words:

There was no corner of the known world where some interest was not alleged to
be in danger or under actual attack. If the interests were not Roman, they were
those of Rome’s allies; and if Rome had no allies, then allies would be invented.
When it was utterly impossible to contrive such an interest—why, then it was the
national honor that had been insulted. The fight was always invested with an
aura of legality. Rome was always being attacked by evil-minded neighbors,
always fighting for a breathing-space. The whole world was pervaded by a host of
enemies, and it was manifestly Rome’s duty to guard against their indubitably
aggressive designs.
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In a similar fashion, the U.S. military-industrial complex has proven quite
resourceful in frequently inventing new “external threats to our national
interests,” or “the interests of our allies,” in order to stifle opposition to its
militaristic plans that are often designed to justify its colossal apparatus
and its lion’s share of national resources. During the Cold War years, the
“threat of communism” served this purpose. Since then new substitutes for
the threat of communism have been discovered in order to rationalize con-
tinued expansion of military spending. These have included “rogue states,
global terrorism, axis of evil, militant Islam,” and, more recently, “enemies
of democracy.” Scrutiny of the claims of such threats to the national secu-
rity or interests of the United States is the focus of this chapter. Due to its far-
reaching importance, “threat of militant Islam” and/or “the clash of
civilizations” will be discussed in the next chapter.

Communist Threat and Remilitarization
after World War 11

At the end of World War II hostilities in 1944, the Unites States embarked
on a major demobilization of the war-time military structure. Many of the
war-time personnel in or connected to the armed force were sent home.
The huge and numerous factories churning out military products during
the war were either shut down or drastically downsized, and many people
were laid off. The demobilization was altogether in tune with the U.S. tra-
dition of over 150 years of not maintaining large standing armies during
times of peace. But the demobilization did not last long. With the onset of the
Cold War and the U.S. leap into the Korean War in the late 1940s and early
1950s, remilitarization began anew. What is more, the new remilitarization
turned out to be on a permanent basis, which effectively reversed the long
tradition of antimilitarism. In constant (2002) dollars, military spending
rose from $150 billion in 1950 (the last year of the ephemeral postwar
demobilization) to $500 billion in 1953.!

To rationalize the institutionalization of the large and growing military
apparatus that started in 1950, the American people were told that perma-
nent war mobilization was necessitated by the “threat” of communism.
“The Pentagon line,” according to Colonel William H. Neblett, national
president of the Reserve Officers Association, “was that we were living in a
state of undeclared emergency, that war with Russia was just around
the corner.”” President Truman played a big part in heightening the “red
scare” and expanding the military structure. “Republican senator Arthur
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Vandenberg told Truman that he could have his militarized economy only
if he first ‘scared the hell out of the American people’ that the Russians
were coming. Truman obliged. The perpetual war began.” But how real
was the “threat of communism”?

There is strong evidence that the U.S.—U.S.S.R. hostilities of the Cold
War years were provoked not so much by the alleged Soviet plans to attack
the Unites States, or its allies, but by the fact that U.S. guardians of world
capitalism simply could not tolerate the presence of a planned economy
anywhere in the world—a market fundamentalism or fanaticism that con-
tinues to this day. These self-appointed custodians or prophets of the
worldwide market mechanism were (and continue to be) intolerant not
only of the centrally planned, Soviet-type economies but, in fact, of any
“undue” government intervention in the economic affairs of any country in
the world. “Regimented economies,” declared President Harry Truman in a
speech at Baylor University (1947), were the enemy of free enterprise, and
“unless we act, and act decisively,” those regimented economies would
become “the pattern of the next century.” To fend off that danger, Truman
urged that “the whole world should adopt the American system.” The sys-
tem of free enterprise, he went on, “could survive in America only if it
becomes a world system.”

This was an honest acknowledgment of what in effect amounts to a
sacred mission that has guided the foreign policy of the United States ever
since it emerged as a world power. Although the mission of globalizing the
American system has always been carried out in the name of spreading
democracy, the essence of that mission is not very different from what
Lord Cecil Rhodes, who conquered much of Africa for British imperial-
ism, suggested long time ago: the simplest way to achieve peace was for
England to convert and add the rest of the world to its colonies.

There is convincing evidence that not only Joseph Stalin and his succes-
sors in the Soviet Union had no plans to wage war against the United
States or its allies but that, in fact, they played a restraining role to contain
independent revolutionary movements worldwide.” “It is often forgotten,”
points out Sidney Lens, “that for a few years after the war, he [Stalin]
assumed an exceedingly moderate posture. . . . His nation had lost 25 mil-
lion people in the war, was desperately in need of aid for rebuilding, and
continued for a long time to nurture hopes of coexistence. Far from being
revolutionary, Stalin in those years put the damper on revolution wherever
he could.”® To accommodate the United States and other Western powers
in the hope of peaceful coexistence, Stalin often advised, and sometimes
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ordered, the pro-Moscow communist/leftist parties in Europe and else-
where in the world to refrain from revolutionary policies that might jeop-
ardize the hoped-for chances of coexistence. The Soviet leader “scoffed at
communism in Germany,” writes historian Fleming, “urged the Italian
Reds to make peace with the monarchy, did his best to induce Mao Tse-
tung to come to terms with the Kuomintang and angrily demanded of Tito
that he back the monarchy, thus fulfilling his (Stalin’s) bargain with
Churchill.””

Stalin’s collaborationist policy toward Western powers in the early years
after the war followed from his doctrine of the “possibility of building
National Socialism,” that is, “socialism in one country.” According to that
doctrine, “socialism can be built on the basis of a national state if only
there is no intervention,” explained Leon Trotsky in a critical analysis of
the policy. “From this there can and must follow . . . a collaborationist pol-
icy toward the foreign bourgeoisie with the object of averting intervention,
as this will guarantee the construction of socialism [in the Soviet Union].”
The task of pro-Moscow communist/leftist parties in other countries
therefore assumes, Trotsky further pointed out, “an auxiliary character; their
miss