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Abstract  

JUST OR UNJUST: 

THE GLOBAL WAR ON TERROR 

 

Doctor of Letters Dissertation by 

Richard G. Rosell 

The Caspersen School of Graduate Studies  

Drew University          May 2022 

 

For as long as there have been people, there have been hostilities between them. As 

civilization evolved and people organized into collectives, leaders rose, and nation-states 

emerged. Conflicts between nation-states gave birth to war. Even in ancient times, concurrent 

with the inevitable bloodshed produced by war, leaders argued for rules to govern the death and 

destruction they were causing. In some cultures, religion played a vital role in determining who, 

what, when, why, and how one nation would attack another. In others, good vs. evil, and right vs. 

wrong, dominated the debate regarding the justice of war.  

War is, and has always been, viewed as a necessary instrument to achieve a myriad of 

different political, economic, religious, and personal objectives, and as such, it is good that rules 

be set to govern its inevitability. But does war have to be inevitable? Why should people die in 

defense of borders or ideals set up by politicians whose motives can be, at best, questionable?  

Are there avenues leaders can travel to avert bloodshed? Is there a fair way to wage war? 

Less than a month after the attacks of September 11th, President George W. Bush 

declared the commencement of a Global War on Terror (GWOT). The President did not identify 

a nation-state as America’s adversary, rather, he identified all present and future terrorist 

organizations, specifically the group that claimed responsibility for the September 11 attacks, al 

Qaeda. To create an air of credibility for his declaration of war against a theoretical adversary, he 
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formed a coalition of the willing (and arguably not so willing) nations to help vanquish al Qaeda 

as well as all terrorist organizations identified as the enemies to freedom. These enemies shared 

at least one common trait: they followed Islam. This war differed from previous wars as the 

coalition would spend most of its effort fighting groups rather than nations. 

This research will analyze the origins of the just war theory, or just war tradition. 

Moreover, the purpose and intent of two other wars in which the United States has been involved 

will be examined to display how distant GWOT was in comparison to historical US policies on 

war. Also, to demonstrate the interdisciplinary nature of this war, both religious and political 

ideals related to just war theory are presented extensively. In conclusion, this research 

ratiocinates, in the sum of all its pieces, that GWOT was not a just war.   
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Preface 

 

 The domestic American landscape had not been altered by the ravages of war since the 

Civil War ended. The attacks of September 11th changed all of that. In an instant, buildings, 

people, and a way of life were gone forever. The culture of nations was forced to adapt to a new 

normal. One never fully understands the loss of something obvious until it is no longer 

noticeable.   

The temperate weather in Northern New Jersey conveys beauty to the suburban 

landscape. Flora and fauna abound under the lifeblood of rain and the warmth of the sun. It is 

impossible to resist spending time during the afternoon watching blue jays swoop from the 

summer sky to deliver additional padding for their nests or food for their chicks. Their songs are 

enthralling, seemingly having the tempo and purpose of a song a child might learn in grade 

school.  

Eventually, summer gives way to fall and, quickly, winter. Winter sends the blue jays 

away—no need to despair. They always return in a few short months, and while patiently 

waiting, winter can be enjoyed as it is filled with different joys to keep a youthful mind 

occupied. Winter is a wonderland for a child in Jersey. Children have neither arthritis nor aches 

and pains to haunt them when the temperature dips below freezing. There is snow, football, and 

vapor emanating inexplicably from the mouth when exhaling. Winter is tolerable, but many 

adults long for spring—and the return of blue jays to the backyard. How sad it would be if these 

majestic birds flew away forever and never returned. For a child, nothing goes away forever, or 

does it? 

In the weeks after September 11th, in a flash many things went away. Airplanes, a readily 

available sight in the air over many northern New Jersey hometowns, were gone. Not only were 
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they not visible, but the unmistakable sound of their engines had disappeared. Did it seem odd 

that although routinely unnoticed the absence of jets in the sky was deafening? The planes 

eventually returned—their noise and pollution once again traversing the sky. However, what did 

not return were the twin towers of the World Trade Center—2606 souls lost at Ground Zero. 

What did not return were the unincumbered movements and liberties enjoyed by all Americans. 

We all look for the buildings, the souls, and the liberty every time we pass within view of 

downtown Manhattan, much as we looked for the blue jays' return in the spring. Unlike the birds, 

the buildings and the people are gone forever. Taken by a senseless and hateful criminal act of 

ideological violence.  

The blue jays still return to northern New Jersey every spring, only now their songs and 

antics have less meaning. Each time we look to the east, it is impossible for us to enjoy the 

Manhattan skyline, for our mind’s eye can only see the unseen: the 2606 souls who will never 

return. The GWOT, meant to avenge the September 11th attacks, did not fill the void, nor will it 

ever.  
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Chapter One 

 Introduction  

“War is sweet to them that know it not.”1 

—Desiderius Erasmus Roterodamus 

Americans had not been forced to stare at burned-out buildings and widescale destruction 

due to war in over 155 years. The stark reality of what it is like to live with the ravages of war hit 

America hard. Americans wanted blood, more specifically, Muslim blood. Military recruiting 

and retention were high abounded. Hysteria proliferated in the cities and the countryside across 

the boundaries of race, religion, creed, and color. President George W. Bush tried to quell 

misplaced anger six days after the attacks during a speech at the Islamic Center in Washington, 

DC, when he declared, “The face of terror is not the true faith of Islam. That's not what Islam is 

all about. Islam is peace. These terrorists don't represent peace. They represent evil and war.”2 

Try as he could, President Bush could not temper the nation’s misplaced outrage at the Muslim 

world, and his failure made some in America wonder if race played a role in the GWOT.   

The immediate patriotic and nationalistic attitudes exhibited post-September 11 by 

Americans were predictable and blameless. America’s (continental) homeland had never been 

attacked. This was a new frontier and Americans seethed. They were deluged with slogans, T-

shirts, television documentaries, network news “experts,” and motivational memes that created 

an aura of patriotic Americans defending their homeland, while non-Americans like those from 

the Middle East were cast in opposition. Even renowned thespian Robert DeNiro appeared on 

Saturday Night Live to participate in a skit that mocked Middle Eastern names.  

 Bush, however, consistently attempted to temper sentiments by stating routinely without 

equivocation that Islam was neither to blame nor were they America’s (potential) targets.3 His 
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insistence did little more than take the liability for nationalistic, anti-Islam racism off his 

shoulders. But for many Americans, President Bush’s play was obvious. He was going to make 

“them” pay and get “us” the retribution blood America craved. According to Anthony Gregory, 

this type of “belligerent nationalism has for centuries been a particularly odious and destructive 

form of collectivism.”4 Patience was wearing thin in the weeks after the attacks as Americans 

waited for the first jihadist to feel American wrath. Bush delivered it on October 7, 2001, with 

the beginning of an endless war against a phantom menace who followed a rogue religion. The 

Global War on Terror (GWOT) had commenced, and its justification in real time was doubtless.  

 The research used in this study commenced on an open-minded path, simply seeking to 

determine, if possible, whether or not the GWOT was a just or unjust war. Certainly, America 

was historically capable of entering into war against an enemy for just cause. To establish a just 

cause baseline, the author chose to analyze conflicts post-1900 to determine whether or not 

America was capable of entering into justified war. The start of the twentieth century marked 

great technological advances in war-making means.  Arguably, the American Revolution and the 

Civil War are excellent examples of wars fought by the United States which were undeniably 

just. The former was fought against the tyranny of imperialist Great Britain and would lead to the 

creation of the great republican democracy in which Americans live and thrive today. The latter 

not only ended the blight of slavery but saved that republic for which so many Americans fought 

during the Revolution. This paper had to create limits to the research, and that historical limit 

was set at 1900.  

World War I and World War II are excellent examples of just wars and, as such, were 

researched to establish a just cause baseline. Preliminary research into conflicts and wars after 

World War II to find additional examples of just war proved to be fruitless, as all conflicts and 
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wars after World War II were declared and fought under circumstances that concluded they were 

not waged with just cause. Even the motives of the first Gulf War were questionable, as it is 

arguable that America only entered that conflict to stabilize the oil industry in the Gulf region.  

Determining with certainty why America entered into any of its wars is not possible 

because American politicians have constantly operated under a veil of secrecy, only disclosing 

what they desire Americans to know. It’s probable that they hide more facts than they disclose; 

therefore, a researcher must sift through the information at hand and offer a well-informed 

opinion with limitations of access to information in mind. Moreover, the results of research into 

both World War I and World War II indicate that the preponderance of the existing data reaffirm 

both conflicts having been waged with just cause. There are several extenuating circumstances 

organic to each conflict that have been, and should always be, looked upon with a wary eye, but 

in the end, America possessed justification to save Europe both times.  

  The GWOT raged from 2001 until 2014 and is arguably still waged today in the same 

places against the same enemy alongside the same allies. This study started long before the 

controversial withdrawal from Afghanistan in the summer of 2021 but will not parse it beyond 

this sentence, as there is not enough scholarly, peer-reviewed data currently available. That said, 

up to the point of the withdrawal, for all the human and monetary costs, whether just or not, can 

it be said that the GWOT achieved its goal of defeating every global terrorist group? 

Was it Worth the Cost? 

 

“Our war on terror begins with al Qaeda, but it does not end there. It will not end until every 

terrorist group of global reach has been found, stopped, and defeated.”5 

 

—President George W. Bush, September 20, 2001 

 The United States has lost at least 7063 service members during the twenty-plus years of 

the GWOT.6 The total cost of lives, both combatants and civilians, is as much as 900,000.7 At a 
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staggering cost of over $8 trillion, America will still be reconciling the bill decades from now.8 

Was revenge worth the cost? 

The long campaign in Afghanistan was started to eliminate al Qaeda’s ability to operate 

their terrorist network from that country while enjoying the protection of the Taliban. The 

Taliban had permitted Al Qaeda (AQ) to train jihadists for years and had been responsible for 

most of the terrorist attacks in Europe.9 The 9/11 Commission report cites intelligence estimates 

that claim as many as 20,000 terrorists received some type of military training in Afghanistan. Al 

Qaeda had to go, not just in retaliation for September 11th but as a matter of self-defense for 

America and the West.  

The importance of neutering AQ cannot be overstated, as America’s ability to protect its 

citizens and interests is accomplished more efficiently while in an offensive (proactive) posture. 

America’s invasion could be considered successful because the operational and tactical goals of 

rendering AQ operationally ineffective were largely met.  

Operations in Afghanistan resulted in some progress regarding the implementation of a 

liberal Western democracy, at least until the summer of 2021. Afghanistan has enjoyed the 

benefits of the rule of law. Free elections, as free as the West could hope, have been the norm for 

years, though there are still some who believe that hostilities could have been minimized had the 

Bush administration sanctioned a government in Afghanistan that included Taliban 

representation.  

As in Afghanistan, post-invasion Iraq has enjoyed increased freedom and free elections. 

Some people would agree that the overthrow of Saddam Hussein was positive for both the 

country and the region. The government of Iraq holds free elections, albeit the country still 

suffers from internal civil strife. But as this research offers, the invasion was a win-win from the 
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US-British perspective.  Fringe elements from the West, and not just governments, succeeded 

with their long-postulated plan to place the Iraqi oil market under the control of American and 

British energy companies. The military-industrial complex (MIC) thrived for the duration of the 

GWOT.  

Sub-Saharan Africa seemed to fare well under the GWOT, as America was able to avoid 

major military engagements for troops by adhering to the longstanding policy of utilizing select 

nation-states as surrogates. These surrogates proved to be effective in keeping terror 

organizations at bay while at the same time carrying out the policy created by Eisenhower over 

sixty years ago designed to keep the Soviets off the continent.  

The one true success story of the GWOT occurred in an unlikely place, the southern 

Philippine islands. The local populace was wrested free from the dark grip of occupying terrorist 

groups and voluntarily rejoined the nation. This feat was accomplished by a Spartan group of 

American military advisors to the operational forces of the Philippine Army. These Americans, 

rather than engaging militarily as their counterparts did on the other GWOT battlefields, used 

counterterrorism techniques to win the hearts and minds of the indigenous population.  

Successes and failures aside, the question posed by this paper is “Was the Global War on 

Terror a Just War under the United States Just War Policy?” Success or failure has no impact on 

justification. The ends do not justify the means. No amount of success is relevant if America had 

neither an ethical nor moral basis for declaring war.  

Just war tradition consists of three facets: 1) Jus ad Bellum (the Justice of War), 2) Jus in 

Bello (Justice in War), and 3) Jus post Bellum (Justice after War). This study examines the 

American Justice of War tradition to determine if the United States had a moral right to wage the 

GWOT.   
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Methodology 

There are countless resources available to investigate the topic of this thesis. The author 

started collecting data almost ten years ago, and since that time, the data has continued to grow. 

From the inception of collection and analysis, it was apparent that most, if not all of it, fell into 

seven distinct categories. Data was procured and separated into these seven categories which 

made reading and analyzing much more efficient. The author initially relied heavily on printed 

published texts, but as the research grew, another seemingly unlimited data pool was uncovered. 

The institutions of higher learning maintained by the United States military have 

countless graduate and post-graduate theses published in their various internal digital libraries 

which contain documents on every category the author selected for research. These institutions 

include the Army War College, the Navy War College, the Naval Postgraduate School, the 

Marine Corps War College, and the Air War College.10 These theses are remarkably objective 

given the fact that they are all penned by commissioned officers in all five branches of the 

military. Many of the authors served at least one tour during the GWOT. The author found the 

operational insight rendered in those theses very helpful in choosing other texts to analyze.  

Lastly, while many are not peer-reviewed, the internet contains countless articles 

published over the twenty years of the GWOT.  

After accumulation, the data was separated into the following seven categories for the 

accompanying reasons: 

1. Key to this study was the ability to explain to the reader the history of just war theory.   

This category was studied to determine an acceptable historical baseline for the reader to 

understand the concept of a just war. For this analysis, just war theory was separated into 
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four sections: 1) Pre-Christian just war theory, 2) Western (Christian) just war theory), 3) 

Eastern just war theory, and 4) Philosophical discussion on just war theory.  

2. A baseline to describe American just war theory is important because without it there 

would be nothing to compare to the GWOT. This category would set that baseline for the 

reader to understand that America has waged just wars in the past and is fully capable of 

doing so in the future. The author chose World War I and World War II for this section, 

as the historical preponderance of evidence, while not unanimous, favors viewing both as 

just causes.  

3. Three controversial self-defense initiatives exist as American policy: 1) Preventive 

Military Attacks, 2) Preemptive Military Attacks, and 3) Targeted Military Attacks. 

Much has been written on these topics, which are relevant to the GWOT because 

America has employed each of the three in the last twenty years. Many view the Iraq 

invasion as having been waged in self-defense. 

4. A description of the GWOT is important since America had never before waged such a 

conflict. Data for this category was analyzed to identify the threat America faced as well 

as to provide a definition of terrorism. Summaries of the major campaigns, including 

Afghanistan, Iraq, sub-Saharan Africa, and the Philippines, are included and show the 

diverse nature of combat in the GWOT. Data was identified which illuminated the failure 

of the intelligence community. This intelligence failure contributed to the invasion of 

Iraq, but not in the way America had been led to believe.  

5. President Bush desperately needed to create a coalition to add credibility to his GWOT. 

The possible origin of his controversial statement “You’re Either with Us or Against Us” 

is suggested. Additionally, the long-postulated theory that the invasion of Iraq was fought 
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as a war-for-oil conflict and was arguably waged for political stabilization was 

considered and thoroughly researched.  

6. Was the GWOT a just war? As the research progressed, abundant data was uncovered 

that suggested the GWOT was not a just war under the accepted United States just war 

policy. But could research find a positive facet of the GWOT that would justify even part 

of the military action undertaken? 

7. The final category discussed the possibility that the GWOT could have been avoided. 

There seemed to be little diplomacy and no negotiation leading up to the commencement 

of the GWOT. The United States, rightfully angered by the unprovoked attack by a 

foreign criminal enterprise, arguably had no obligation to negotiate with AQ. But AQ 

was not the only group, or nation, that in the name of self-defense would be devastated by 

the American military. The art of hermeneutics was researched and found to be a 

reasonable negotiation application that could have had a positive role to play in post-

attack, prewar decision-making. The final facet of this category involved researching the 

military-industrial complex. Data suggests that the GWOT was imminent regardless of 

the September 11th attacks, predicated by the omnipresent MIC.  

As profound an impact as the September 11 attacks had on the American landscape, that impact 

pales in comparison to the impact of the GWOT. The US economy has arguably never fully 

recovered. The United States Veterans Administration (VA), already historically mismanaged 

and overburdened, is bursting at the seams. Our relationships with traditional allies have been 

strained, possibly beyond reconciliation.  

This paper will provide evidence to support the argument that after considering the sum 

of all the GWOT pieces, there is no possibility that the war was just.  
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The Bush administration has portrayed as fact that the GWOT was necessary to prevent 

the inevitability of continued terrorist attacks by al Qaeda. Further, the administration desired to 

bring those responsible for the September 11 attacks to justice. The GWOT commenced with 

military action in Afghanistan, but the justification for the war must include any and all military 

incursions under the auspices of a global war. Therefore, this paper cannot ignore activities in 

sub-Saharan Africa, the Philippines, and Iraq.  

The war in Afghanistan could have been, as some insist, nothing more than the 

procurement of real estate from which to operate militarily unencumbered in the region. But 

given the Bush administration’s assertions that the action sought to destroy the operational 

abilities of al Qaeda, which had been training and operating from within the country, and the fact 

that the incursion did in fact meet those objectives, Afghanistan could, very loosely, be 

considered just.  

The conflict in sub-Saharan Africa did not involve an invasion similar to that of 

Afghanistan; rather it was waged using African nation surrogates. This paper will provide two 

possible justifications for American involvement in African affairs, both of which could be seen 

as just.  

American military action in the Philippines, which saw no operational action by United 

States forces other than as advisors, could easily be seen as just given that our Philippine allies 

had lost control of their southern province and asked for our help. This leaves Iraq.   

Regardless of how Afghanistan, sub-Saharan Africa, and the Philippines are judged, this 

was a Global War on Terror and, as such, must be judged by the sum of its parts. This paper will 

present, in detail, evidence suggesting the likelihood that the planning for Bush’s incursion into 

Iraq had been planned as many as six years in advance by a NEOCON political action group 



 

10 
 

headed by individuals who would eventually be selected as Bush’s highest level foreign policy 

advisors. Information analyzed and presented suggests that this group did not desire to overthrow 

Saddam Hussein because he was a despot, nor were they concerned about his possession and 

deployment capabilities of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD). This group was interested in 

placing the Iraqi oil market under the control of American and British oil companies, thereby 

stabilizing the region’s oil market. In other words, the Iraq War was about oil. As this paper will 

demonstrate, the war in Iraq could never be seen as just for two reasons: 1) the justification(s) 

portrayed by the Bush administration were untrue, and 2) the true reason behind the war was to 

provide America and the West access to Iraqi oil, both of which taint the remainder of the 

GWOT.   
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Chapter Two 

Just War Theory 

“American strategy has to face the fact that it may be confronted with war, and that if Soviet 

aggression confronts us with war, and we are unwilling to resist, it will mean the end of our 

freedom. It boils down then to a value choice. In these terms, yes, I think war must be made a 

usable instrument of policy.”11 

 

        —Henry Kissinger July 13, 1958  

The purpose of this study is to determine if the GWOT, in its entirety, was a just war. The 

GWOT was not a single war; rather, it was a series of military conflicts and preemptive and 

preventive strikes, all with a common goal to rid the world of organizations labeled by the 

United States as terror groups. Only one nation-state, Iraq, was invaded by the United States and 

its coalition partners to overthrow the political regime. Arguably, the United States utilized 

surrogates to topple regimes in other countries. Even Afghanistan, the country in which America 

had been operating for almost twenty years, was not invaded in a manner consistent with a 

conventional declaration of war. Certainly not with the vigor in which Iraq was invaded.  

To determine the justification for the GWOT we must identify what is, by definition, a 

just war. As with most arguments, there are differing opinions on the topic of the justification of 

war.  

In the aftermath of World War II, the United Nations passed a charter requiring all its 

members to settle international disputes by peaceful means rather than through wars, advocating 

for the creation of just war criteria. The United Nations did not make recommendations related to 

the criteria each member’s just war policy should contain, leaving such decisions to each 

nation’s policymakers.   

There are three (3) groups, or mindsets, which can be expected to have a voice among the 

policymakers in any given nation. The first group, the pacificists, are ferocious in their belief that 
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war is never acceptable. A truly committed pacifist would argue that it would be better to be 

conquered by an invading hoard and spend generations under subjugation rather than lose one 

life to war. Their theory is not at all unsound; after generations of interbreeding with the 

conquerors, the assimilated society would eventually again achieve homeostasis. After all, what 

is now Great Britain was either invaded, conquered, or both many times over a very long period 

by the Romans, Germans, Normans, and Danes. Each invading army bred with the indigenous 

inhabitants and was assimilated into their culture until, once again, Great Britain rose. Some 

pacificists base their anti-war beliefs on religion, even though most religions do not forbid war. 

Other pacificists simply abhor the loss of human life. Jesus Christ is an example of a 

pacifist who would not advocate raising a hand to an enemy even when that enemy meant to 

harm. Whether or not the reader acknowledges the existence of Christ, or a higher power, it is 

unarguable that His example of pacifism exemplifies the pacifist theory that no war is just.  

The second group, the advocates for war, cannot be persuaded otherwise. They will never 

back down from a fight and always have at the ready a reason for killing, even if the reason 

makes sense only to them. Adolph Hitler, the notorious mass-murdering, genocidal architect of 

the Third Reich claimed to have justification for the atrocities he committed. War was not only 

acceptable to Hitler it was as inevitable and necessary as breathing. Neither the countries he 

attacked nor the Holocaust victims he murdered behaved aggressively toward Hitler’s Germany 

before his aggression. His perverse desire to spread his master race throughout the world 

justified his bloodthirst. To reasonable minds, his reasons were absurd. Logic proved Hitler’s 

supposed justifications were simply misplaced rationalizations conjured for murder and conquest 

purposes. Yet, paradoxically to Hitler and his followers, his ideas were sound. In Hitler’s mind, 

all his actions leading up to and during World War II were just and necessary.   
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Last are the groups, people, and countries that support the middle-ground: war can be 

justified under certain circumstances. These groups, people, and countries may or may not like 

war but recognize that the world is full of aggressors, and if a nation-state is to survive, war 

might be a necessary evil. They suggest that if war is a necessary evil its inevitability should be 

governed by rules to make certain that it is only used as a last resort, and its combatants are not 

subjected to cruel and unusual circumstances. It is the need for these certain circumstances which 

brought about the creation of just war theory.  

Just war theory, also referred to as just war tradition, has been contemplated, argued, and 

rationalized for centuries by all sides of the argument. Just war theory is often referred to by its 

Latin name, “Jus ad Bellum,” or Justice of War.  

Scholars who have studied or taught Jus ad Bellum, Jus in Bello (Justice in War), or Jus 

post Bellum (Justice Post-War) are more familiar with Western just war theory.  The term 

Western just war theory refers to writings and practices grounded in early European Christianity. 

The United States Army training module on the law of war, as well as the Department of Defense 

Law of War Manual, are grounded in Western just war theory and appear to have been drafted 

using Christian just war theory as a guide.  

Scholars, philosophers, politicians, theologians, and many others have written about the 

law of war for centuries. There is no universal set list of just war criteria; however, the US 

Department of Defense Law of War Manual contains a credible set of criteria that will be 

referenced herein and applied to the GWOT. Those criteria are: 

1) a competent authority to order the war for a public purpose  

2) having just cause  

3) means binge proportionate to the just cause  
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4) all peaceful alternatives have been exhausted  

5) a right intention on the part of the just belligerent 12 

Both the Western and Eastern just war models provide for the use of force, or war, to 

accomplish the defeat of an enemy who has brought the use of force upon itself. Further, they 

advocate for all diplomatic avenues to be exhausted before the decision to go to war is made. A 

nation-state deciding to go to war to correct a legitimate grievance is not acting lawfully if that 

nation-state has not made every attempt possible to negotiate a peaceful resolution to the 

grievance. In fact, that nation-state is as wrong in its action as another that has attacked its 

neighbor for no apparent reason. Resolution by peaceful means can include but is not limited to 

political negotiations, trade embargos on food, fuel products, and other commodities, naval 

blockades, and constructive demonstrations of military force. There is no set time limit for these 

peacekeeping tactics. A nation-state must demonstrate that it has exhausted all avenues.  

Pre-Christian Attempts to Create Rules for the Justice of War 

 There are no written accounts historians can point to that indicate the exact beginning of 

the contemplation of just war theory. One indisputable fact is that war has been waged since 

prerecorded times when our ancestors decided to leave their solitude and organize into 

collectives. Early wars consisted of battles between these collectives for various reasons, some 

resembling an argument one might have with a neighbor over food sources, more comfortable 

living arrangements, or a dog barking. These wars were uncivilized, as the weaponry used to 

wage them was quite often used as a farming tool just prior to dispatching the enemy. As the 

early collectives grew and became more organized, nation-states evolved, and within those 

nation-states, leaders, warriors, and weapons took shape. Humans organized into classes, with 

the dominant class becoming gentrified and educated. This dominant, educated class viewed the 
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lack of civility in random slaughter as problematic, especially when religion became a dominant 

variable in government, and decided to attempt to create rules for warfare.  

One of the earliest Western attempts at the creation of just war rules can be traced back to 

the famed Greek philosopher Aristotle over 300 years BCE. Aristotle was not a pro-war monger; 

in fact, he felt war to be unnecessary. Aristotle opined, “The lawgiver (nation-state) should aim 

generally to establish peace and a cultured life.”13 But Aristotle knew that humankind was 

predisposed to violence and, as such, theorized that combatants should consider three (3) criteria 

before going to war: 

1) Is the war being waged to avoid enslavement? 

2) Is the war being waged to establish an empire that would benefit the governed? 

3) Is the enemy of a stock that is predisposed by nature to be enslaved?  

Today’s historians can see the inherent problems with Aristotle’s work, as he implies that 

in his time some people were predisposed to enslavement.    

Marcus Cicero, a Roman, felt that the primary purpose of war was to protect the Roman 

Empire.14 After all, according to Cicero, all of humankind could benefit from being involuntarily 

annexed into the Roman Empire. Paul D. Miller called Cicero’s nationalistic attitude “a natural 

kind of patriotism.”15 Cicero was a proponent of self-defense but did not reject the possibility of 

warring over what he referred to as honor, provided there was an imminent or inevitable threat.16 

He was keenly aware of the brutality of war and believed it should only be waged with 

temperament and for the right reasons. Cicero argued for two primary points related to war:  

1) No just war can be waged except for the purpose of punishment or repelling enemies. 

2) The only excuse for going to war is that we (Romans) may live in peace unharmed.17  



 

16 
 

It would take some 700 years before the Christian scholar and philosopher St. Augustine 

of Hippo (354-430) would provide the world with a more acceptable set of rules governing the 

declaration of war, rules which would guide leaders in the Christian world for more than one 

thousand years and eventually provide the foundation for today’s American just war policy.   

Christian (Western) Model of the Just War Tradition 

Christianity is no stranger to war, having sanctioned and fought the brutal crusades in the 

name of God. It was Michael Howard who remarked that “Christianity is one of the great warrior 

religions.”18 For several hundred years it appeared as though the followers of Christ had 

forgotten his teachings of love and forgiveness and adopted a culture of hate and brutality. But 

the reality of the crusades was that the lust for power and misguided interpretation of right and 

wrong created a mindset within the Catholic church that made it easy to rationalize the atrocities 

committed by the crusaders at the direction of the highest level of Christianity itself. The 

crusades were one of many very bleak periods in the history of Christianity when the simple 

criteria established by St. Augustine were distorted to fit the morally corrupt ideals of the leaders 

of the Catholic church.  

Still, it is historically very important and significant that St. Augustine developed his 

three just war criteria because it enabled those Christians who were not supportive of ideals that 

would see them enslaved for millennia by invading hordes rather than fight back against those 

who would do them harm to justify and therefore support war. These criteria were a construct of 

natural law.19   

Regardless of the subsequent distortion of those Augustinian principles, the church 

realized that if their flock were to thrive, they would have to promulgate laws for war and 

sanction them from the highest levels of Catholicism.   
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St. Augustine was an early Christian theologian whose deliberations on war and pacifism 

are well documented and considered to be the first sanctioned by the church. Early writings by 

Augustine have been scrutinized for hundreds of years, with nary a provision for sanctioned 

killing found within. In fact, Augustine wrote that while killing might be permitted by temporal 

law, it was forbidden and wrong by divine law.20 Later in his journey as a scholar, theologian, 

and philosopher, Augustine tempered his earlier thoughts, recognizing that killing was a 

permissible act by a soldier in defense of peace under the direction of God or competent 

authority. He observed that war was a necessary consequence of sin and evil.21 According to 

Augustine, in the Bible’s Romans 13:4, God instituted civil government to punish evil.22 Civil 

government (competent authority), therefore, had an obligation to keep the public safe from 

evildoers by punishing them with war, as appropriate. Augustine further supports the law of 

grace teachings from Luke 17:21, teachings which are fundamentally opposed to the taking of 

human life but took this one step further by evoking the term “law of justice,” which he claims 

provides for self-protection.23 According to Augustine, Romans 13:4 advocates for humans to act 

in their own best interest or as Palmer put it, “for your own good.”  

In his own work centuries later, Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) argued that war could be 

justified under only the strictest terms. Aquinas improved upon the work of his predecessors 

Augustin and Cicero by relating to the reliance on natural law when arguing for the justice of 

war.24 It would be the work of Aquinas that would set the foundation upon which conventional 

United States just war policy would be built. According to Aquinas, a war could be considered 

just only if: 

1) the proper authority undertook the action. 
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2) just cause existed; the country attacked must have done something to deserve the 

attack. 

3) the intention should be right.  

The proper authority referenced by Aquinas in the first criterion is meant to be a civil 

authority under God.25 In other words, if God recognized the existence of a country, then that 

country was considered a civil authority under the word of God and therefore enjoyed divine 

authority to wage war to protect its citizens. In turn, that war would be just, although this 

rationale could easily be manipulated to allow an aggressor country to justify its actions. 

The second criterion, just cause, referred to the reason for the military action. Aquinas 

believed Christians, as a creation of God, had the moral, ethical, and religious obligation to 

protect themselves under His law. 

Lastly, the right intention implies that the reason for the war cannot be dominance over 

another nation-state, population, or group. Aquinas would not look kindly at a war with the 

intended purpose of one nation-state securing the natural resources of another nation-state for its 

benefit any more than he would agree to war with the purpose of enslaving inhabitants.   

 The Catechism of the Catholic Church expanded upon the criteria published by Aquinas, 

adding four criteria that must be present if a war were to be just.26  

1. Legitimate Authority: A war must be waged by a legitimate civil authority (i.e., a 

State, in accordance with Romans 13, not individuals or groups who do not constitute 

an authority sanctioned by whatever the society deems legitimate). 

2. Just Cause: The cause must be just (i.e., self-defense of the innocent against an armed 

attack, redressing an injury, punishing evil, restoring territory unjustly seized). 
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3. Right Intention: The central intention of the war must be reestablishing a just peace 

(not conquering, spreading seeds of revolt, or acquiring power or material 

possessions). 

4. Last Resort: All other non-violent options must be exhausted before the use of force 

is justified. 

5. Reasonable Prospect for Success:  Death and injury incurred in a war not having a 

reasonable chance of success are not morally justifiable. 

6. Grave Damage from the Aggressor: The damage inflicted by the aggressor on the 

nation must be lasting, grave, and certain. 

7. Proportionality: The use of arms must not produce evils graver than the evil to be 

eliminated; the peace established by the war must be preferable to the peace that 

would have prevailed had the war not been fought.27  

Two hundred years later, the Westphalian Treaty would adopt many of the characteristics 

of Augustine’s and Aquinas’s work to carve out a world order and establish self-defense rights 

for the sovereign nation-state. Miller, in his book Just War and Ordered Liberty, argues that 

Westphalia is significant enough in the history of just war that it merits recognition as a separate 

just war tradition, rather than simply as a treaty. He identifies that Christian just war tradition is 

grounded in “medieval Christendom,” while the Westphalian treaty was the product of the 

Enlightenment, based on natural law.28 While Augustine and Aquinas centered their work around 

what man perceived as good and righteous, Westphalia removed the theological reasoning and 

recognized the necessity for the protection of sovereignty.29 
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Eastern Just War Theory 

While much of what is published on just war cedes credit to Western Christian theory, the 

West does not have a monopoly on the law of war. The tenets of just war can be traced back to 

ancient Hindu and Chinese cultures. Eastern just war theory is not diametrically opposed to its 

Western counterpart and arguably predates the teachings of Augustine.  

The Hindu teachings related to the justice of war are based on goodness, which does not 

imply a reluctance on the part of Hindi followers to wage war. Goodness in war means that war 

must be considered righteous.30 For many in the West, ancient India is seen as a peaceful and 

mystical country. Alexander the Great would disagree, as he found the warlords of India to be 

among the most fearsome he had ever fought.31  

Just as in Europe, where Christianity promulgated rules and ideals for the proper and 

civilized waging of wars, so did the Hindu religion in ancient India. These rules were meant to 

curb the barbaric nature of combat and make certain that wars were fought humanely and for the 

right reasons.32 Hindu morality emphasizes collective needs over individual rights, which are tied 

to situational notions of time, place, status, and, particularly, duty.33 Killing for the sake of 

Dharma (righteousness) was not only sanctioned but was also encouraged to maintain the 

harmonious balance of the Hindu religion.  

Among its myriad teachings, the Hindu religion includes a rich body of ideas about 

proper military conduct, political strategy, and ethical warfare. Though its military traditions are 

not well known to the West, Hindu civilization harbors an extensive record of advice in matters 

of war.34 
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Ancient India was divided into classes, with the warrior class being expected to fulfill its 

obligation to fight, but for only the right reasons. The ruling class was expected to make certain 

these right reasons existed.  

The concept of Hindu just war is a construct within Hindu mythology found in the 

Bhagavad Gita and is referred to as Ramayana, which claims a type of moral superiority in the 

fight against good and evil.35 Hinduism teaches that while it is acceptable to wage a war to 

defend your country, it is also acceptable to proactively attack a group that is not necessarily 

your enemy if they are involved in immoral occupations or have done nothing to deserve an 

attack and are too weak to defend themselves. The Ramayana sees war as a means to an end. In 

other words, upon the revelation of injustice, a moral entity has a righteous obligation to 

intervene and stop the injustice. Once that action is complete, the need for violence is over, and 

peace can once again reign, as the best intentions of the aggressor have been realized.  

Walzer’s realistic views on war include the admission that these best intentions can be 

abused, even going so far as to admit that humanitarian intervention can be subject to abuse.36 

But the possibility or even the probability that this abuse could take place does not invalidate the 

justification for the action. Walzer cites the invasion of Bangladesh by the Indian Army in 1971 

as such an event, conducted on a slippery slope. 

In such circumstances, Walzer contends a state must act decisively to intervene in the 

affairs of another state to prevent internal massacres of the neighboring population (or subsets of 

its population, such as ethnic or religious minorities as in the case of the former Yugoslavia). If 

such military intervention necessitates transgressing the state’s right to territorial sovereignty, 

then so be it. For Walzer, protecting human rights is a greater good and higher value in his 

ethical hierarchy than protecting state sovereignty.37 Also, Walzer suggests that modifying civil 
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liberties if they are incompatible with the effectiveness of necessary police work during times of 

war against the asymmetrical threat of terrorism would be acceptable in a contemporary liberal 

democracy.38 Walzer’s thoughts related to the extent to which a nation-state might go to protect 

itself, its citizens, and its way of life seem to be consistent with Cicero’s assertion that the 

protection of the Roman Empire was paramount to any other reason for not going to war.  

The Chinese belief in just war is very similar to that of Hinduism because it too permits 

similar moral superiority when championing a cause for the weak but has a tendency to be 

undertaken with a more definitive end state, such as imperialism or occupation.39 Sun Tzu, the 

legendary Chinese warlord who in his day was considered one of the most fearsome generals in 

the world, disliked war, always viewing it as a last resort and the worst way of handling a 

dispute.40 Both the Hindu and Chinese theories of war are less concerned with the concept of 

competent authority than their Christian counterparts.41  

Islamic just war theory is grounded in jihad. Jihad covers many types of battles or 

struggles in the name of Allah. In America, the term jihad evokes various forms of emotion 

ranging from fear to uncontrollable anger. The word jihad, which is best translated as a verb 

meaning “to strive,” has been warped and twisted by many groups to the point that some people 

believe it is a philosophical term directly related to terrorist activities against America and the 

West, but this is a falsehood. Jihad should be viewed as a Muslim’s obligation to promulgate 

their (faith) religion, not just through war but through education and celebration. As such, jihad 

is relevant in any discussion related to Islamic just war theory, and it should never be viewed 

through a lens of negativity.  

In terms of warfare, jihad in the Qur’an and Sunnah foreshadows many features of the 

modern just-war theory concepts of Jus ad Bellum (“Justice to War”) as well as Jus in Bello 



 

23 
 

(“Justice in War”): non-aggression, proper declaration, right intention, war as a last resort, 

proportional retaliation, strict adherence to covenants, and protection of civilian lives and 

property.42 

The Qur’an has many passages that can guide Muslims who take up arms in defense of 

Islam including when and why it is proper to fight as well as the conduct of warfare. Much like 

the term jihad has been distorted to evoke unnecessary fear, the Qur’an has been consistently 

misquoted, often portrayed as a type of playbook for warring Muslims to kill for the sake of 

killing and take no prisoners. The reality is that the Islamic just war theory is not at all dissimilar 

to the other eastern models and the western (Christian) model. 

Philosophical Take on Just War 

For as long as nation-states and religious scholars have sought to define the proper rules 

for the declaration and conduct of war, liberal philosophers have debated its legality and 

morality.  

Erasmus (Desiderius Erasmus Roterodamus) would undoubtedly argue that there can 

never be a reason to go to war. He would further claim that war was “stupid” and refer to those 

who waged it as “military idiots.” War was utterly irrational. It was neither glorious nor 

necessary. Those who conducted war were worthy of not admiration but contempt.  Erasmus 

would never have agreed with Thomas Aquinas and possibly claim he was just seeking to create 

criteria that would justify aggression. War could never be an option, even if your nation-state 

was under attack. Princes, according to Erasmus, should be more concerned with the well-being 

of their kingdoms than with waging war.43 Erasmus believed the divine purpose wished upon 

humans by God was not rooted in war, rather it was to maintain one’s county in a state of 

peace.44  
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The noted seventeenth-century French writer and advocate for peace Emeric Cruce 

argued that wars occurred because men of war were inherently impatient of repose. He 

encouraged citizens to seek more peaceful occupations predisposed to economic development.45 

Bush’s impatience (and haste) related to both the Taliban and Saddam Hussein support Cruce’s 

argument since we will never know if war could have been avoided if Bush displayed more 

patience.   

More contemporary liberals such as Jonathon Dymond argued that even a war of self-

defense is immoral and illegal. Dymond claimed that there is, “no hope of eradication of war but 

by an absolute and total abandonment of it.”46 Dymond, a Quaker from Britain, believed that war 

was started and perpetuated by statesmen and politicians motivated by the ability to profit from 

the war, whether that profit was from land acquisition, trade routes, or by virtue of lucrative 

contracts with the government to provide requisite commodities. Are Dymond and Erasmus 

wrong in their zealous pursuit of peace through the abolition of war?  

Pacifists such as Dymond and Erasmus might argue that even if a nation-state capitulated 

peacefully during a time of siege, it would be better to live under the rule of another, whether 

that person is a monarch or a dictator, than risk the loss of tens of thousands of souls defending a 

way of life that might well flourish under that rule. To Erasmus and Dymond, the choice was 

really no choice at all. Peace would always be better than war, regardless of the outcome. But is 

that a realistic view of the world? Is it even a practical view? Would the populace of a nation-

state truly be willing and eager to capitulate to an aggressor, if they knew beforehand they would 

be risking enslavement and subjugation?  

 Many recognize that war is inevitable. Nation-states will always have grievances, and 

some of those grievances will only be able to be settled by war. Therefore, these proponents 
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argue that criteria must exist and be applied to a conflict to determine if the nation-state is 

justified, if for no other reason but to ensure humanness during the bloodshed.  

The eighteenth-century German philosopher Immanuel Kant viewed war as necessary, at 

times, in order to establish peace. He recognized that the state of peace between men living 

together was not natural, rather it was one of war.  For Kant, the establishment of a liberal 

democracy or republican state was paramount. If a nation-state must go to war against a non-

liberal nation-state to force that nation-state to adopt a republican government, Kant approved, 

arguing that liberal democracies (republics) would not have the need to war against one another. 

Kant raised a valid point since there are few instances where liberal democracies have warred 

against each other.  

Kant’s arguments in all his writings were based in pure reason. According to Kant, our 

duty to promote the highest good is the sum of all moral duties, and we can fulfill this duty only 

if we believe that the highest good is attainable. Therefore, it must be moral to spread liberal 

democracies (republics), which in turn create personal freedom. While Kant argued for perpetual 

peace and harmony, he recognized that war might have to be the vehicle in which it was 

delivered to the world.  

 Thomas Paine, the political activist and philosopher, wrote numerous publications 

(pamphlets) on the topic of human rights and freedom. His Rights of Man pamphlet, published in 

1791, helped establish a foundation for the furtherance of American law of war and gave way to 

the modern philosophy of treaties, agreements, and negotiations between countries.47 Paine was a 

revolutionary who saw the path to peace through revolution.  

Friedrich Nietzsche’s perspective on war was a bit different than some of the 

philosophers of his time, as Nietzsche could not find justification in waging war. To Nietzsche, a 
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just war is waged by a protagonist who believes they occupy a moral high ground that justifies 

the desire to attack and kill an enemy. To this protagonist, the enemy (antagonist) has no moral 

equivalent and must be considered evil.  

Nietzsche was a nihilist. His nihilistic views are evident in many of his writings. Nihilism 

is often confused with atheism or agnosticism, but there is a difference. A true nihilist believes 

that one’s life means absolutely nothing to anyone but the person living it and that meaning is 

nothing more than a construct created by the person’s individual ego and (false) self-worth. For 

example, a soldier might choose to serve his country because of a strong feeling of national pride 

he has toward his nation. That country’s government may be guided and protected by the values 

of the predominant religion. The nihilist rejects this nationalist loyalty because the country and 

the religion’s values could never be anything more than a false creation designed to give the 

soldier self-worth, worth that is wholly non-existent except in the mind of the soldier. Once the 

soldier’s ego is filled with this false self-worth, he is presented with an enemy which is 

suggested to be subhuman or evil, clearly not worthy of the soldier or his nation. This enemy is 

immediately presented by the government as a threat, and the soldier’s natural inclination is to 

exterminate this threat, which his government has portrayed as evil. 48 

Nietzsche believed that good and evil were relative terms that existed in the minds of 

everyone. One person believed themself to be righteous and moral (good) and the enemy to be 

wrong (evil), while the wrong person believed themself to be the righteous and moral person. In 

the end, Nietzsche claims that there is neither evil nor good, simply flawed perspective. These 

perspectives give birth to all types of conflict including war. 
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Heraclitus of Ephesus, a presocratic Greek philosopher, opined “War is the father and 

king of all.”49 Nietzsche had studied and was influenced by the ancient Greek philosophers, 

including Heraclitus.50 He also shared with Heraclitus a similar disdain for the populace, as it 

was the latter who suggested ‘most people sleepwalk through life,’ implying they were easily led 

by their rulers.51 Was it this influence that created Nietzsche’s belief that “A good war sanctifies 

any cause”?52 Nietzsche’s writings, like those of many philosophers of that time, often required 

interpretation to derive the true meaning behind the words. Nietzsche was not at all implying that 

the death and destruction caused by a war sanctified its cause, nor did he find war to be 

particularly ‘good.’ Rather, Nietzsche’s comment is a paradox. While Nietzsche’s feelings on 

war fluctuated throughout his lifetime, he often condemned a battle between two parties who 

both see themselves as righteous. Nietzsche’s point is that they are neither good nor bad; they are 

simply driven by ideals that have been created within their own minds, religion, or government. 

These ideals, on both sides, are promulgated to the citizens as righteous, and the result is a war 

that could never be just, as both sides have created the circumstances which make their argument 

just.  For Nietzsche, the best possible (good) outcome of a war would be total annihilation of 

both sides. Then, both sides would have no choice but to see that neither was good nor evil. 

There was no purpose for the war because there was no purpose for life or the resulting death.  
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Chapter Three 

Just War and the United States 

“Every gun that is made, every warship launched, every rocket fired signifies, in the final sense, 

a theft from those who hunger and are not fed, those who are cold and are not clothed...”53 

 

                              —President Dwight Eisenhower 

 

Strong words from one of the architects of the bloodiest amphibious military landing in 

the history of warfare.  Historians argue endlessly regarding what prompted the change in 

President Eisenhower’s sentiments about war, but there is little argument that the antiwar 

feelings Eisenhower had when he gave his famous farewell speech were correct. Eisenhower 

warned America of the dangers the military-industrial complex (MIC) posed to society by 

allowing them to determine when, where, and with whom we fought. Eisenhower was so 

concerned about the MIC that he dedicated his farewell speech to the nation to warning America 

of its existence and his fear it would overrun research efforts, even in universities. As he left 

office, he saw less utility in war and felt a sense of urgency to redirect money toward America’s 

social wellbeing.   

The United States has, at least publicly, always advanced the notion that it would only go 

to war for a just cause. History, however, does not agree that America has always met that 

standard. But that does not mean America has never succeeded. The two case studies presented 

below exemplify when the United States waged war for morally correct reasons.  

 Both presidents involved, Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Delano Roosevelt, realized the 

importance of meeting the just war theory standards before waging their respective World Wars. 

America waited much longer than its allies preferred before deciding to unleash the mighty 

American war machine on the enemies of freedom. Presidents Wilson and Roosevelt kept 
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America out of their respective World Wars until they were faced with insurmountable 

circumstances that gave them a moral duty to act.  

World War I 

The United States stood hard and fast behind President Woodrow Wilson and his 

decision to remain neutral during World War I. Wilson’s campaign slogan at the time, “He kept 

us out of War,” showed he was keenly aware that the public did not want to be drawn into a 

conflict in Europe. Wilson’s lack of action implied he was committed to the wisdom imparted by 

General George Washington during his farewell speech when he implored his successors to 

“Steer clear of permanent alliances with any parts of the foreign world.”54  

World War I started without America on July 28, 1914. The primary belligerents were 

Germany, Austria-Hungry, and Italy on one side and England, France, and Russia on the other. 

The actual reasons for the conflict are not easily explainable, as there was not a specific military 

action that started the hostilities.  

The most widely accepted reason offered has sufficed for over 100 years. This reason is 

often conveyed in just one sentence, with no accompanying explanation: Archduke Franz 

Ferdinand, heir to the throne of Austria-Hungary, and his wife were assassinated by the Serbs. 

But more factors occurred in Europe than the assassination which help explain the start of the 

Great War and America’s entry into it.  

In the early 1900s, several countries in Europe entered into military and economic 

alliances. The world was involved in a global industrial revolution that not only quickly grew the 

economies of these countries but also increased military capabilities. The British and French had 

many colonies throughout the world, as did Germany and Italy. Each country defended its 

colonies vigorously, both militarily and politically. They each exploited their colonies vigorously 
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as well, cultivating their respective natural resources for their own use or sale in the burgeoning 

industrial market. These colonies tended to get little in return for the privilege of being a colony. 

The defense offered to each country’s “property” created an arms race of sorts, putting all of 

Europe on eggshells until eventually each country seemingly abandoned the principles of the 

Westphalian Treaties and developed plans for invading and defeating each other. The British, 

French, and Russians had formed an alliance called the Triple Entente, while the alliance formed 

by Germany and Austria-Hungary was called the Triple Alliance. Wilson seemed content to 

spectate from the other side of the Atlantic. Pre-World War I Europe was looking for an excuse 

to wage war. The assassination of Archduke Ferdinand acted as a catalyst, if not the excuse, for 

the commencement of a vicious war that spent most of its time as a stalemate, each side bogged 

down, immobile along a line of trenches that brought death to millions.  

 All parties on both sides knew full well that the entry of the American military into the 

war on the side of the Triple Entente would signal the start of almost instant victory for them. 

America had developed into the global industrial powerhouse by the turn of the century, with 

much of that industry aimed at modernizing its ability to defend against any enemy. America had 

no reason to enter a global conflict in Europe, but it certainly had the resources to enter and 

decisively win, and everyone involved knew it.  

 By the beginning of 1917, Wilson had tired of analyzing the negligible reasons which 

started the conflict and wanted no part of it. Both Britain and France begged him for years, but 

his resolve was firm, up to a point. In his book America’s Greatest Blunder, Burton Pine 

identifies six reasons that may have contributed to Wilson’s change of heart:55 

1. Britain’s aggressive propaganda campaign 

2. Germany’s counter-campaign trying to dissuade American involvement 
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3. Growing American economic reliance on selling food and war material to the Triple 

Entente 

4. Germany’s submarine attacks, which had started targeting American ships 

5. The Russian Revolution overthrowing the Czar, an unpopular figure in American politics 

6. The gradual change in the American public’s attitude toward their government’s 

responses to both sides’ actions  

History will never know for certain how heavily these six reasons weighed on Wilson’s decision 

to enter the war, but there is one interesting factor not listed which may have been the proverbial 

straw that broke the camel’s back—the Zimmermann Telegram.  

The validity and mere existence of the Zimmermann Telegram were debated by global 

historians for years, but now, over 100 years later, enough information has been uncovered to 

validate its existence. Its relevance to Wilson’s decision is still open to debate among historians, 

but it does offer a very plausible reason for Wilson’s change of heart. 

Secretary of Foreign Affairs for the German Republic Arthur Zimmermann composed and 

sent a telegram to the Mexican government containing an offer should Germany win the war. 

Mexico had remained neutral but still harbored resentment over the treaty that resulted from the 

Spanish-American war. The treaty forced Mexico to relinquish its colonies and territories to 

America. Zimmermann, convinced that Germany’s continued torpedoing of American escort 

vessels would draw America into the war, needed a contingency plan. He offered to return 

everything lost in the Spanish-American war to Mexico if, after America joined the war in 

Europe, the former attacked the latter. An attack by Mexico would cause America to fight a war 

on two fronts. Once Germany won the war, the attention of the Triple Alliance would turn 
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toward America. The combined military strength of the Triple Alliance and their new North 

American ally Mexico would finish America off.  

Mexico was less than two decades removed from a resounding defeat at the hands of 

America in the Spanish-American War. There was no hope for Mexico to win a war; rather, the 

hope was to keep America distracted and busy long enough for the Triple Alliance to win the 

war in Europe and turn their weapons on America. Zimmermann knew that if Wilson were to 

prioritize one front in a two-front war, it would be the one threatening the American homeland. 

Thankfully, the British had a very robust and successful message decoding program and, 

after intercepting the telegram, alerted Washington as to Germany’s plan. Wilson did not 

immediately act upon the contents of the telegram, but eventually, rather than take a gamble 

which would have certainly resulted in disaster for Europe and possibly for the United States, he 

joined the Triple Entente.  

The United States lacked the moral justification to enter a war in Europe without the 

Zimmermann Telegram. America had no quarrel with the belligerents nor did they pose a 

military threat. It is true that Germany had torpedoed American escort ships delivering 

commodities to Great Britain, but those attacks fell well short of an act of war. America was 

neutral but was providing material support to Germany’s enemy Great Britain. The loss of 

American life was sad, but Germany’s response was reasonable and just.  

The Zimmermann Telegram made America’s path to war much clearer. Perhaps Wilson had 

neither the desire nor justification to enter World War I before the telegram, but he clearly had 

just cause to enter the war once he read its contents. The Germans had obviously developed a 

tentative plan for an attack from America’s southern border. This attack was neither imminent 

nor inevitable, but any hesitation could have opened a North American front to the Great War. 
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Wilson’s decision was morally correct and in keeping with just war tradition. But could there be 

yet another more nefarious reason for Wilson’s seemingly sudden and inexplicable change of 

direction? 

The late Smedley Butler claimed that a meeting took place just before America’s 

commitment to the Triple Entente between President Wilson and a group of advisors. These 

advisers were an early example of the MIC. The group told President Wilson,  

There is no use kidding ourselves any longer. The cause of the allies 

is lost. We now owe American bankers, American munitions 

makers, American manufacturers, American speculators, and 

American exporters five or six billion dollars. If we lose (and 

without the help of the United States we will lose), we, England, 

France, and Italy cannot pay back this money . . . and Germany 

won’t.56  

 

If Butler’s account of this meeting is accurate, it represents one of the earliest examples of 

the influence the MIC had over military affairs in America. The industrial revolution was 

moving rapidly, funneling private money, MIC money, into the overseas effort.  

World War II 

 World War II is an interesting case study in just war theory since the country founded on 

the principles of Christianity sat on its hands while the Third Reich was perpetrating the 

European Holocaust. President Franklin Delano Roosevelt (FDR) took painstaking strides to 

keep America neutral in the war raging in Europe. The United States, at the insistence and 

direction of FDR, had remained neutral throughout the early part of the Second World War. 

When Hitler’s offensive movements in Europe started with his September 1, 1939 invasion of 

Poland, America was only twenty-one years removed from World War I, a conflict that cost the 

lives of 116,516 American servicemen. America, FDR felt, was neither willing nor ready to 



 

34 
 

sacrifice any more American lives in a war across the Atlantic. He thought the conflict should 

and could be handled by a united Europe.  

Even as news of the atrocities committed against the Jewish population became globally 

acknowledged, America remained neutral, adhering to FDR’s nationalist policies designed to 

hasten recovery from the Great Depression. Germany grew more brazen and bolder as the world 

watched, wondering why FDR and the mighty American military refused to fight. 

America seemingly turned a blind eye to Germany’s provocation even when the latter 

sunk several American-flagged ships, some of which were escorting cargo ships to England with 

supplies related to the Lend-Lease program. Many in America wondered why FDR refused to 

allow safe haven to the MS St. Louis, which departed Europe in 1939 with over 400 European 

Jews escaping Nazi persecution. Eventually, the St. Louis was forced to return to Europe, and 

several of the unfortunate souls ended up meeting their deaths in extermination camps.  

FDR could have pointed to the unprovoked attacks on American-flagged ships as well as 

the atrocities of the Holocaust to prove to his constituency that joining Europe in a war against 

Hitler was a just cause. But FDR was not turning a blind eye; rather, he was simply waiting for 

the right moment.  

In August 1941, three months before the official entry of the United States into World 

War II, FDR told the American public that he was going to spend some time on his boat fishing. 

He even went so far as to have a decoy who looked like him smoking on the back of his boat to 

mislead the media. While America thought FDR was enjoying the sea, he had traveled to 

England, where he and Churchill penned the draft of the Atlantic Charter.57 FDR was preparing 

for America’s inevitable entry into World War II. 
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History will never know when FDR decided to commit America to enter its second war 

in Europe because on December 7, 1941, Japan attacked Pearl Harbor, forcing his hand. 

Germany and Japan declared war on America four days later, drawing America out of isolation.  

FDR held on to his commitment to neutrality longer than most of the world wished him 

to, but eventually he relented, though he did not relent for free. In early September 1940, six 

months before enacting Lend-Lease into law, FDR sent fifty World War I era destroyers to the 

British in exchange for American control over air and naval bases in the Caribbean, greatly 

expanding American regional influence.58 A few months later, in a speech to America, FDR 

would declare that the United States must become the “greatest arsenal of democracy,” 

acknowledging that the American industrial worker would be the lynchpin of creation.59 The 

MIC had now broadened the scope of its influence.  

While Germany did not want America to enter the war given the disastrous results of the 

Great War, Japan was another story. Japan still harbored deep resentment toward America, 

resentment which had been simmering for decades. Japanese novelist Natsume Sōseki once 

wrote of America, “The memory of having sat at someone's feet will later make you want to 

trample him underfoot…”60 Years of military preparedness needed only the prodding of a bully 

to force Japan’s hand, and the United States had all the power and hubris to be that bully. 

Smedley Butler insists that American strategic economic involvement in post-Spanish American 

War Philippines, coupled with military exercises in the South China Sea were designed to “rile” 

the Japanese.61  

In the mid-1800s, Japan was still very much isolationist by choice. The military, at a 

national level, was loosely organized. The Samurai had been, for millennia, the dominant 

military force within Japan. International trade had helped Japan’s economy, making the ruling 
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class much wealthier. That ruling class sought to make Japan powerful and rejected the ancient 

Samurai for a Western-style expeditionary military force. In the middle of the nineteenth 

century, Japan took note of the global domination occurring in the Pacific and the Far East 

through the imperialism of Great Britain, France, the United States, and other countries. Japan 

feared that someday they might be subjugated under someone else’s empire and decided to 

develop their military and economy to become the dominant Asian superpower in the Far East. 

Japan wanted to become a force to be reckoned with, so it had to find a way to become an 

industrial empire.62 The lack of such commodities as oil, rubber, and rice kept Japan at a 

geopolitical disadvantage.63 Eventually, Japan realized that if they lacked the internal resources 

to facilitate their quest to become a global industrial superpower, they would simply have to take 

them. As early as 1858, Lord Hatta had prepared Japanese doctrine which would call for the 

acquisition of machinery for world conquest.64 Systematically, the Japanese ruling body 

improved military capabilities dramatically until 1889 when they codified their efforts in a new 

constitution. The (Emperor) Meiji Constitution became Japan’s long-term strategic plan for the 

next fifty-plus years. While Japan maintained a certain degree of isolationist belief during the 

profound modern military buildup which started with the Meiji Constitution, they were not shy 

about copying the United States and United Kingdom military doctrine.65 

 The results of the Russo-Japanese war just after the turn of the century surprised 

everyone but the Japanese. They had been preparing to engage and defeat a world superpower 

and did so quite readily in their defeat of the Russians. Japan thought they had finally earned a 

seat at the table among the warrior-nation-elite. But President Theodore Roosevelt, the mediator 

of the post-Russo-Japanese War treaty, dealt a crushing blow to Japan’s desire for global 

domination when he clearly favored the Russians by refusing to cede any territory to Japan, as 
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well as grant any reparations to the Japanese people. This treaty sowed the seeds of animosity 

against the United States.66 The Japanese military machine would continue to grow, and their 

discontent would simmer for years.  

 After the Russo-Japanese War, Japanese immigration into the United States, particularly 

on the west coast, increased greatly. Word quickly got back to the Japanese islands of the racism 

their former countrymen had to endure. Japanese immigrants were viewed as subhuman, often 

being forced to live in squalor. Intolerance was not limited to the common people. A California 

politician used the phrase “Yellow Peril” when describing this influx of Japanese into America.67 

This disrespect only made the Japanese continue to view America negatively.  

While Japan is not widely recognized for playing a major role in World War I, they did 

assist the Allied efforts in the Pacific, mostly utilizing their already impressive Navy to facilitate 

Allied nation shipping routes. The Japanese hoped the world powers would appreciate their 

effort, recognize them as world superpower, and treat them accordingly. Their hopes were 

dashed once again when the treaty of Versailles in 1919 failed to grant the Japanese the dignity 

of racial equality.68 Enraged, they continued their military buildup with zeal. They started to 

realize their imperialistic dreams by seizing German territories in the Pacific.69 The Japanese 

sought to be seen as an imperial power, much like the United States and the United Kingdom, 

with Tanaka Giichi, the influential Japanese Prime Minister, as the architect of an aggressive 

plan to take over not just Asia but the world. His eight-point program boldly predicted war with 

the United States.70 Shortly after the Treaty of Versailles, the United States was at the top of the 

list of enemies of Japan.71  

 Japan’s plan to take over the world first took them into a long battle against China. The 

result of that conflict, not at all inconsequential to the west, was the development of strategic, 
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operational, and tactical experience that would further help in the creation of a professional and 

experienced land fighting force.  

 The consequence of a militarily powerful and threatening Japan was of serious concern to 

the United States and the United Kingdom, who collectively desired to maintain the balance of 

power in the Pacific. In 1922, the countries of the United States, Great Britain, Italy, France, and 

Japan met at a conference in Washington, DC, to discuss disarmament and limitation of power. 

This Five-Powers Treaty limited the Japanese naval force to60 percent of that of the United 

States and Great Britain. Angry and disrespected yet again, Japan no longer would sit back and 

let the West give them what they believed they so rightfully deserved. Their military buildup 

continued.  

In Berlin on September 27, 1939, Japan entered into the Tripartite Pact with Germany 

and Italy.72 The pact, while not specifically mentioning the United States and not providing any 

strategic direction, primed Japan for warfare against the allies and set the stage for the Japanese 

and German declarations two years later. The United States responded to the pact with a series of 

equally aggressive economic sanctions. On July 18, 1941, the United States hit Japan hard when 

it ordered an oil embargo and froze Japanese assets.73 Japan was not impressed with these 

sanctions, as the emperor did not view America as prepared for war. They were filled with 

confidence in their military, as well as faith in their newfound Axis friends.74 Japan would soon 

find out how wrong they were.  

 No country deserves to have civilians killed as Japan did to the United States in Pearl 

Harbor, but the United States should have seen what was coming. Could the catastrophe have 

been averted altogether through more sensitive diplomacy efforts? In the book Cultural 

Diplomacy in U.S.- Japanese Relations: 1919-1941, Jon Thares-Davidann claimed that an 
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American intelligence official in 1936 knew of the discord within the Japanese hierarchy.75 

According to Thares-Davidann, the consul general of Hawaii, Tamura Teijiro, remarked to him 

“America is very difficult to get along with.”76  

Japan had made a conscious decision that they were going to pursue world domination, 

and that world domination would have to include attacking and defeating the United States. 

Japan felt a war against America was justified and planned it decades before the attack on Pearl 

Harbor. Historians have theorized that Japan had no intention of entering into a prolonged 

conflict with the United States and was convinced that we were unwilling to commit our military 

to a front so far away. Further, some in the Japanese military believed the United States was 

unable to field a military force capable of defeating the Japanese military. It was a roll of the dice 

the Japanese were willing to take. If the Americans immediately sought peace terms, the 

Japanese finally got the global recognition they so badly wanted (and believed they rightfully 

deserved). If the Americans dared to fight back, the Japanese military, already hardened from 

years of war against the Russians and then the Chinese, would crush the American spirit. But this 

was not just a war about world domination. The Japanese hated the Americans for the years of 

racial bigotry they had been forced to endure, not just post-Versailles but through the treatment 

of Japanese nationals who emigrated from Japan to the United States. War with the United States 

was as much about payback as it was about world domination.   

 America passed the Lend-Lease Act, which resulted in the MIC developing and selling 

arms and equipment to Great Britain long before committing to war. Despite the massive 

material support provided through Lend-Lease, FDR maintained that America was neutral. That 

neutrality would end on December 7, 1941, when Japan attacked Pearl Harbor in Hawaii, thereby 

declaring what they considered to be a just war against America. The United States declared war 
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on Japan the following day. Germany declared war on the United States four days later, in 

response to the declaration of war against its ally. America’s entry into World War II was now 

clearly just. 

 The two World Wars offer exceptional examples of how America showed patience and 

virtue before deciding to embark on a path that the presidents knew would result in prolific loss 

of allied, enemy, and civilian life. The wars also suggest that when America desires to wage war 

in a manner consistent with its just war policy, it certainly can.  

Preventive, Preemptive, and Targeted Attacks 

“Offensive operations, oftentimes, are the surest, if not the only means of defense.”77 

—General George Washington  

 The moral implications of preventive, preemptive, and targeted attacks spark ferocious 

debate between both pro and con sides of the argument. Self-defense is the premise behind the 

justification of preventive, preemptive, and targeted attacks. International treaties or agreements 

do not necessarily require nations to wait for an attack to initiate before they invoke the right to 

self-defense. A nation rarely allows a belligerent to draw first blood.  It is also a terrible strategy 

upon which to embark if one’s desire is to win a war. But the ability of a nation to defend itself 

using preventive, preemptive, and targets attacks is not without concern, as these types of attacks 

are subjective actions that carry the risk of abuse and error.  

In domestic American society, preventive, preemptive, and targeted attacks are not 

dissimilar to attacking a bully who told you and the rest of your classmates of their intentions to 

render you unconscious in the schoolyard after school. One would have three options, 1) wait, 

and fight the bully on their terms, 2) attack the bully on your terms, or 3) run. There truly is no 

downside to striking first, as it increases one’s chances of victory, provided you are 100 percent 
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sure harm is imminent or inevitable. While some would see a surprise attack as unfair, there is an 

adage that suggests that the only fair fight is the one you lose.  

 Preemptive, preventive, and targeted attacks are legitimate methods of self-defense that 

have been employed by America for decades. This subchapter will define preemptive, 

preventive, and targeted attacks, provide historical examples of when they have been employed, 

and illustrate the need for prudence before wandering down a path from which there is no return.  

Preventive Military Action 

 

Preventative military actions seek to prevent a military attack by a belligerent.  

According to Barry Strauss from the Hoover Organization, “Preventative wars are a military 

endeavor, aimed at an enemy whom one expects to grow so strong that delay would cause 

defeat.”78 Zajac described preventive attacks as “an attack or raid initiated on the belief that the 

threat of an attack, while not imminent, is inevitable, and that to delay would involve great 

risk.”79  

 The Carnegie Center, in 2003, defined preventive war as when a “conflict with the 

adversary is so deep and unremitting that war is ultimately inevitable, on worse terms than at 

present, as the enemy grows stronger over time.”80 Henry Allan Stephenson considers preventive 

action as “a cold-blooded strategy undertaken before a crisis is ongoing…” and regards 

preventative military action as “the quintessential just cause.”81   

 Allen Buchanan, in his essay “Justifying War,” does not offer a definition, rather he 

asserts that preventive military action can be “justified to avert harm.”82 He argues that while 

temporal distance related to the threat might be present, it certainly does not preclude a nation 

from acting in self-defense.83 
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 The common core contained within Stephenson and Buchanan’s definitions either states 

or implies inevitability; therefore we can conclude that a preventative military action has 

occurred when a nation under threat believes that an attack is inevitable. Preventive military 

action seeks to attack before the threat is developed, thereby eliminating the threat.  

Consider a hypothetical example: A sovereign nation possesses verified intelligence that 

another nation (or in the case of the GWOT, any group of people the United States government 

has identified as being an enemy) intends on attacking either the country or its assets, and the 

attack is inevitable (it is going to happen at some point). The former would be justified in 

conducting an offensive action, with the claim of self-defense, before they were attacked to keep 

the enemy attack from ever occurring.  

Nations should take heed to the laws of war and measure their intent using their current 

just war policy as a metric since the results of preventive military action can be a war.  

Stephenson does just that and accurately concludes that while a preventative military action can 

meet four out of the five just war criteria this research uses to measure the GWOT, it cannot 

meet the requirement of exhausting all peaceful alternatives.84 This fact begs the question, 

“When a preventative military action is undertaken prior to the inevitable attack anticipated by 

the belligerent, has he purposely removed the need to exhaust the last resort?”85 

 Stephenson very keenly acknowledges the difficulty of either side actually knowing what 

‘last’ is. He quotes Walzer, who in Just and Unjust Wars, confronted the “just” elephant in the 

room by concluding “we can never reach lastness, or we can never know that we reached it. 

There is always something more to do: Another diplomatic note, another UN resolution, another 

meeting.”86 What a salient point regarding a preventative attack: “we can never reach lastness.”87 
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Preventive military actions pose an ethical dilemma beyond the fact that they are 

undertaken without exhausting the last resort—preventive actions start the war. It may very well 

be a fact that the threat intends on starting a war but did not have the opportunity because it was 

attacked before firing a shot. While the nation under threat can assert emphatically that it took 

military action because of an inevitable military threat, there is no measurement to prove they are 

correct. If they are wrong, then a war broke out at their hand. There was no war before the 

preventive military action. The preventive military action starts the violence. The perceived 

threat responds in kind. And there is war. Every assertion that the original military action was 

necessary because of what might happen can be met with an equally emphatic assertion that what 

did happen only occurred because of the preventive military action.  

The German attack on the Russians in 1914 is an example of preventative military action. 

In this case, Germany strongly believed that a Russian invasion of the German homeland was 

inevitable. At that time, Russia was showing signs of developing into a military power, 

figuratively threatening Germany’s influence in the Eastern European region, and was massing 

on German borders. Germany responded to the perceived inevitable Russian attack by striking 

first in self-defense.   

Arguably, the American military action in Granada in 1983 could be considered a 

preventive action. The most repeated justification for America’s action in Granada was to rescue 

American citizens, most of whom attended school on the island. The more accurate reality was 

that Communist Cuban soldiers had invaded Granada, and America felt that should they develop 

a stronghold on the island, our interests in the Caribbean could be compromised. The threat had 

yet to become imminent but was developing in a direction that eventually would have 

transitioned into inevitable.   
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 The surprise attack on Pearl Harbor by the Japanese has been viewed as a preventative 

military action, but deeper research refutes this assertation.88 The description of the origin of the 

Japanese feud with the United States in a previous section of this chapter provides insight to 

dispute any claim the Japanese acted in self-defense. The Japanese never thought, nor did they 

have any reason to believe, the United States would attack the Japanese Islands. Bad blood 

between the nations had simmered for decades, perhaps seventy years. In fact, Japan had been 

preparing for war with the United States since the 1800s. Seven decades is too long a period for 

any nation to exist unmolested across the Pacific Ocean then claim it attacked out of fear for its 

safety.  

Preemptive Military Action 

 The Carnegie Council (1992) defines preemptive military action as “unobjectionable in 

principle, since it is only an act of anticipatory self-defense in a war effectively initiated by the 

enemy . . . preemption assumes detection of enemy mobilization of forces to attack, which 

represents the start of a war.”89   

 Barry Strauss from the Hoover Institute says preemptive military actions “seek to 

preempt an enemy’s ability to attack a nation”.90 Daniel Zajac defines preemptive military action 

as “an attack or raid initiated on the basis of incontrovertible evidence that an enemy attack is 

imminent.”91 And Stephenson defines preemption as “a sub-category of self-defense in which a 

state reacts to a clearly identifiable and imminent threat by initiating hostilities to thwart the 

threat to minimize its detrimental effort.”92  

 Preemptive military action has long been internationally recognized as a credible and 

valid action and a component of self-defense. Walzer drew a distinction between preventive and 

preemptive military actions when he observed a preemptive war is fought only in situations 
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where a would-be aggressor exhibits hostile actions short of war that suggest an intent to attack 

accompanied by military preparation that makes the intent a positive danger.93 To Walzer, 

preemption is consistent with the law of war as well as accepted just war theory.  

In the GWOT, the invasion of Iraq is considered preemptive and was presented as such 

by the United States based on the insistence by America and Great Britain that Iraq possessed 

WMD and intended to use them imminently. The reality is that the attack on Iraq was a 

preventive military action, and the threat, if any really existed, was inevitable. Iraq and Saddam 

Hussein were not preparing to attack anyone, and preparation to attack is a criterion that must be 

present to establish justification for preemption. Their ballistic missile delivery capability had 

been eradicated in 1991. For the sake of argument, if Bush was correct about his fears that Iraq 

had WMD capabilities, at best the attack would have been preventive.    

The Six-Day War in 1967 between Israel against the forces of Egypt, Jordan, and Syria 

was clearly a preemptive military action. The Egyptian Army had massed along the border of 

Israel after Egypt’s decision to close an important maritime shipping route to Israel. Israel saw 

troop buildup as preparation for an attack, feared the threat was imminent, and attacked to 

preempt an Egyptian offensive.  

 During the height of the Cold War, the Soviet Union presented an unprecedented act of 

aggression when they staged nuclear missiles on the island of Cuba, well within striking distance 

of the United States. The incident, known as the Cuban Missile Crisis, ended peacefully, without 

a preemptive attack by the United States. President John F. Kennedy’s inference that he would 

have attacked Cuba clearly would have been preemptive, as he felt the Russians were fielding the 

missiles in preparation for an inevitable attack. 

Targeted Military Action 
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 Targeted military action, often referred to as targeted killing, was described by Gary Solis 

in 2010 as the “targeting and killing, by a government or its agents, of a civilian or unlawful 

combatant, taking a direct part in hostilities in the context of an armed conflict who is not in that 

government’s custody and cannot be reasonably apprehended.”94 In 2010, Philip Alston, United 

Nations Special Rapporteur defined targeted killing as the intentional, premeditated, and 

deliberate use of lethal force by States against specific individuals who are not in their physical 

custody.”95 Alston’s definition seems to purposely remind the reader that targeted killing does 

not include prisoners, a point which seemingly doesn’t need to be made.  

 An internationally agreed upon definition of targeted killing does not exist.96 This fact 

leaves countries open to creative definitions which could be prone to abuse, basically creating 

reasons to justify targeted killing.   

The United States does not have a specific policy related to targeted killing; rather it 

relies on a provision within the 2001 Authorization for Use of Military Force (AUMF) Act that 

authorizes the president to “use all necessary and appropriate force against those nations, 

organizations, and individuals responsible for 9/11.”97 Further, the United States considers 

targeted killing to be a permissible action, compliant with current just war policy, taken in self-

defense, based on the provision contained within most definitions of preventive military action, 

specifically that an attack is imminent. America continually finds itself precariously navigating 

the slippery slope that exists between targeted killing and assassination due to the lack of a clear-

cut American policy on targeted killing.  

Gary Solis’s definition is a clear and concise opinion that delineates what targeted 

killings are, who commits them, who may be the target and why, and a reason which would 

render a killing unnecessary.98  
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 Alston’s definition is empty. He fails to acknowledge targeted killing as “killing,” rather 

referring to it as lethal force. Lethal force does not necessarily imply death; rather it implies the 

intent could result in death. It refers to its targets as “specific individuals” rather than identifying 

them as belligerents. Finally, it does not mention, nor does it imply, that these “specific 

individuals” might be involved or suspected of violence against America.   

Michael Walzer, in Just and Unjust Wars, identifies three criteria to justify a preemptive 

or anticipatory (targeted) attack against an imminent threat to include violating sovereign 

territory: 1) a manifest intent to injure, 2) a degree of active preparation that makes the intent a 

positive danger, and 3) a situation when waiting, rather than acting, greatly magnifies the risk.99  

Walzer’s suggested criteria are brief yet substantive. While they do not contain the detail 

of Solis’s definition, they do create a situation wherein policymakers must provide justification. 

Since Walzer is the preeminent global scholar on just war, it is reasonable to assume that by 

justification he means the decision must be consistent with current just war policy.  His 

suggested criteria are vague, but possibly purposefully vague, as Walzer considers just war 

criteria to be static while at the same time he considers the actions are taken under the criteria to 

be fluid, dependent on the circumstances faced at the time.  

There have been hundreds of examples of targeted killings during the GWOT, with many 

being executed by the deployment of drones. In fact, between 2009 and 2013, Pakistan alone was 

the recipient of 295 targeted attacks.100 A noteworthy and recent example of a drone attack was 

the killing of Qasem Solimani, a high-ranking Iranian General. Solimani was considered the 

architect of many attacks on American and coalition service members in both Iraq and 

Afghanistan. The United States was not at war with Iran but made the decision that the world and 

the war effort would be better off without Solimani’s presence. In 2020, President Trump 
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authorized a drone strike on Solimani, killing him instantly. The Solimani killing was interesting 

when compared to a standard targeted killing conducted during the GWOT. A standard GWOT 

targeted killing involved a drone or missile strike on the Taliban, al Qaeda, or another terrorist 

suspected of active involvement against the United States or its coalition partners. Solimani was 

an Iranian general, and despite Bush’s categorization of Iran as one of the three members of his 

Axis of Evil, the United States was not at war with Iran. Solimani was suspected of being the 

architect behind many attacks on US and coalition service members over a long period. He was a 

member of the Iranian military but was also a surrogate of the Taliban and al Qaeda. The United 

States viewed him as an inevitable threat based on past military operations he either planned or 

participated in, so it carried out a targeted attack on him in Iraq, killing him. Global outrage was 

limited to Iran and those countries sympathetic to their anti-American policies.  

There is a lack of international agreement on the definitions of preventive, preemptive, 

and targeting attacks not just between nation-states but also in academia. While there is a 

difference of opinion among most groups, there is concurrence regarding the concerns with each 

type of attack. Nations should be very careful before authorizing such attacks. Justification 

should contain more than just a preponderance of the evidence that an attack is imminent or 

inevitable, for that standard is just 51 percent. Obviously, this means there is a 49 percent chance 

there will not be an imminent or inevitable attack. There are very few chances in life worth 

taking which are separated by 2 percentage points. Nations that adopt as policy preemptive, 

preventive, and targeted military action would be wise to adopt a standard consistent with the 

western model of criminal justice, that being probable cause. Probable cause does not rely on a 

percentage of fact; rather it relies on the “reasonable man” standard. If a reasonable person was 
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to review the existing evidence and agree with it, then probable cause has been met. Probable 

cause assumes guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.  

Research identified enough published data that not only supports the legality and morality 

of preemptive, preventive, and targeted attacks but also the utility of each as a policy of the 

United States. There were no instances discovered where a nation found preemptive, preventive, 

and targeted attacks so distasteful and useless that it struck the employment of these actions from 

their strategic defense policies. All three activities clearly fall under the umbrella of self-defense. 

Self-defense, even in such a questionable action as a “Global War on Terror,” is, and should be, 

a subjective term to be deliberated by the nation which finds itself in need of defending itself 

proactively. The improper justification and classification of the invasion of Iraq as a preventive 

attack were eventually uncovered and exposed. When unlawful and immoral actions take place 

and the right to self-defense is improperly invoked, people notice, especially when the United 

States is involved.    
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Chapter Four  

What Exactly is a Global War on Terror? 

“Whether we bring enemies to justice, or bring justice to our enemies, justice will be done. 

Fellow citizens, we’ll meet violence with patient justice-assured of the rightness of our cause and 

confident of the victories to come.”101 

 

    —President George W. Bush on September 20, 2001  

 The GWOT is not a war, by conventional definition, but a name given to any number of 

military actions by the United States or any of its coalition partners against any perceived or 

actual threats throughout the world. Moreover, it began as a direct result of terrorist acts against 

the United States. The threats to which President Bush was responding were not necessarily from 

sovereign countries, rather they included any group that the United States or any of its coalition 

partners had identified as a terrorist threat. Bush’s description of the terrorist threat was vague, 

but he was much less subtle in his promise to vanquish the enemies of the civilized world. Were 

the unidentified enemies nation-states, groups, or individuals? His words rang strong and 

ominous to a frightened nation still reeling from the September 11th attacks, but who exactly 

were these enemies? In other post-attack speeches, Bush mentioned Iraq, Iran, and North Korea 

as members of the exclusive “Axis of Evil” club, but was Bush implying these three countries 

were responsible for all global acts of terrorism? Concurrent with Bush’s post-attack speeches, al 

Qaeda had already been implicated in the September 11th attacks, as well as the Axis of Evil, so 

were Americans left to imagine the identity of these additional enemies? Did these additional 

enemies do something to America, or was Bush planning to bring justice to them preventatively 

or preemptively? The president’s post-attack words were strong but contained little substance, a 

battle cry of sorts against an enemy that had yet to be clearly identified to the American public. 

The potential targets of the GWOT were seemingly endless.  
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Identifying the Nature of the Threat 

The stated enemy of the GWOT was global terrorism, which included the terror group al 

Qaeda. AQ is an Islamic fundamentalist group that harbors deep resentment toward the United 

States, diametrically opposes all Western lifestyles, and is a stalwart proponent of ridding the 

planet of Israel.  

Even before the start of the GWOT, before the dust even settled in Manhattan, 

Washington, and Pennsylvania, Bush superabundantly emphasized the distinction between the 

terrorists responsible for the attacks and the mainstream global Muslim population. It was a 

theme that he has repeated for over twenty years, and no research has uncovered any information 

to indicate that he is insincere. However, perception is often more important than intent, and the 

perception among many in America was that Islam was responsible for the attacks.   

America and the world could accept al Qaeda as an enemy and target since they claimed 

responsibility for the September 11th attacks and the unrepentant nature of Usama bin Laden 

(UBL) and other AQ leaders. However, the continued perception that Islam was culpable for any 

part of the attacks did great damage and was good-for-naught. The Bush administration, 

consumed with proclaiming to the world that their cause was just and therefore everyone who 

thought otherwise was wrong, continued to emphasize that Islam was not the war target. But 

Bush’s relentless insistence did little to quell the legitimate trepidation of the world’s Muslim 

population who feared they were included on the target list simply because of their faith. It was 

Thoreau who observed in the mid-nineteenth century, “It’s not what you look at that matters, it’s 

what you see.” Citizens of the world saw the coalition’s military attacking predominately 

Muslim countries and, therefore, that occupied their attention.  To further exemplify this, as early 
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as 2004, favorable ratings of the United States fell from 61 to 15 percent in Indonesia and 71 to 

38 percent in Nigeria.102  

The number of civilian casualties and the extent to which America wielded its firepower 

would leave people to worry if they were on Bush’s target list. America did not attempt to reach 

the masses by applying best practice counterterrorism methodologies until after the initial 

bombings were over. The United States seemed satisfied with the false blameless premise with 

the indigenous populations if they apologized for missing a target here and there. During the 

entire GWOT, there never seemed to be an indication that America considered how the innocent 

civilians in any of the theaters felt about their presence and their methods.103  

American armed forces were deployed to such places as the Philippines, assisting that 

government with its struggles against two dangerous terrorist groups: Jemaah Islamiyah and Abu 

Sayyaf. The US military has routinely initiated military strikes in Pakistan and even launched 

drone strikes from airbases in the country. In May 2011, the US Navy encroached upon Pakistani 

soil to kill UBL. The GWOT has also spawned military operations in African nations such as 

Djibouti, Somalia, Ethiopia, and Kenya, but with little stated reason other than to battle al Qaeda. 

While the Obama administration had changed the name from GWOT to the softer Overseas 

Contingency Operation in 2014, the objective of ridding the world of the threat of terrorism has 

not changed.   

At the onset of the GWOT, President Bush issued a statement that any state or party that 

did not denounce terrorism would be viewed as supporting terrorism and, therefore, would be 

considered an enemy and potential target. In reflex, Libya, a known state sponsor of terrorism 

and recipient of the wrath of the American military, almost immediately renounced terrorism.  
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It is not surprising that some countries have misused the term GWOT to justify attacking targets 

in neighboring countries or within their own borders. Syria has attacked ethnic targets within its 

borders claiming they were fighting terrorism. And this comes from one of only four countries 

appearing on America’s state-sponsored terror list. Russia has made incursions into Georgia and 

Chechnya to vanquish terror groups they claim are a threat to their sovereignty.  

What is Terrorism? 

 

 The attacks on September 11th changed America forever. One of the most dramatic 

changes occurred when Bush coined the phrase “Homeland Security.” There still is no 

universally accepted definition for Homeland Security, though over twenty years have passed 

since the introduction of the term into American popular culture. The same can be said for the 

word terrorism. In his text Why Terrorism Works, noted constitutional scholar Alan Dershowitz 

suggests there is no “all-encompassing definition of terrorism.”104 Research associated with this 

chapter supports Dershowitz’s claim because myriad definitions from countless scholars, 

politicians, and military experts are broad and multifaceted. 

Perhaps Sun Tsu, the legendary ancient Chinese warlord, said it best, and quite 

succinctly, without ever using the word terror or any of its derivatives: “Kill one, frighten one-

thousand.”105 Sun Tsu was not a terrorist, but his quote embodies the fundamental philosophy of 

a terrorist.  

Terrorists do not seek to win wars. Their numbers and military assets could not equal 

those of even a modest modern army. A terrorist seeks to frighten a demographic for a reason(s). 

Reasons terrorists have historically offered to justify attacks include, but are not limited to, 

religion, politics, and personal grievance. Often, terrorists tend to adhere to one of Clausewitz’s 

tenets of war—that their actions seek to impose their will on the enemy.106 A terrorist might 
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attack to influence the populace and elected leaders. They often attack to destroy morale and 

disrupt the lifestyle and economies of the countries they view as enemies. Many terrorists aim 

their acts at civilians. In Beslan, Russia, in 2004, Chechen terrorists sought to frighten a specific 

region of Russia by taking over a school and killing 186 school children.107 In the Beslan attack, 

the terrorist’s grievance was not against the children, their parents, or the Russian people. The 

attack was designed to influence upcoming political elections in the region as well as stall 

Russian influence in the Caucasus. The attack was not a battle; rather it was a suicide mission. 

Only one terrorist survived the incident. 

Terrorists see the world outside of their own beliefs as their enemy. They are hyper-

focused on achieving their intended objective and are careless about the death and destruction 

their actions cause. Most terrorist acts do not have lofty goals; therefore, terrorists claim victory 

virtually all the time. The September 11th terrorists’ goals in Manhattan were to fly planes into 

the twin towers, killing as many people as possible, bringing attention to what they considered to 

be illegal and immoral interference by the West in the Middle East. Their original plan called for 

the buildings to collapse immediately upon impact, causing a much higher death toll. The 

buildings did not collapse immediately, and while the loss of life was profound, it could have 

been much worse. Still, their initial goals were met, and they considered the attack a success. 

They killed many, frightened many more, and brought the United States to a standstill for many 

days. The attack was not meant to win a war, nor was it meant to start one; rather it was meant to 

send a global statement. 

Noted eighteenth-century revolutionary Robespierre proclaimed, “Terror is nothing other 

than justice, prompt, severe, inflexible; it is therefore an emanation of virtue, it is not so much a 

special principle as it is a consequence of the general principle of democracy applied to our 
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country’s (France) most urgent needs.”108 Robespierre describes terror as an instrument or 

initiative employed at a specific time to address a specific problem that needs to be dealt with 

immediately. There are several more contemporary definitions of terrorism: 

Terrorism can often be distinguished from other natural and man-

made disasters by the characteristic of extensive fear, loss of 

confidence in institutions, unpredictability and pervasive experience 

of loss of safety.109 

—Norwood, Ursano, and Fullerton, 2003 

This definition by Norwood et al. highlights one of the terrorists’ primary objectives—

instilling fear. Once fear is experienced in the victim, they naturally lose faith in the institutions 

charged with maintaining their safety.    

Terrorism is the calculated use of unlawful violence or threat of 

unlawful violence to inculcate fear, intended to coerce or intimidate 

governments or societies in the pursuit of goals that are generally 

political, religious, or ideological.110 

 

   —US Joint Publication 1-02, Department of Defense  

 This definition, as brief as it is, covers important aspects of terrorism. Terrorist acts are 

generally directed at noncombatants (civilians) during peacetime with unlawful acts that make 

them criminal in nature. Rarely does the terrorist have a grievance with the civilian population 

who bears the brunt of the attack. 

An important yet sometimes overlooked facet of the aftermath of the September 11th 

attacks is the civilian law enforcement response. Citizens of the United States in real-time 

watched American law enforcement take the investigatory lead on the homeland rather than the 

American military. Perhaps this may have caused confusion because America was attacked, and 

therefore, the subsequent response would initiate a military response. But the September 11th 

attacks were not an act of war by any military. The word military is reserved for the national 
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defense and security mechanism maintained by a nation-state. Al Qaeda was not a nation-state. 

They did not have a military. Their attack on America was a criminal act, or as the DoD 

definition of terrorism phrased it, an “unlawful” act. The reason law enforcement took point on 

the investigation was that the attacks fit the American domestic description of a crime, not a 

military action. While there were soldiers deployed to the airports and other infrastructure 

deemed critical by Bush, those soldiers were from the various state National Guards. The 

National Guard is a reserve component of the United States Army but is considered to be under 

the direction of each individual state governor unless placed on Federal active-duty Title 10 

Orders, which they were not. Federal troops are strictly forbidden by the Posse Comitatus Act of 

1878 from exercising law enforcement duties on American soil.111 These attacks, being criminal 

in nature, fell under the various state, local, and federal jurisdictions. National Guard units are 

permitted, in most states, to involve themselves in law enforcement activities while under the 

direction of state and local authorities.  

 The DoD definition further depicts the goals of terrorism as political, religious, or 

ideological. The attacks on September 11th were undertaken with all three goals in mind. 

Politically, Usama bin Laden was not a supporter of democracy. His ideal form of government 

was an Islamic republic that recognized Sharia law. As with many of the Middle East grievances, 

religious hatred of the Jewish State of Israel was surely a motivation for the attack. The United 

States (Great Satan) has been an unequivocal supporter of Israel (Little Satan) and their right to 

exist pursuant to UN Resolution No. 181. Finally, ideologically, bin Laden resented all western 

influence in Middle East affairs.  

While there are countless definitions of terrorism, this example clearly and concisely 

describes the September 11 attacks: 
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Terrorism is the illegitimate or extranormal use of violence against 

noncombatants to achieve political ends.112 

—Laqueur (1987) 

Dr. Phil Zimbardo would agree with Laqueur’s claim related to illegitimate or 

extranormal uses of violence as significant when comparing them to the mission of guerilla or 

special forces actions during wartime.113 Both activities are asymmetrical and are often judged as 

outside the normal left and right limits of conventional warfare. Zimbardo presents an excellent 

defense in distinguishing guerilla or special forces activities from extranormal use of violence 

(terrorism) by making two salient points: 1) acts of terror always take place on a stage at the 

horror of an intended audience, while guerilla or special forces activities are reserved for military 

operations which do not require fanfare, and 2) acts of terror usually do not have military 

significance but are used to send a message, while guerilla or special operations activities always 

have a stated mission and end state meant to degrade, disrupt, or destroy the enemy’s ability to 

operate in a specific area of operations.114 However one defines terror, the primary distinction 

between terror and war is that acts of terror purposely target innocents, while acts of war seek to 

avoid collateral damage.  

Afghanistan – Operation Enduring Freedom 

 

The conventional definition of war is a conflict fought between two or more countries. 

The formality of a declaration of war often precedes the action, but not always. War is not new to 

the twenty-first century, as countries have fought wars for as long as there have been countries to 

fight them. The GWOT just happens to be unlike any other war in which America has engaged. 

This war saw America attacking and bombing specific groups operating in foreign countries, 

countries with whom these groups had little or no affiliation. And apart from one country, Iraq, 
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we never declared war on the others. The execution of the GWOT made the edges of war appear 

fuzzy.  

The GWOT had a very broad scope, its battlefields spanning the globe (good thing it was 

named accordingly), but its birthplace, and the proverbial lucky winner of the George Bush 

inaugural GWOT lottery, was the country of Afghanistan. On October 7, 2001, Bush 

commenced the GWOT and attacked the Taliban in Afghanistan in response to the attack on the 

World Trade Center and the Pentagon. The Taliban was the ruling Islamic government in control 

of much of Afghanistan, and they were selected because al Qaeda, the terror group responsible 

for the September 11th attacks, was permissively using the country as a base for operations. Al 

Qaeda was globally accepted as a terrorist organization, and the Taliban had been protecting 

them and their assets for years. While neither a country nor a political party ruling one, the 

Taliban was the de facto ruling authority in many parts of Afghanistan. The Taliban had created 

an Islamic state, governed by very strict Sharia law, and refused to provide the United States 

with the whereabouts of the mastermind of the attacks, Usama Bin Laden, while at the same time 

refusing to deny AQ use of their land for training bases. The Taliban posed no direct or indirect 

threat to the United States. Afghanistan was never labeled as a state sponsor of terror. AQ did 

pose a direct threat to the government of Afghanistan, a government that, while not hostile to the 

United States, was not exactly a cohort. Neither AQ nor the Taliban is a country, and this attack 

on them would not mark the first time during the GWOT campaign that specific groups were 

attacked inside a sovereign nation, but it would be the first time such an act would be referred to 

by America as a war. Other than destroying AQ’s ability to launch terror attacks, was it 

necessary for America to invade Afghanistan? 
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In addition to removing AQ from Afghanistan, America needed real estate in the Middle 

East from which to launch attacks against AQ and other terrorist organizations. According to 

Daniel Bynum, Senior Fellow from the Brookings Institutes, America needed a legal framework 

for utilizing Afghanistan to launch its GWOT attacks.115 The fact that AQ was operating out of 

the country and the Taliban had been allowing them provided Bush (and later Obama and 

Trump) that framework.116 Bynum further claims that the Authorization for Military Force 

(AUMF) of 2001, while passed for the purpose of approving the GWOT, could also have been 

considered as a pretext for using Afghanistan as an area of operations for further action.117  

Lacking such a forward area of operations, Afghanistan was a logical choice for America. 

The relentless pressure put on AQ resulted in their retrograde to Pakistan. Those AQ operatives 

who chose to remain behind paid a heavy price, as the organization lost many top cadres.118 

America owned the land and sky of Afghanistan in short order, and, although the Taliban 

remained as a military force and nemesis, AQ was put on its heels for over twenty years. AQ had 

been operating out of Afghanistan for some time before the September 11th attacks, and if they 

were permitted to continue, America would always be on the defense.119   

The war in Afghanistan raged on for twenty years. That war, fought first to destroy al 

Qaeda’s ability to function, transitioned into a conflict fought to make certain that when we 

leave, Afghani citizens enjoy freedom under their first liberal democracy. But there is more to 

the GWOT than just Iraq and Afghanistan.   

As the war in Afghanistan tempered, it became apparent that the United States wished to 

maintain a strategic presence in the region, short of colonization. This was not only due to a shift 

in the strategic desire of the United States, but many Afghan leaders sought a more long-term 
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strategic partnership with the United States. Part of that partnership included an open-ended 

military presence in the form of bases and prepositioned military logistical assets.120   

There were many negative aspects to the invasion and occupation of Afghanistan, but one 

in particular, which get little attention, was the dramatic increase in opium production. It is one 

of the unfortunate byproducts of the action in Afghanistan. The region had long relied on opium 

as one of its primary exports, accounting for as much as 60 percent of its GDP.121 During the 

days of the Taliban rule, they managed and taxed the opium trade, but by 2004, without their 

management, production rose 64 percent, making Afghanistan the world’s opium leader.122  

Research has not uncovered any information to imply that the destabilization of the world opium 

market was an intended consequence of military operations in Afghanistan; certainly, the United 

States could not possibly have been surprised by the outcome. For example, the dismantling of 

the major cartels in Colombia in the 1990s and early 2000s during America’s War on Drugs saw 

the emergence of multiple smaller cartels that increased supply and drove the prices down, 

resulting in very affordable drugs on American streets. For all their evil, and for better or worse, 

until the United States decides to create and stick with a more effective plan for keeping drugs 

out of America, the cartels they dismantled regulated the supply, thereby regulating the price.  

Afghanistan was the first country to feel the wrath of America in the new post-September 

11th world but, as mentioned, was not the only one. In subsequent subchapters additional 

conflicts outside of the Middle East are detailed. However, before further discussing the GWOT, 

determining why America waged war is paramount.  

The Flagship of the Global War on Terror – Iraq 

The invasion of Iraq is further discussed later here within, but at this point it is 

appropriate to refer to Iraq as the flagship of Bush’s GWOT. While the GWOT started with the 
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attacks on the Taliban and AQ in Afghanistan, the focal point has been and will always be his 

decision to invade the sovereign nation-state of Iraq. Officially named Operation Iraqi Freedom, 

this war-within-a-war raged from March 20, 2003, to December 15, 2011. Americans 

overwhelmingly approved of Bush’s strikes at AQ in Afghanistan, and the administration 

seemingly sought to capitalize on its popularity with the invasion of Iraq. But those who 

followed Bush’s candidacy saw a remarkable shift from his election platform that some felt was 

caused by something other than Iraq’s alleged and unproven ties to al Qaeda. 

In 2000, then-candidate Bush’s platform strongly opposed nation-building. It appeared 

that Bush publicly favored FDR’s philosophy on nation-building:  

The respect and right of all peoples to choose the form of 

government under which they will live; and they wish to see 

sovereign rights and self-government restored to those who have 

been forcibly deprived of them. 123  

 

       —President Franklin D. Roosevelt 

 

Bush could have benefitted from the philosophy espoused by Bernard Lewis in 2006 

when he remarked that while the western version of democracy is a construct owned and 

operated by English-speaking peoples, just because a foreign form of government does not 

conduct its affairs as does the West, they are not necessarily wrong. Perhaps they just need 

nourishment and reinforcement to form their own version of democracy.124  

Whatever consternation Bush had about nation-building seemed to fade immediately after 

the September 11th attacks. Or did it? Did Bush’s declaration of the GWOT mark the start of the 

abandonment of his concurrence with FDR’s philosophy, or had his public commitment to self-

determination been nothing but a facade? Did he ever truly believe in self-determination? Was 

the invasion even his idea? 
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Answers to these questions start in a book titled The Global War on Terror: 9/11, Iraq, 

and America's Crisis in the Middle East in which the author very confidently asserts that 

planning for incursions into sovereign states using an unspecified threat of Islamic terrorism was 

started by a neo-conservative (NEOCON) working group while Clinton was still in office.125 The 

group was formed in 1997, given the name Project for the New American Century (PNAC), and 

included such notable public figures and members of the Bush 43 administration as Donald 

Rumsfeld, Dick Cheney, L. Scooter Libby, Paul Wolfowitz, and Richard Perle.126 The work of 

the PNAC predates the attack on September 11th by four years. Paradoxically, the name George 

W. Bush cannot be found associated with the group PNAC in any research analyzed here within, 

leading one to believe that the concept of GWOT was not at all an original idea of Bush 43. The 

PNAC and other American think tanks accounted for the pressure George Bush felt to change the 

pace of history.127  

PNAC was not simply a NEOCON working group content with meeting occasionally, 

publishing white papers, and complaining about the foreign policies of the other side of the aisle. 

They were actively seeking to create what would appear to be a new world order. In 1998, just 

one year after formation, a letter written by Richard Perle and signed by Donald Rumsfeld and 

Paul Wolfowitz was sent to then-President Clinton demanding an incursion into Iraq.128 Clinton 

declined their request.   

While the PNAC group was filled with prominent figures in the conservative foreign 

policy hierarchy, perhaps none were as influential as Paul Wolfowitz. Wolfowitz was a well-

respected and well-known foreign policy statesman who successfully worked both sides of the 

aisle. When he spoke, people listened. They might not have agreed with him, but they knew he 

was well informed and could support his arguments. And while the PNAC group may have been 
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the birthplace of the idea that the United States should be involved in regime change in Iraq, Paul 

Wolfowitz was seen as the architect.129 In his book To Start a War: How the Bush 

Administration Took America into Iraq, Robert Draper offers support for the claim that the 

PNAC group, led by Wolfowitz, not only presented the idea of an invasion to President Clinton 

but that he (Wolfowitz) had championed this invasion for ten years before the September 11th 

attacks.130 In 1997 Wolfowitz coauthored an article in the Weekly Standard with Zalmay 

Kalilzad titled “Overthrow Him.”131  In 1998, while attending a function with the British 

Ambassador to the United States, Wolfowitz, then the Dean of the Johns Hopkins School of 

Advanced International Studies, commented that “We should invade Iraq, seize the 

oilfields…”.132  

While some still claim that Bush was disinterested in nation-building before September 

11th there are clues as to his lack of commitment to that mindset. Then-candidate Bush, during a 

debate in New Hampshire in 1999, proclaimed of Saddam Hussein: “I’d take ‘em out—I’m 

surprised he’s still there.”133 Strong words for someone who previously seemed to reject the 

notion of nation-building.  

After his hotly contested, hanging-chad-tainted election victory, Bush hurriedly 

assembled his foreign policy team, which had already included his running mate Dick Cheney. 

He added Rumsfeld (Secretary of Defense), Libby (Chief of Staff to the Vice President), 

Wolfowitz (Deputy Secretary of Defense), and Perle (Assistant Secretary of Defense for Global 

Strategic Affairs). If the assembling of former PNAC members could be perceived as a mere 

coincidence, it would not be for long, particularly when in the first ten days of his administration, 

Bush had started the planning for the invasion and occupation of Iraq. This would be almost 

eight months before September 11th and more than two years before the invasion.134   
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Even those not inclined to believe in conspiracies would concede that George Bush was 

not at all a dove as he projected. Consider and reflect on his words made just months after the 

September 11th attacks during a meeting with such noted American clerics as Reverend Franklin 

Graham, Cardinal Bernard Law, and Muslim scholar Hamza Yusef Hanson when Bush uttered 

the sentence “I am having trouble controlling my bloodlust.”135  

The belief that the invasion of Iraq was undertaken because of its status as a member of 

the Axis of Evil is quite implausible when looking at the actions of the administration in the 

months and years leading up to the invasion. There is a preponderance of evidence that the stated 

reasons for the invasion were nothing more than a falsehood to hide the true pretext for military 

action. The Bush administration would offer three distinctly different reasons for a regime 

change in Iraq throughout the justification phase of the GWOT: 1) to stop the human rights 

violations occurring at the hand of the dictator Saddam Hussein, 2) a clear and convincing nexus 

to al Qaeda, and 3) Iraq possessed and was capable of employing WMD. Each reason provided 

has since been publicly debunked and will be covered in more detail later in this paper.   

Lacking any actionable intelligence to prove that Saddam Hussein had anything to do 

with the September 11th attacks, Rumsfeld, at the direction of Bush, began reviewing existing 

invasion plans for Iraq in late September 2001.136 The key word in this sentence is “existing.” 

Draper claims invasion plans already existed.137 It appears that Bush had already committed to 

invade by March of 2002, a full year before the invasion of Iraq and only six months after the 

September 11th attacks. He dispatched Cheney to brief certain Arab states as to the possibility of 

an attack.138 Still, is it fair to categorize Bush as the sole architect of the invasion of Iraq? 

Given that three of the primary players in the PNAC had sent a letter to President Clinton 

five years before the invasion of Iraq is a clear indication that Bush 43 could not possibly have 
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invented the idea during a moment of contemplation related to the proper course of action to 

address Saddam Hussein’s reluctance to cooperate with the UN inspectors. Rather, it implies 

even worse, that PNAC came up with this idea five years in advance, attempted to promulgate it, 

failed, and waited until they came to power as Bush’s foreign policy team; in other words, it was 

a war looking for an excuse.  

In his book Dreaming of War, author Gore Vidal asserts that two days before the 

September 11th attacks, Bush 43 was “presented with a draft of a National Security Presidential 

Directive (NSPD) outlining a global campaign of military, diplomatic, and intelligence action 

targeting al Qaeda,” further supporting the claim that the GWOT was inevitable whether al 

Qaeda attacked or not.139 Vidal goes further, quoting an NBC News report that “President Bush 

was expected to sign detailed plans for a worldwide war against al Qaeda . . .but did not have the 

chance before the terrorist attacks…”.140  

The Spread of the GWOT Into Iraq 

The GWOT has brought conflict and destruction throughout the Middle East, as the 

United States, its coalition partners, and countries vowing allegiance to the coalition have fought 

battles against supposed terror groups, all in the name of fighting the GWOT. Fighting has not 

been limited to the Middle East, as sub-Saharan Africa, the Horn of Africa, the Philippines, 

Indonesia, Russia, India, and Pakistan have all seen bloodshed in the name of the GWOT. The 

only nation-state with which the United States and its coalition partners waged a war was the 

Republic of Iraq.  

St. Augustine warned that a just war might obscure into an unjust war.141 An ominous 

warning from the eleventh century, one which the president of the United States should have 

heeded.   
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Arguably, Iraq and Saddam Hussein were doomed from the day that the former members 

of PNAC became Bush’s foreign policy advisors. In an article written for the Washington Post in 

2002, Bob Woodward, Dan Balz, and Jeff Himmelman claim that very shortly after the 

September 11th attacks, Paul Wolfowitz began each daily briefing by “prodding” Bush to include 

the invasion of Iraq into his plans for a GWOT.142 Woodward et al. claim that Wolfowitz was, 

from the beginning, the champion of the invasion of Iraq. They further claim that Secretary of 

State Powell and General Shelton both vigorously disagreed with Wolfowitz’s plan.143 Bush 

finally agreed and added Iraq to the list of “things to do.”  

The United States and its coalition partners attacked the Republic of Iraq on March 20, 

2003, in response to the assumption that Saddam Hussein was stockpiling weapons of mass 

destruction (WMD). The United States, already the head of a military coalition operating in the 

Middle E and entrenched in the GWOT, reportedly feared that Saddam Hussein, the dictator of 

Iraq, was stockpiling WMD that could be used against coalition members. Bush laid out a 

coherent and plausible case for engaging in a just war with Iraq based on those fears. The goals 

of the invasion included the elimination of Iraq’s capability to create and deploy WMD, the 

removal of the dictatorial form of government, and the installation of a modern liberal 

democracy. Additionally, the United States claimed they had intelligence that al Qaeda had 

conspired with Saddam Hussein for years prior.  

The motivation behind any political decision should always be questioned since 

politicians are expected to serve the populace and represent their collective wants and needs. The 

decision to invade the sovereign nation-state of Iraq in 2003 was no exception. At the time of the 

invasion, the United States was not at war with Iraq. Saddam Hussein was nothing more than a 

nuisance to the world and was certainly of no consequence to the safety and security of America. 
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It was widely known that Iraq was historically a thorn in the side of Israel, as Saddam Hussein 

openly displayed sympathy and support for the Palestinian cause, dating back to his launch of 

over three dozen SCUD missiles late in 1991. Jarrett Murphy reported in a March 14, 2003, 

article posted on CBS News Online that Saddam Hussein had distributed $260,000 to twenty-six 

families of Palestinians killed in over two years of fighting with Israel, including a $10,000 

check to the family of a Hamas suicide bomber.144 Clearly Iraq, at the direction of Saddam 

Hussein, had earned the title “State Sponsor of Terror.” Globally, he was an abhorrent man but 

especially when it came to the Bush family. In 1993 he hatched an elaborate but pathetically 

unsuccessful plan to assassinate Bush 41.145 But still, none of his actions could definitively be 

seen as a direct threat to the security of America. Nonetheless, the United States embarked on a 

journey to prove that a regime change was needed in Iraq. 

Chasing Ghosts – The Intelligence Cycle 

 

Intelligence gathering is a complex task. Quite often, operatives start with nothing, 

slowly gathering information and analyzing it to create actionable intelligence. Tasks become 

even more difficult when the theory directing the collection is flawed, as was most of the 

direction related to the AQ/Iraq connection coming from the White House. The primary boggle 

of intelligence gathering is best described as “having a thousand-piece jigsaw puzzle and not 

having the box top to show you what the finished puzzle is supposed to look like.”146 That said, 

the intelligence cycle is still not an impossible arena in which to perform.  

The intelligence cycle works the same whether it is military, law enforcement, or 

corporate. It all starts with direction from the top. The direction gives the operatives their 

intelligence collection priorities. The operatives collect the information and send it to analysts for 

processing, analysis, and dissemination. The gathering of intelligence is always driven in the 
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direction of the leader, although it is true that sometimes an intelligence operative will uncover 

information unrelated to the mission at hand that could cause the leader to change their direction. 

Terror organizations did not sprout up the day after Bush 43 was inaugurated. They were 

operating at various levels on every continent. As mentioned previously, research has already 

suggested the likelihood that the Bush administration, at the direction of the PNAC group, started 

plans for the invasion of Iraq shortly after the inauguration date. An important aspect necessary 

to justify those plans would have been the production of actionable intelligence. It is possible 

that Bush was handed intelligence that al Qaeda was operating in Iraq on his first day in office, 

but more likely that he or someone in his administration gave the national intelligence 

community direction to prioritize the collection of that intelligence. This does not imply that 

Bush himself is solely responsible for developing the direction of guidance for the nation. 

Certainly, the DoD, the vice president, or some high-level advisor, particularly Paul Wolfowitz, 

could make recommendations. But ultimately the direction comes from the top. 

Think of the intelligence cycle as an hourglass ready to transfer its sand to the bottom. 

The full top of the hourglass is the direction coming from the leader. As the sand (direction) 

flows down, it passes several key components of the intelligence cycle until it gets to the 

collections cell. Collection follows the direction and initiates a methodology for collecting 

information on that specific direction. When they have enough, the hourglass is turned over 

again. The sand (information) passes through the various components of the intelligence cycle 

and is turned into actionable intelligence that is returned to the leader for dissemination and 

exploitation.  

Robert Draper quotes a former Iraq intelligence group chief named Hal Rooks who 

stated, “The thing about intelligence is that you can always find what you want somewhere on 
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the spectrum.”147 What Rooks posits is that it is easy to find information related to an event and 

present that information as actionable intelligence even though the situation might not have 

occurred as the curator of the direction believed. This appears to be exactly what happened 

when, try as they might, the American intelligence community relentlessly pursued information 

that would justify the invasion by creating a link between AQ and Saddam Hussein.   

President Clinton certainly saw al Qaeda as a threat, perhaps even before the first attack 

on the World Trade Center in 1993. But Clinton did not go to war against UBL, Iraq, or AQ, nor 

did he sanction a war against any country allegedly doing business with either. While the first 

attack on the World Trade Center was nowhere near as catastrophic as September 11th, it was 

still an attack.  Clinton simply had no reason to start his own GWOT.    

In the aftermath of September 11th, America was chasing ghosts not only trying to 

confirm/deny a second wave of attacks that never came but trying to develop any intelligence 

which would tie AQ to Saddam Hussein. The administration, concerned that Americans would 

not be enthusiastic about a regime change in Iraq, never stopped looking for that smoking gun. 

The Bush administration blindly followed any information down any rabbit hole if there was any 

chance that the information could be turned into an actionable intelligence product to justify the 

invasion.  

In 2002, Wolfowitz seized the opportunity to direct certain intelligence assets to confirm 

that a meeting took place between an AQ operative and Iraqi Intelligence.148 Czech intelligence 

operatives reported that a little over six months after the attacks Mohammed Atta, one of the 

ringleaders and suicide bombers of the September 11th attacks, had met with Iraqi intelligence in 

the months before the attacks. Bush would not need the UN inspectors to provide him with 

evidence of WMD if he could prove an AQ/Iraq operational connection. An operational Iraqi 



 

70 
 

nexus to AQ would be even better than a picture of Saddam Hussein spooning with a WMD. But 

in the end, there was not enough information to prove that Atta had ever met with any Iraqi 

intelligence operative. Eventually, even Wolfowitz doubted the veracity of the story.149  

The relentless pursuit of proof that Ahmed Hikmat Shakir had provided material support 

to two of the September 11th terrorists is another example of Wolfowitz’s desperation. In the 

post-attack investigation, any information which could possibly be analyzed related to any 

inference of collaboration between AQ and Iraq was vigorously pursued. American intelligence 

developed information that Iraqi national Shakir, who appeared to be nothing more than an 

airport greeter in Malaysia, had met with Khalid al Mihdhar and Nawaf al Hazmi. The former 

were two of the three terrorists who hijacked and crashed a plane into the Pentagon.150 This 

narrative was chased for months, but in the end, any evidence uncovered was far from 

conclusive.151  

American intelligence leader Jose Rodriguez Jr. remarked in his text Hard Measures: 

How Aggressive CIA Actions After 9/11 Saved American Lives that while there was clearly a 

supportive connection between Saddam Hussein and several terrorist organizations, “connections 

between Iraq and AQ were remarkably thin.”152 Even Vice President Cheney admitted during an 

interview on Meet the Press in 2003 that he did not know if Saddam Hussein had anything to do 

with AQ and the September 11th attacks.153  

The administration’s failure to prove the AQ and Saddam Hussein connections did not 

mean an end to chasing ghosts through procurement of actionable intelligence. American 

intelligence received information that an Iraqi government official had attempted to acquire 

mapping software for war planning. The administration ran with this narrative without a thought 

of corroborating it. It was not until the Iraqi was brought in for questioning that they found his 
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intent was nothing more than interest in a simple GPS product available to the general public. He 

thought he had to purchase the mapping software to make it work.154  

Unable to snare the ghost, by September 2002 the Administration would revert to a 

vigorous assertion that Iraq possessed WMD.155 Bush would speak of the existence of 

intelligence that Iraq possessed WMD in several speeches, including the 2003 State of the Union 

Address. Bush claimed that both American and British intelligence reports contained information 

to support his WMD claims. He rode the figurative WMD horse right into Baghdad, only to 

abandon it when it became evident when American operatives had failed to find those WMD. 

The response from the administration was to blame the intelligence as “faulty.”  

According to the administration, America and its coalition partners were justified in 

invading Iraq to get rid of Saddam Hussein before he deployed his WMD because they had 

actionable intelligence to support the invasion. It could not be their fault the intelligence 

provided by the British and the American CIA was faulty. America acted in good faith. But did 

America act in good faith, and was the CIA information faulty? 

After September 2002, when all American efforts failed to uncover an operational nexus 

between Saddam Hussein and AQ, America turned all its efforts into proving the now debunked 

claim that Iraq possessed WMD. Former CIA operative and task force leader Sam Faddis was in 

Iraq well before the March 2003 invasion and claims that until later in 2002 his team viewed 

WMD discovery as a very low priority.156 In fact, the CIA had yet to receive direction from the 

administration to turn their collection activities toward WMD. As far as his team was concerned, 

their presence in Iraq was to prepare for an invasion to remove the despot from power.157 But 

things changed in the winter of 2002, and Faddis came to realize that the Bush administration 

now planned to justify the invasion to preempt the deployment of WMD by Hussein.158 The 
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change of course required a change in direction for collection, and the task force set out to find 

intelligence indicating Iraq possessed WMD. 

Faddis had spent a considerable amount of time in Iraq, living and interacting with the 

Kurds. He had developed valuable insight into the way Saddam Hussein thought and behaved. 

Faddis became convinced that Hussein had “divested himself” of WMD in a “desperate effort” to 

have the sanctions removed.159 In the end, Faddis claims that the CIA never found any evidence 

that Iraq possessed WMD.160 The CIA intelligence was not faulty, rather, it was accurate and 

transmitted to Washington before the invasion: Saddam Hussein did not possess WMD.  

The Inevitable Outcome 

  

President Bush referred to Iraq as a member of the Axis of Evil during his 2002 State of 

the Union Address.  Also earning that honor were the sovereign nations of Iran and North Korea.  

Bush, for the first time publicly, laid the tracks for the figurative train ride into Bagdad, as the 

collective free world gasped. The next fourteen months would be spent feeding the metaphorical 

train engine with enough oil to complete the trip without breaking down. Much of this oil would 

come as a result of a purposeful mischaracterization of the outcome of UN inspections.  

The United Nations created the UN Special Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) eleven 

years prior. UNSCOM was created to carry out weapons inspections in Iraq to identify the 

existence of those WMD and properly dispose of them. Iraq arguably stonewalled UN inspectors 

during this eleven-year period, but there was slow and steady progress. Inspectors had found 

caches of chemical weapons and destroyed them accordingly. In 1995, a high-ranking Iraq had a 

more sophisticated biological weapons program than originally thought and was reasonably close 

to developing the ability to enrich uranium. In 1998, Iraq’s cooperation with the UNSCOM 

inspectors deteriorated, resulting in a US airstrike on a facility believed to be utilized for the 
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development of WMD. The airstrike was deemed a success, and in 1999, the UN named Hans 

Blix to head the renewed inspections. Blix became frustrated over the next three years as Hussein 

made things very difficult, if not impossible, for the inspectors to determine Iraq’s WMD 

capabilities. Saddam Hussein was, at the very least, toying with the United States. Still, there was 

no evidence to substantiate the existence of WMD. The United States had to accept the 

UNSCOM opinion that the 1998 attack on the Iraqi facility destroyed Iraq’s WMD capabilities.  

Media reports churned around the possibility of a US attack on Iraq during the latter part 

of 2002, almost a year after the attacks on September 11th. The Bush administration would not 

confirm these reports, nor would they deny them, but Bush’s address to the UN on September 

12, 2002, did little to squash the rumors. While Hans Blix continued his task looking for WMD 

to destroy, he found none. Blix reported to the UN a few months later on January 9, 2003, that he 

failed to find a “smoking gun” that would indicate Iraq was actively involved in creating, 

maintaining, and/or obtaining WMD.    

If the 2002 State of the Union Address was the laying of the tracks, the 2003 State of the 

Union Address was the train speeding out of control when Bush proclaimed that Saddam 

Hussein was attempting to purchase significant amounts of uranium from Africa. It did not take 

long for this statement to be debunked, as one of the inspectors whose responsibility to conduct 

nuclear capability inspections determined the letter on which the intelligence was dependent for 

its authenticity was a forgery.161 But it didn’t matter at this point because the metaphorical train 

was on a collision course with history.  

The UN inspectors continued to labor and at each turn failed to find even circumstantial 

evidence to prove the WMD ruse. Unfortunately, the diligent work of the UN inspectors was all 

for naught. Not only did the UN inspectors fail to give the Bush administration their smoking 
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gun, but they also excited the delirium of Wolfowitz and others by noting that over 400 

inspections were conducted of Iraqi WMD possession and delivery capabilities without a single 

episode of impediment.162  

The following is a timeline of events, a prelude to the here-within discussion related to 

the administration’s response:   

January 17-February 23, 1991  

During the Gulf War, Saddam Hussein launched missiles into Israel. None of these 

missiles fit the description of WMD. 

February 28, 1991 

Iraq is defeated and is required to submit to inspections of its weapons programs. 

June 30, 1991 

UNSCOM is formed and started inspections of Iraq’s weapons programs with an 

emphasis on identifying the existence of WMD. Iraq immediately enters into a repeated 

pattern of non-cooperation.  

August 8, 1995 

A high-ranking Iraqi official defected and told the West that Hussein’s WMD program 

was further advanced than previously thought.  

December 16, 1998 

After years of minimal cooperation from Iraq, the United States bombs an alleged WMD 

facility, effectively and admittedly destroying Iraq’s ability to manufacture WMD. 

December 17, 1999 

Hans Blix is designated as the lead inspector for UNSCOM. 

September 11, 2001 
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The 9/11 attacks occur. None of the perpetrators have a connection with Iraq. 

September 12, 2002 

President Bush, during his SOTU Address, accuses Iraq, Iran, and North Korea of being 

part of an “Axis of Evil.” During an address to the UN, Bush publicly assumes that Iraq 

is a “grave and gathering danger.” 

January 9, 2003  

Hans Blix reports that he has not uncovered a “smoking gun” that shows Iraq possessed 

WMD.  

The stated timeline for the invasion of Iraq will pause for an analysis of the preceding.  

It is impossible to determine what went through President Bush’s mind upon hearing of 

Blix’s failure to provide any evidence to support an invasion of Iraq. Saddam Hussein had 

clearly toyed with or stalled the West for years. But why was he stalling? What was he getting 

away with? For twelve years the Republic of Iraq lay upon the sand, bathing in the hot desert 

sun, under constant scrutiny by the UN, its economy virtually destroyed by an oil embargo. The 

US airstrike in 1998 destroyed its ability to develop WMD. They had not attempted to attack any 

country at all nor were they in any position to pose a military threat. Yes, they were stalling, but 

why? Were they waiting for the right time to pounce? If they were, they missed their opportunity 

on September 12, 2001, when the United States was still trying to process what had happened. 

Should Bush have acknowledged the lack of a “smoking gun” as an important revelation before 

declaring war?  

During Bush’s 2003 State of the Union address, when he stated, “The British government 

has learned that Saddam Hussein recently sought significant quantities of uranium from Africa,” 
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it was apparent to many that he no longer needed anything from Hans Blix. That sentence 

forebode the end of Saddam Hussein and the beginning of a new campaign in the war on terror.  

After Bush’s SOTU address, he and members of his cabinet would repeatedly make the 

case over the next two months that Saddam Hussein’s reluctance to provide unfettered access to 

all his military weapon’s operations was tantamount to Iraq concealing WMD which were 

destined to be used against the United States and its allies. They offered no proof to support these 

claims. The claims were not repudiated by Blix, but to his credit, he stuck to his logical 

assumption that despite Iraq’s lack of cooperation being troublesome, there still was no evidence 

to support any assumption based on accusations and/or unsubstantiated intelligence reports.  

Saddam Hussein could have continued to stall, as well as continued to be of no 

consequence to the free world, had the sanctions and inspections been left in place and war had 

not been declared. But on March 20, 2003, President Bush provided the information for this 

research’s last entry on the prewar Iraqi timeline:  

March 20, 2003 

The United States, with help from its coalition partners, invaded Iraq. The invasion took 

place without sanction from the UN and over objection from the French government.  

President Bush now had his war. That war, just or unjust, according to Bush and the coalition, 

was being waged to rid the world of Saddam Hussein and his WMD. All the world was now safe 

from the WMD threat posed by Saddam Hussein. Unfortunately, the ruse put forth by Bush 

started to unravel within months. The WMD Bush and his administration insisted existed were 

not in Iraq. Even respected statesmen like Colin Powell and Donald Rumsfeld, with looks of 

surprise on their faces, were forced to explain to America that although the reason our coalition 

attacked a sovereign nation had been discovered to be invalid, we still needed to continue the 
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campaign to liberate the Iraqi people from the repressive regime under which they were forced to 

live and transform their government into a successful liberal democracy.  

There was no unilateral support for this war from the onset, as many felt that even if 

Saddam Hussein was hiding WMD, continued diplomacy would serve the world better than war. 

Americans aptly questioned the need to continue the campaign after the revelation that there 

were never any WMD in Iraq. But Bush assured that continuation of this campaign was now 

necessary to stabilize the Middle East. But what exactly did he mean by “stabilize”? As of 2022, 

Iraq and the Middle East are still unstable.  

The Global War on Terror in Sub-Saharan Africa 

 

For many who briefly thought that Bush hit the nail right on the head—that there was an 

imminent global threat from terrorists that would necessitate a GWOT and that the September 

11th attacks were just the tip of the iceberg—one need only to look as far as the continent of 

Africa to debunk his claims. For decades, there has been social, economic, and political turmoil 

throughout the approximate 40 independent countries on the African continent. Then, almost 

overnight, much of that turmoil was being blamed on terrorists who happened to be followers of 

Islam.  

The state of African political affairs has always been peculiar. Most of the African 

population lives at a level of poverty unfathomable to most Americans, even though Africa is 

purported to be sitting on $24 trillion in oil, gold, diamonds, cobalt, uranium, and coltron, the 

latter being a requisite raw material for cellular phone and computer chips.163 A country like the 

United States could easily help Africa exploit those resources for their greater good and all but 

eliminate poverty and disease. Yet Africans die daily of diseases that are rarely fatal or even seen 
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in America, while assistance is often distant and absent. But even more perplexing is the fact that 

the former Soviet Union (and its present-day evolution of it, Russia) has also been inattentive.  

Africa had long been colonized by several European countries. Great Britain alone had 

colonized at least fifteen African nations dating back to the nineteenth century. Portugal had 

colonized at least eight nations. France had either full or partial influence with at least ten, with 

Italy maintaining a claim to four. The United States had traditionally seen very little utility in 

Africa right up to and including World War II. The United States seemed content to leave 

imperialism to Europe when it came to colonization and control of post-war Africa. But America 

became less comfortable with Europe’s ability to maintain control over their colonies and keep 

them out of the Soviet Union’s hands as the power of the Red Empire developed. By the 1950s, 

President Eisenhower realized that America needed to develop a policy on Africa before the 

Soviets added to their bloc, and it has been that policy that has kept America overtly out of 

African affairs since. Eisenhower developed a ‘two track’ approach, professing support for 

African self-determination while giving African leaders a stark choice: side with America or side 

with the Soviet Union.164 If with America, expect lavish foreign aid and free rein to control your 

own people and resources by any means, including harsh repression. If with the Soviets, expect 

no US military or development aid and risk being overthrown or assassinated by covert CIA 

operatives or rebels backed by them.165 African leaders had already seen what Stalin and his 

violent form of Marxism did to those they ruled, and they made the right choice. The Soviets 

were powerless to counter Eisenhower’s policy with invasion, as it would start a third world war, 

one which would have the Soviet Union standing alone against all of Europe and the United 

States. This approach has been part of American foreign policy for over sixty years, and most 
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recently, every president from Reagan through Trump continued the policy of providing 

countries like Uganda with massive aid package awards as well as lucrative trade agreements.166  

Applying this policy to the GWOT explains many aspects of the past twenty years, 

particularly as they relate to Uganda, Sudan, and Somalia. America would expand the GWOT to 

sub-Saharan Africa, but was the purpose to rid the world of terror organizations threatening 

Africa or America? 

Bush’s declaration of a GWOT resulted in alliances with several US-supported dictators, 

who in turn pledged allegiance to America, its money, and its GWOT.167 These dictators have 

waged wars, often unrelated to the GWOT, that have cost millions of lives and have given rise to 

one of the most notorious Islamic terror organizations, Al-Shabaab.168 Before the GWOT, all 

American military-related affairs fell under to purview of the European Command (EUCOM), 

but on October 1, 2008, in response to the increased operational tempo in Africa, the United 

States put all American military operations under the newly formed African Command 

(AFRICOM).  

Uganda is one of America’s staunchest allies in all of Africa. It is a former British colony 

run by a dictator named Yoweri Museveni. Museveni has been president for many years, having 

changed the Ugandan constitution and reportedly rigged elections to remain in power.   

The Bush administration had relied on labels to justify many actions leading up to and 

with the execution of the GWOT. Two terms thrown around were State Sponsors of Terror, 

which were nations whose governments provided sanctuary to terrorist organizations, and Failed 

States, which referred to nations whose governments failed to thrive.169 Those nations which fell 

into the category of State Sponsors of Terror would include Afghanistan, Iraq, Iran, and Libya.  
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Examples of Failed States include Sudan and Somalia. Both terms provided America or its 

surrogates with justification to operate with impunity to meet the goals of the GWOT.  

The African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) is a peacekeeping initiative staffed by 

several African nations with an interest in seeing the country of Somalia free of Al-Shabaab.  

AMISOM, with Museveni and his battle-hardened Ugandan soldiers, formed in 2007 and was 

recognized by the United Nations as a peacekeeping authority. Uganda gave new meaning to the 

term peacekeeper and became AMISOM’s warhead. In the years after the founding of 

AMISOM, and with US funding and support, Ugandan peacekeepers set upon Somalia to 

completely eradicate Al-Shabaab using violence rather than peace.170   

The existence of orthodox Islamic movements in certain parts of Africa is undeniable. 

Uganda has been battling Islamic terror forces from within the Democratic Republic of Congo 

for years. Islamic State Central Africa Province, also known as the Allied Democratic Forces 

(ADF), has been wreaking havoc in that region since the 1990s, eliciting military incursions from 

Uganda and its African allies. The ADF started its operations in Uganda but was promptly 

dispelled by Museveni.171   

It is a matter of irrefutable fact that 1) the ADF fits Bush’s description of the enemy in 

the GWOT, and 2) the ADF poses a regional threat in Africa. What is not clear, in fact it is 

murky, is why the United States chooses to send billions of dollars to Uganda and other African 

countries to fight Islamic forces that represent no immediate or long-term danger to the United 

States. Could this interest in the ADF be somehow linked to America’s longstanding Africa 

policy? 

Earlier we discussed President Eisenhower’s approach to Africa designed to keep out 

Soviet influence. It appears that most subsequent presidents have followed a similar policy. In a 
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subsequent passage, the invasion of Iraq is discussed through a coherent argument that the 

pretext for the war was the stabilization of the global oil market by allowing American and 

British oil companies to drill in Iraq. What if Bush, concerned about the increased presence of 

Islamic terror organizations in Iraq, spread his GWOT to the African continent for the purpose of 

stabilization? The world can recall when President Clinton was impeded in Somalia after he sent 

American troops to assist in a United Nations Peacekeeping Mission in 1992, but the reality of 

that situation is that Bush 41 started the American presence there in December 1992.172 The 

United States had no readily identifiable interest in anything occurring in Somalia, but it is 

entirely plausible that Bush 41, followed by Clinton, felt a need to intervene to make certain the 

Soviets did not exploit the chaos caused by Islamic terror groups in Somalia, a country on the 

horn of Africa with ocean-access ports. Bush 43 might simply have been continuing that 

strategy, but now he had a justification that his two predecessors did not—the GWOT. 

Additionally, the Bush 43 administration could have been concerned about the 

stabilization of the African oil market. Some believe that the United States’ decision to include 

Africa in the GWOT was based on America’s desire to exploit African oil reserves.173 While 

there is no evidence available to indicate that the United States ever seized or claimed any 

African oil during the GWOT, it is distinctly possible that America was taking this action for the 

same reasons they invaded Iraq: stabilization of the African oil market. At the commencement of 

the GWOT, America imported 15 percent of its oil from the African market. By 2015, this had 

increased to 25 percent.174 Those percentages are quite substantial, and any disruption to supply 

without a similarly priced replacement would certainly have a disruptive effect on the United 

States economy as well as the stock market.  
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America withdrew its operational troops from Somalia in 1995, with the UN following 

suit shortly thereafter. Somalia was still in political shambles, being run regionally by warlords. 

But American influence was still very strong in that area. AMISOM, with Uganda as the lead, 

has been operating in Somalia since 2007, mostly funded by America, and since the declaration 

of the GWOT arguably acting as America’s surrogate. It is entirely plausible that Bush 43 used a 

regional stabilization through (Global) war (on Terror) policy in Africa and that policy has kept 

Russia out of African affairs, while at the same time assuring that the rising American 

dependence on African oil was not disrupted.   

The Global War on Terror-Philippines 

 

President Bush and his new administration started building the groundwork for the yet-to-

be-named Global War on Terror-Philippines (GWOT-P) in the first three months of his 

incumbency.175 Operation Enduring Freedom–Philippines (OEF-P) holds the distinction of being 

the only campaign of Operation Enduring Freedom that can claim virtually unilateral success. 

This is largely because the Philippine government had the good sense to forbid the US military 

from occupying and engaging the enemy with force.  

The United States and the Republic of the Philippines have had a relationship for almost 

125 years. The relationship can be best described as love-hate. From 1565 to 1898, for over 300 

years, the Philippines had been under the colonial control of Spain. The Philippines, an Asian 

island country, has an indigenous population dating back almost 2000 years. A country rich in its 

own culture, thriving with little or no industry to speak of, found itself like many others, 

colonized by a larger, stronger, and more civilized European nation. Spain changed the 

indigenous culture of the Philippines forever, bringing a European style of government and 

economy, the Spanish language, and religion. War was not unknown to the inhabitants of the 
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Philippines, but Spain would introduce them to modern warfare, European style. Some conflicts 

were fought between the Spanish and the indigenous Filipinos, the latter doing what most 

occupied people will do, revolt to be free. Other conflicts occurred between other European 

nations seeking the opportunity to exploit the nation.  

The Philippines became a possession of the United States in 1898 after the Spanish-

American War treaty. The Filipino people hoped the Americans would immediately grant them 

independence but were incorrect.  The Philippines was forced to settle in with their new master 

after a short but bloody war.   

The United States lost its possession to Japan at the beginning of the Pacific Theatre of 

World War II. While the Filipino resistance fighters put up an admirable fight against arguably 

their most brutal occupier, the best they could do was the best they could do, until the Americans 

recaptured the island in 1945. That same year, the Philippines became a founding member of the 

United Nations, with the following year bringing them what they had been seeking for some 500 

years—independence.  

Independence from the United States has never come without a price and that price was 

an American military presence in the form of Clark Air Force Base and Subic Bay Naval Base. 

Those bases would remain active and manned from the end of World War II until the gradual 

deterioration of relations in 1992, when the last American troops left the island.  

The various voices on either side expressed the reasons why America was asked to leave 

the Philippines. Some claim that the Filipino people grew tired of being told they were an 

independent nation when, daily, their country was occupied by a foreign military, a point well 

taken.176 Others complained about the sexualization and disrespect of the Filipino female 

population at the hands of American servicemen.177 The country was very poor, and sadly, many 
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Filipino women found that the sex industry was the only way they could feed their families, 

another point well taken.178 Whichever is true, the government of the Philippines, forever 

grateful to the United States for vanquishing the Japanese in World War II, bid the Americans 

“paalam.”  

The dismissal of the American military did not mean the end of an alliance between the 

two countries; rather the Philippines remained a strong ally of the United States, participating in 

military exercises through the years. The Philippines is a long strand of islands, some large, 

others small, that stretch from reasonable proximity to the southern end of Taiwan to within 

proximity to Malaysia. The southernmost part of the Philippines, while under government 

control, tends to be a bit lawless and very fond of its autonomy and culture.179 They do not like 

government interference and view the Philippine military as occupiers. The region is 

predominantly Muslim, not unusual given the fact that Malaysia, a predominantly Muslim 

country, is closer than Manila, the capital of the Philippines.  

In the 1990s, the southern region saw an increase in violent behavior attributed to Muslim 

fundamentalists seeking a stronger foothold for their faith, a foothold that Manila could not allow 

to exist, as some of these groups had a predisposition to acts of terror. The civil problems in the 

Philippines fit very nicely into the package of the GWOT and its mission to rid the world of 

terror groups; however, the conflict should be viewed more as a civil war, with a large group of 

anti-government inhabitants seeking to succeed from the rule of Manila.  

The deployment of Filipino troops to the region made things worse, as the indigenous 

inhabitants of the southern provinces came to see their own soldiers as an occupying force. The 

Philippine army, trained for combat for decades by the United States, used tactics rooted in blunt 

force. They knew nothing of the asymmetrical warfare challenges America and the coalition 
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learned (the hard way) in the Middle East theatre. By the turn of the millennia, the Philippine 

government reached out to a very willing America to help solve their problems.  

In his text Success in the Shadows: Operation Enduring Freedom – Philippines and the 

Global War on Terror, 2002-2015, Barry Stentiford uncovers that the Bush 43 administration 

started planning for a campaign in the Philippines six months before the September 11th 

attacks.180 Bush, as well as PNAC, were aware of the rise and activities of the two predominant 

terror groups in the area, Abu-Sayyef (ASG) and Jemaah Islamiya (Islamia) (JI), as both groups 

made a splash on the global scene in 2000.  

Abu-Sayyef, in the first four years of its existence, fit the description of a criminal 

enterprise more than that of a terrorist organization. Their preferred modus operandi was 

kidnapping for ransom. They ran a string of dozens of failed and successful kidnappings, some 

victims being westerners in the Philippines for various legitimate reasons, others being wealthy 

locals. They graduated to the big league in 2004 when they bombed a Philippine ferry, killing 

116 people.181 ASG, from time to time, committed their crimes on the world stage, as terrorists 

often do, but for the most part, they stuck to their signature form of terrorism—kidnapping for 

ransom. 

Jemaah Islamia was an entirely different brand. From the onset of their introduction to 

the world stage, their activities were clearly aimed at terrorism, and the Philippines were not the 

only victims of their violence. It was JI who was behind the infamous attacks in Bali, Indonesia, 

in 2002, which claimed over 200 innocent lives.182  

American military assistance to the Philippines, in the form of Special Operations 

advisors, started in 2001 and ended in 2014. The Philippine Army, not well trained in 

asymmetrical warfare, was more than a formidable opponent against their enemy, which had 
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inferior training and armament as well as considerably fewer soldiers. The primary problem for 

the Philippine Army was, to the great dismay of the indigenous inhabitants, that they were 

turning the southern province into a battlefield. When the Americans arrived, their rules of 

engagement (ROE) were quite different than their Middle Eastern brethren in Afghanistan. Their 

orders strictly forbade any military action against anyone. Their mission was to develop 

actionable intelligence in the region and turn it over to the Philippine Army troops. Further, they 

were tasked to train the Philippine troops in asymmetrical warfare and best-practice 

counterterrorism techniques, knowing there would be an eventual end state to their mission and 

the latter would be left to carry on without their input.  

The mission was not an overnight success, as the indigenous peoples looked at the 

Americans as co-occupiers of their land. The American Special Operations personnel, over time, 

developed strategic partnerships with the population that resulted in the passing of valuable 

actionable intelligence, which then was turned over to the Philippine army for their exploitation. 

The Philippine army chose their battles, no longer causing wanton destruction to the populace, 

who in turn saw them as defenders rather than occupiers. American forces set up a database for 

the Philippine government which in turn facilitated much-needed medical care for the region.183  

The Americans became a partner to the indigenous population by doing something the Filipino 

soldiers did not: they showed compassion. In fact, according to a report from the Rand 

Corporation, the inhabitants of the region overwhelmingly saw the utility of the American 

presence, approved of their activities, and local support for ASG dropped significantly.184  

The Philippine government went from a long period of frustration to show for their effort 

to slow and steady success. The difference in the outcome of this campaign and any other in the 

GWOT was that the US military was not released as an occupying force on an unwilling 
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indigenous population; rather, they started and ended on what many in the region viewed as a 

peacekeeping mission. Rand reports a decline in terror-related attacks from 72 in 2000 to 32 in 

2012.185   

The Philippine campaign was not without pitfalls, as seventeen American servicemen lost 

their lives in the thirteen years the mission was operational. Of those, ten died in one helicopter 

accident, and the rest by either enemy attacks (IEDS) or accidently.186 The highest American 

troop level was 1302, with the average presence being 600.187 The cost of the expedition 

averaged $50 million per year—by comparison, in 2011, GWOT in Afghanistan cost America $2 

billion a week.188    

One of the primary reasons the campaign in the Philippines worked from the start was 

because the United States had been able to employ counterterrorism methods without being 

hampered by the calamity of a bloody and violent preceding war. Counterterrorism strategies 

include methodologies that seek to disrupt or sever the influence of an enemy on the local 

population, in this case, the enemy was ASG and JI.  

You are Either with Us or Against Us 

 

“When one side only of a story is heard and often repeated, the human mind becomes impressed 

with it insensibly.”189 

—General George Washington 

 

 Who could forget those immortal words by President George W. Bush as he proclaimed, 

with those eight words, that every country and every subgroup on Earth who would not stand 

with the United States and its righteous declaration of the GWOT was an enemy? What Bush did 

with that phrase was enable, even justify, hatred toward every ethnic group, religion, and 

nationality, globally, that was perceived as being against America. According to the logic of the 

leader of the free world, anyone who opposed him for whatever reason was now an outlaw. The 
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Pope, who, right up until the invasion of Iraq, pleaded for restraint and negotiation, would now 

have to be considered against the United States of America.  

 Politicians tend to choose their words wisely, and Bush 43 was no exception. The phrase 

“You are Either with Us or Against Us” sounds eerily familiar to those who have studied the 

Bible. In the Bible, specifically Luke 9:50 and Mark 9:40, Jesus is quoted as saying: 

“…Whoever is not against you, is for you.” Did Bush come about his version of this biblical 

passage by accident, or was it created during a moment of profundity? Did he, or his advisors, 

carefully craft his quote to appeal to the religious masses on both sides of the aisle who might be 

inclined to protest America’s participation in a war with no apparent enemy? He also used it as a 

smokescreen to obscure a hidden pretext for a war in Iraq.   

 The careful selection of words and phrases is not unique to Bush 43. Most military 

engagements and large-scale exercises are labeled as “Operation…….” The invasion of Panama 

in 1989-1990 was no different. Bush 41 named that action Operation Just Cause. In this 

particular example, it appears Bush 41 purposely took one of the criteria of the United States just 

war doctrine and named a military invasion after it.  

 Bush’s moralistic call to arms was inspiring to a nation that had front-row seats to the 

slaughter which took place in Manhattan, Pennsylvania, and Washington, DC. His rationalization 

as to the morality of questioning the motives of a nation-state that might be hesitant to join a 

coalition and lose its sons and daughters recalls the writings of Friedrich Nietzsche in his book 

Beyond Good and Evil. Nietzsche theorizes, “There is no such thing as moral phenomenon, only 

moral interpretation of phenomenon.”190 Was Bush’s global call to arms to join his moral war (or 

else) a moral phenomenon or simply his moral (version) interpretation of phenomenon?  
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Nietzsche also questions, “What does an assertation say about him who makes it?”191 

Bush stated to the world, as if he had the authority to do so, that “You are either with us or 

against us.” Was Bush’s proclamation a result of anger or ‘bloodlust’? Was it an example of 

immeasurable hubris? Some critics of Bush 43 would, perhaps, agree that his assertion defined 

his intention in the GWOT.  

The next opine from Nietzsche provides insight into Bush’s statement as if he were 

addressing it personally: 

There are systems of morals which are meant to justify their author 

in the eyes of other people; other systems of morals are meant to 

tranquilize him, and make him self-satisfied; with other systems he 

wants to crucify and humble himself, with others he wishes to take 

revenge, with others to conceal himself, with others to glorify 

himself, and give superiority and distinction…192  

While the commentary here may seem unduly harsh on President Bush, it is certainly well-

deserved, as Bush mounted the bully pulpit and offered his moral imperative to justify a war 

unlike any American war waged in history. The juxtaposition of Nietzsche’s writings on good 

and evil with Bush’s moral imperative fits seamlessly since Nietzsche was a critic of the morally 

superior. Consider this Nietzsche statement on morality:  

The practice of judging and condemning morally is the favorite 

revenge of the intellectually shallow on those who are less so, it is 

also a kind of indemnity for their being so badly endowed by nature, 

and finally, it is an opportunity for acquiring spirit and becoming 

subtle malice spiritualises.193 

Bush’s statement was clearly a prejudicial condemnation of any world leader who would dare 

not stand with the United States. He gave absolutely no respect to the feelings and points of view 

of the Muslim world. His assertion forced every world leader to conduct an adjustment of their 

moral compass to make certain they were headed in the same direction as the leader of the free 

world.  

War-for-Oil: Fact or Fiction? 
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 President Bush had started a war and expected every county to agree with its goodness. 

This included the war in Iraq. While many countries decided to acquiesce to Bush’s demand to 

see the righteousness of the GWOT, many felt the opposite about the invasion of Iraq, including 

our oldest ally, France. The protests against Bush’s “War-for-Oil” broke out around the world 

almost immediately after the first shot was fired in Iraq. The administration assured Americans 

that its motives for war were just and had nothing to do with seizing Iraq’s vast oil supplies, 

despite the unavoidable truth that Vice President Dick Cheney was the CEO of Haliburton, an 

engineering and oil company now turned military contractor, before his tenure as Bush 43’s 

number two. 

 Immediately following the declaration of victory in Iraq by President Bush on May 1, 

2003, American and British oil companies were awarded contracts to drill for Iraqi oil, fueling 

the war-for-oil conspiracy. Haliburton was one of the oil companies that benefited from these 

contracts.194 Haliburton entered the miliary-contracting business in 2000, the year Cheney left 

the company, as the second largest military contractor in the United States.195 By 2003, 

Haliburton had jumped up to the seventh largest military contractor in the United States, a rather 

impressive feat. The Times further reported that while Haliburton won competitive bidding 

contracts for various engineering and sustenance-based services, they also benefitted from no-bid 

oil contracts.196    

 Profiteering through war was nothing new to America, nor was the concept of conducting 

military action to secure American oil interests overseas. Dating back to 1914, the American 

military had been used in Mexico (over a decade after the hostilities of the Spanish-American 

War ended) to secure Tampico for United States oil interests. Over ten years later in China, 

American military might helped secure Standard Oil’s interests in China.197 At least one-tenth of 
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the world’s oil supply lay under Iraqi sand at the onset of the war.198 As the war progressed, 

Bush pointed to the fact that neither America nor its coalition partners had seized any of Iraq’s 

oil fields for their own use. Surely the protesters were wrong in their assumptions. If America 

had any intentions of taking Iraq’s oil, it could have done it at any time. But the protesters were 

not wrong in theory. The war in Iraq was in fact for oil. The United States and its closest 

coalition partner, the United Kingdom, embarked on this campaign to assure the stabilization of 

the oil industry in the Middle East.199  

Political Stabilization through War and the Spoils of War 

 

 While immoral and unethical, historically, conquering armies engaged in the procurement 

of the “spoils of war.” Pillaging was not at all uncommon upon defeat. A bit rude, even 

unchristian, but not uncommon. New York Senator William Marcy said it best in 1828 when he 

coined the phrase, “To the victor, belong the spoils.”200 

 While the term is more commonly associated with individual soldiers pilfering items of 

value to which they had no legitimate claim, there are also examples of nation-states helping 

themselves to treasures. The Nazi regime was infamous for stealing artwork and various artifacts 

from their rightful owners and guardians. To date, there are still artifacts being discovered and 

returned to their rightful place. But goods and commodities are not the only spoils of war. Land, 

even nations, have fallen victim to the words in Marcy’s phrase.  

In post-World War I Europe, the Republic of Germany was not only forced to cede land 

to Poland, France, and Czechoslovakia, it was required to turn over constructive control to many 

of their colonies throughout the world to Great Britain, South Africa, Japan, and Belgium. 

Germany had previously enjoyed an annual revenue stream from each of these colonies, but 

because they had lost the war, the spoils were divided up by the conquerors.  
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Post-World War II Europe saw Germany bisected, the East controlled by the Soviets, and 

the West controlled by America. These two “Germanies” were recognized as individual nation-

states, though East Germany was arguably under the total control of the Soviet Union.  

After Japan and Russia fought to a virtual stalemate in the early part of the twentieth 

century, the terms of ending the war were mediated by President Theodore Roosevelt. Japan had 

been successful in seizing Korea, Southern Manchuria, and the Sakhalin Island. Roosevelt 

brokered peace through the Treaty of Portsmouth which allowed Japan to continue to control 

Korea and Southern Manchuria as well as the southern territory of Sakhalin Island. But territory 

was not the only spoil of war.  

Just before World War I, the British floated a plan to nationalize the oil company which 

would someday be renamed British Petroleum (BP) for the procurement of fuel for their military. 

Vast oil reserves had just been discovered in Iraq, then called Mesopotamia.201 Just eleven days 

after the British state acquired 51 percent of Anglo-Persian (BP), World War I erupted. Post-

World War I saw Great Britain claim Mesopotamia as a colony, thereby giving British Petroleum 

a claim to Iraqi oil.  

In the years following the World Wars, petroleum became a commodity traded on the 

market, its value per barrel set by supply and demand. Western democracies slowed the practice 

of colonization and the subsequent raping of natural resources as countries such as Iraq and Iran 

became more westernized. As with all other traded commodities, the price of petroleum is 

sensitive to fluctuations driven by political and economic stimulators. For decades, starting with 

the United Nations Plan 181, which gave birth to the recognition of the State of Israel, the 

Middle East region has suffered long periods of destabilization. Petroleum is very sensitive to the 
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political destabilization of the region, and therefore, the West has a vested interest in maintaining 

political stability.  

 Saddam Hussein was universally seen as a destabilizing figure in the region, so much so 

that his neighboring nations disliked him greatly. Iran fought a decade-long war against him. The 

United States and its allies had long feared that his unpredictable behavior threatened their long-

term petroleum policies. Their hubris led them to believe they could stabilize the region by 

stabilizing Iraqi politics. Their method for stabilizing Iraqi politics was to invade the country, 

depose its unstable leader, and replace the form of government with a liberal democracy. The 

end state of this plan was the stabilization of Iraq’s blossoming oil industry.  

Saddam Hussein cared little about the free market economy. Supply and demand 

represented nothing to him. The oil under the Iraqi desert belonged to Iraq; in other words, it 

belonged to him. While Bush, Cheney, and Tony Blair (the United Kingdom’s prime minister) 

were not planning to stick a pump in the ground and start filling up containers onto ships and 

sailing them to their respective countries, they did in fact want the spoils of war for American 

and British oil companies. The plan, while not quite as nefarious as Bush and Cheney lining their 

pockets, was questionable, to say the least. Iraq was a sovereign nation, and while Saddam 

Hussein was arguably unstable, was it moral to invade a sovereign nation you were not at war 

with simply to stabilize petroleum prices? 

Great Britain and America apparently thought so, and they set upon their plan to place 

American and British oil companies in Iraq and cede operational control of the Iraqi oil market to 

these companies to pump Iraqi oil for sale to the West at a fair market value.202 The oil would not 

be taken; rather, western oil companies would be controlling the supply as a surrogate to Iraq, 
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since the latter could not be trusted to do so in a manner that would stabilize the oil industry in 

the Middle East.   

 The United States and its allies could have taken whatever they wanted. America is the 

800-pound gorilla, and as we know, the 800-pound gorilla gets anything it wants. But to his 

credit, if any credit can be found in this foreign policy disaster, Bush chose not to seize and 

nationalize, in the name of freedom, Iraq’s oil fields. What he opted for wasn’t much better. With 

the Iraq oil fields now operationally under the control of America and Great Britain’s oil 

companies, Bush was on the precipice of stabilizing the oil supply in the Middle East. However, 

it was problematic since the Iraqi government was refusing to pass into law legislation that 

would codify foreign governance of their oil industry. 203 

 Days, weeks, and months went by, with the Iraqi government fighting the very notion 

that foreign oil companies should be in control of Iraqi oil. They put up a good fight, and 

eventually, Bush and Blair were forced to settle for Western oil companies to do basically the 

same thing but under contract from the Iraqi government. Greg Muttitt asserts that the 30,000-

person coalition “surge,” portrayed to bring an end to the sectarian violence in Iraq, was 

undertaken first to shore up the US allies in the Iraqi government, many of whom were 

implicated in sectarian violence, and second, to pressure them to deliver political “benchmarks” 

by passing a law restructuring the Iraqi oil industry in favor of foreign oil companies.204 

 Both Bush and Cheney had an inarguable tie to the oil industry. They never tried to hide 

it, nor did they try to hide the fact that oil production and resourcing were at the top of their 

agenda. One of the first priorities Bush addressed was America’s reliance on oil. He convened 

the National Energy Policy Development Group (NEPDG), which, with Cheney at its helm, 

created the National Energy Policy (NEP) of May 2001. The NEP made specific 
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recommendations designed to meet five goals: 1) Modernize conservation, 2) Modernize US 

energy infrastructure, 3) Increase energy supplies, 4) Accelerate the protection and improvement 

of the environment, and 5) Increase US energy security. Many of the policy recommendations 

focused on ensuring that the United States maintained access to supplies abroad.205 America 

could have, with cooperation from Congress, addressed the first of the four NEP goals, but the 

fifth recommendation ties directly into the recommendation that the United States maintain 

access to supplies abroad, and to meet that goal, America would have to stabilize the foreign 

market.  

America was entering its seventh year of Saddam Hussein’s policy of impediment 

regarding the UN-sanctioned inspection process. America was growing tired of his antics, and 

the attacks on September 11th opened a door through which Bush could drive a tank, a door 

which led to stabilization of the oil market by wresting control from an unstable dictator through 

an unjust war. But perhaps there was more of a method to the Administration’s madness.  

There is a historical precedent that suggests that the nation that can remain strong and 

unified during a time of war, when surrounding nations fall into chaos, can exploit that chaos and 

become a dominant regional force. Take, for example, the Thirty Years’ War, fought from 1618-

1648, waged primarily for religious dominance in Europe. France’s Catholic Cardinal de 

Richelieu saw an opportunity for France to become the dominant European force after years of 

regional war among nation-states and groups. Richelieu understood that his nation would be 

forced into subordination to the Austrians should the attacks on Protestantism successfully cause 

its downfall. Even though he was a pious man, he felt that the nation was more important than 

the religious implications of supporting the smaller, weaker Protestant nations. He remarked that 

the nation was not immortal, while the soul of man lived on forever in heaven.206 His strategic 
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foreign policy, which lasted over two hundred years, kept France safe by supporting the chaos 

which was being perpetrated upon Austria. A disorganized Europe was in the best interests of 

France.  Once European chaos disappeared, France was no longer preeminent on the continent.207  

With the United States firmly entrenched in Afghanistan, much to the dismay of 

neighboring Iran, America could now move to stabilize Iraq. Bush’s ultimatum was bound to 

alienate many in Muslim countries, and that alienation could create chaos. If America could 

stabilize two of the largest nations in the region while some of the other countries which might 

be predisposed to support Iran if for no other reason but religious purposes fell into a state of 

chaos, it could exert regional dominance—much how France did during the Thirty Years War.  
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Chapter Five 

 

Could the GWOT be Considered a Just War? 

 

“If a war is to be just, the warring state must intend only what is just, and the aim of the war must 

be to set right certain specific injustices. That is, the righting of wrong done must be a sufficient 

condition on which peace will be made.”208 

         —G. E. M. Anscombe 

 While G. E. M. Anscombe was not writing about the GWOT, her opinion is as relevant 

now as it was during the time about which she wrote in. Was the intention of the United States 

GWOT just, according to Anscombe? If only it was that easy to answer. The variables related to 

the start of the GWOT are convoluted, to say the least. Let’s compare Anscombe’s version of a 

just war to Bush’s Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF). 

An argument can be made that the United States “intended only what is just” regarding 

the incursion into Afghanistan. The AQ group is a terrorist organization that has enjoyed state 

sponsorship, a freelance organization with its own leadership hierarchy. The United States did 

not commit one definable act of aggression toward AQ that would justify its attacks on 

September 11th (or any previous attack for that matter). The United States acted not only in self-

defense by attacking AQ in locations where it was known to operate but also in defense of any 

state that had been victimized by that organization. Therefore, America’s intention for the 

incursion into Afghanistan to destroy AQ and kill or capture bin Laden could be argued as just.  

 Next, “Is the aim of the GWOT to set right certain specific injustices?” The al Qaeda 

terrorist group has been victimizing citizens of the world for years. Not only is America just in 

righting the injustices levied on the nation by AQ, but it is also just in righting injustices to other 

states (victims).  

 Lastly, “the righting of wrong done must be a sufficient condition on which peace will be 

made.” From the onset of the GWOT, the Bush administration made it clear to the world that if 
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any terrorist group, terrorist state sponsor, or terrorist state renounced terrorism, all would be 

forgiven. That statement was not an empty promise. Libya had most, if not all, its punitive 

restrictions removed quickly after it renounced terrorism.   

The Obama Administration’s stated intention was that America would leave Afghanistan 

in 2014 under conditions upon which peace would prevail.209 Both Bush’s and Obama’s 

American GWOT objective was to see a peaceful Afghanistan. Though it would be difficult 

given the twenty-year military presence, their intention was right. But the GWOT does not begin 

and end with Afghanistan.  

The conflict in Iraq is much more complex. The decision to invade Iraq fails to meet any 

criteria in Anscombe’s statement. Rather than break down Anscombe’s statement in the same 

manner as Afghanistan, the point is more easily made by rewriting it to describe the Iraq war: 

The war was not just, the warring state never intended it to be just, 

and the aim of the war was never to set right certain specific 

injustices. That is, there was no wrong to be righted, and peace 

already existed.  

To be fair, America has left Iraq to grow into its own liberal democracy. America has not 

sought to, nor will it seek to, occupy Iraq, as most of the world thought it would. America did, in 

fact, make certain American and British oil companies feathered their nests before withdrawing, 

but America did not turn Iraq into an American colony. But regardless of the outcome, one 

cannot ignore the means taken by America.  

Noted philosopher Immanuel Kant opined on war, as most philosophers do. Kant was not 

against war, rather he was against war being waged for improper reasons. For Kant, a war waged 

based on a position of goodwill was acceptable. Kant believed in the righteousness of liberal 

democracy and supported wars aimed at supplanting dictatorships and monarchies. To Kant, this 

action (war) constituted goodwill, claiming: “The only thing that is good without qualification or 
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restriction is goodwill.”210 That is to say, goodwill alone in all circumstances is an absolute or 

unconditioned good. It may also be described as the only thing that is good in itself, good 

independently of its relation to other things.”211 Does Bush 43’s Global War on Terror meet the 

standard of goodwill in Kant’s philosophical theory? Does Kant’s statement complicate the just 

war argument? Is it possible to claim and maintain goodwill in a military operation, started under 

questionable circumstances, in which innocent civilians become collateral damage?  

In an address to Congress nine days after the attacks, President George W. Bush said, 

“Our war on terror will not end until every terrorist group of global reach has been found, 

stopped, and defeated.”212  Bush started the GWOT shortly thereafter with the incursion into 

Afghanistan. The AQ group had been terrorizing the world for years. They indiscriminately 

killed men, women, and children non-combatants. They rationalized their murderous sprees by 

incorrectly citing Islamic law. Would Kant agree with the Bush and Obama administrations that 

there was in fact goodwill in the decision to rid the world of terrorist groups so that the children 

of the world could prosper in peace? If so, then he would also forgive the atrocities created by 

this war since, in his own words, this goodwill is “good in itself, independently” of its relation to 

other things (atrocities). If the incursion into Afghanistan was initiated for the purpose of 

goodwill, it would arguably meet Kant’s standards.  

Again, the Iraq War is different. Bush did not act in goodwill; in fact, he exhibited bad 

will. His invasion of Iraq was predicated upon a lie and wrought with hidden pretext, none of 

which could be remotely interpreted as goodwill. Kant’s rationalization of a war waged in 

goodwill could never be applied to the invasion of Iraq, as Kant would view a lie as the opposite 

of goodwill.  
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A War by Any Other Name 

 

The GWOT was not a single war but a broad, overarching doctrine adopted by the Bush 

43 administration that encompassed any number of past, present, and future military initiatives, 

all of which were, are, or shall be undertaken to reduce the threat of terrorist attacks against the 

United States. But is the GWOT a war? It’s inarguable that the invasion of the sovereign 

Republic of Iraq was not a war. Conversely, it is the remaining military action throughout the 

world which should be questioned.  

Ralph B. Potter argues that 

War is not merely a descriptive term employed to inform us that 

violent deaths are occurring between two organized antagonists. It 

is also a legal term, indicating a state of hostility in which certain 

rules and relations ordinarily obtaining between parties or states 

have been suspended.213  

What Potter means is that war is not the stereotype of two Armies facing one another on 

the battlefield; victory going to the last man standing. It extends from the battlefield into 

philosophical differences between parties or states. If Potter’s definition of war is acceptable, 

then the GWOT, even absent of Iraq, was in fact a war.  

Now that the basis to accept the GWOT as a war has been presented, a further analysis of 

it is used in the criteria in Appendix 1.     

Competent Authority 

 

This criterion is satisfied by the fact that Bush, as President of the United States, was 

empowered to conduct military operations to protect American lives and interests.  He declared 

the Global War on Terror after America was attacked.   

Just Cause 
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 It is this criterion where it becomes problematic for the Bush administration. Bush 

declared a Global War on Terror. Then, he set upon a series of campaigns in multiple locations 

for reasons he stated were the same, but which research has debunked.  

Looking at the GWOT from the beginning, and giving the administration the benefit of 

any doubt, the hostilities in Afghanistan could be considered just, as they met the war definition 

standard argued by Potter as well as Zajac and Strauss in their standards of both preventative and 

preemptive attacks.214 America had been attacked and was retaliating because it feared both 

imminent and inevitable additional attacks. The Taliban had allowed al Qaeda to operate training 

camps unabated throughout their country, and America was correct in fearing that the training 

being undertaken was to enhance the terrorists’ abilities to conduct further attacks. 

During a speech on September 20, 2001, Bush compared these rogue groups to “fascists, 

Nazis, and totalitarians” who possessed “murderous ideologies.” These murderous ideologies 

were directed at the United States, and the Bush administration was not obligated to sit around 

and wait until the enemy attacked again. The enemy, by the very nature of its organization, is 

asymmetrical. It does not have its own country which could be invaded. Rather, it has 

relationships with state sponsors of terrorism and had demonstrated its ability and will to exploit 

these relationships to further its terroristic intent. Since the Taliban, the de-facto ruler of large 

regions of Afghanistan, refused to deny refuge to the enemy, the Bush Administration could be 

viewed as justified in changing the regimes and empowering replacements that would not harbor 

terrorists. 

The invasion of Iraq is an entirely different story. Consider the following timeline 

research has uncovered regarding events leading up to the invasion of Iraq: 
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• In 1997 Paul Wolfowitz coauthored an article in the Weekly Standard with Zalmay 

Kalilzad titled “Overthrow Him.”215  

• The NEOCON group Project for the New American Century (PNAC) formed in 1997, 

four years before September 11th and six years before the invasion of Iraq. The group is 

comprised of such notable public figures as Donald Rumsfeld, Dick Cheney, L. Scooter 

Libby, Paul Wolfowitz, and Richard Perle.216 Each of these figures was an important 

foreign policy maker in Bush 43’s administration.  

• In 1998, Donald Rumsfeld and Paul Wolfowitz drafted a letter demanding an incursion 

into Iraq and sent it to President Clinton.217  

• In 1998, while attending a function with the British Ambassador to the United States, 

Wolfowitz, then Dean of the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, 

commented that “We should invade Iraq, seize the oilfields…”218  Wolfowitz had 

reportedly been seeking alliances with influential people in Washington to support his 

idea to invade Iraq for at least ten years before the invasion.219  

• Then-candidate Bush, reportedly not at all interested in nation-building, proclaimed at a 

1999 debate in New Hampshire concerning Saddam Hussein “I’d take ‘em out – I’m 

surprised he’s still there.”220  

• Shortly after victory in the 2000 election, Bush and Cheney form their foreign policy 

team consisting of Donald Rumsfeld (Secretary of Defense), Scooter Libby (Chief of 

Staff to the Vice President), Paul Wolfowitz (Deputy Secretary of Defense), and Richard 

Perle (Assistant Secretary of Defense for Global Strategic Affairs)—all former members 

of the NEOCON group Project for the New American Century (PNAC). 
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• In the first ten days of his administration, Bush started planning for the invasion and 

occupation of Iraq. This would be almost eight months before September 11 and more 

than two years before the invasion.221  

• Two days before the 9/11 attacks, Bush 43 was “presented with a draft of a National 

Security Presidential Directive (NSPD) outlining a global campaign of military, 

diplomatic, and intelligence action targeting al Qaeda.”222  

• Just months after the September 11th attacks during a meeting with such noted American 

clerics, including Reverend Franklin Graham, Cardinal Bernard Law, and Muslim scholar 

Hamza Yusef Hanson, Bush uttered the sentence “I am having trouble controlling my 

bloodlust.”223  

• At Bush’s direction, Rumsfeld began reviewing existing invasion plans for Iraq in late 

September 2001.224  

• By March of 2002, a full year before the invasion of Iraq and only six months after the 

September 11 attacks, Bush sends Cheney to brief certain Arab states as to the 

possibility.225  

• In 2001, the United States receives unproven information about an operational 

relationship between Saddam Hussein and al Qaeda. Wolfowitz seized the opportunity to 

direct certain intelligence assets to confirm this report.226 For the next eighteen months, 

the United States fails to corroborate that information, the CIA finding that while there 

was clearly a supportive connection between Saddam Hussein and several terrorist 

organizations, “connections between Iraq and AQ were remarkably thin.”227  

• During his 2002 State of the Union Address Bush identifies Iraq as one of three members 

of the Axis of Evil. 
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• By September 2002, the administration would revert back to a vigorous assertion that 

Iraq possessed WMD.228  

• On January 9, 2003, Hans Blix, United Nations Inspector in Iraq, reported to the UN that 

he failed to find a “smoking gun” that would indicate Iraq was actively involved in 

creating, maintaining, or obtaining WMD.   

• During Bush’s 2003 State of the Union Address, he proclaimed that Saddam Hussein was 

attempting to purchase significant amounts of uranium from Africa.229  

•  Within months this statement was debunked when one of the inspectors who was 

responsible for conducting nuclear capability inspections determined the letter 

intelligence was depending on for its authenticity was a forgery.230  

• Hans Blix noted publicly that over 400 inspections were conducted of Iraqi WMD 

possession and delivery capabilities without a single episode of impediment, calling into 

question Bush’s previous claims that Hussein’s stonewalling of the inspectors was an 

indicator of guilt.231  

• Post-invasion, the Bush administration blamed the failure to find WMD in Iraq on faulty 

intelligence. The CIA intelligence lead in Iraq, Sam Faddis, disagreed, claiming that the 

CIA’s intelligence was accurate: they never claimed, before the invasion, that Saddam 

Hussein possessed WMD.232 It was never a case of faulty intelligence; it was a clear case 

of faulty direction at the highest level of the Bush administration.  

The invasion of Iraq could never fit the description of just cause. Even when applying the true 

reason for the war, the stabilization of the Iraq oil market, this criterion is not satisfied.  

Bush’s GWOT in Africa took on a completely different look, as he used surrogates to 

accomplish his end state, whatever that true end state was. Research presented here has discussed 
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the GWOT in sub-Saharan Africa, acknowledging the presence of global terrorists on the 

continent. But rather than send American troops to war, Bush followed a longstanding policy of 

funding African nations such as Uganda to conduct America’s bidding.233 US interest in 

including Africa in the GWOT may have been based on a desire to exploit its oil reserves.234 

Exploitation can take many faces, and while there is no evidence available to indicate that the 

United States ever seized or claimed any African oil during the GWOT, it is distinctly possible 

that America was taking this action for the same reasons they invaded Iraq: stabilization of the 

oil market.   

For these reasons, and giving America the benefit of the doubt, there was certainly strategic 

value in keeping terrorists from gaining too much power in Africa, thereby hampering those 

terrorists in forming an unholy alliance with Russia. The GWOT in Africa could be seen as 

having just cause.   

The military activities in the Philippines were arguably the only truly successful endeavor of 

the GWOT. No American forces fought, and there were minimal casualties (minimal is still 

unacceptable and unnecessary). The Philippines, while not being overrun by terrorist 

organizations, still lacked adequate military counterterrorism capabilities to wrest control of their 

southern provinces from the hands of terror groups that had been successful in turning the local 

populace away from the Philippine government and toward their cause. America’s response was 

measured, effective, and started with just cause.  

Proportionality 

  

Coalition human assets were much better trained in warfare and as such could further 

minimize civilian casualties. Weapons were employed to strike military targets while minimizing 
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civilian casualties. American military rules of engagement (ROE) were immediately adjusted to 

minimize collateral damage. 

All Peaceful Alternatives Must Have Been Exhausted 

 

The Taliban had been warned to 1) turn over or provide the whereabouts of the 

mastermind of the September 11th attacks, UBL, and 2) deny AQ the use of its country for 

terrorist training camps. They were defiant for two months. It is indeterminable if a deadline was 

ever set or when that deadline was. It is also indeterminable if the Bush administration started 

OEF in Afghanistan because an attack was imminent or inevitable. For these reasons it would be 

fair to acknowledge that Bush attacked AQ in October 2001 after all peaceful alternatives had 

been exhausted.  

Iraq was a different story. None of the stated reasons for the invasion of Iraq have ever 

proven to be valid; in fact, they have all been completely disproven. Without the ability to fulfill 

the just cause criterion, there could never be a situation where all peaceful alternatives could 

have been exhausted. Even playing devil’s advocate by assuming Saddam Hussein might have 

been hiding WMD and had the capabilities to employ them, the UN inspectors themselves stated 

that Iraq had not been stonewalling inspections.  

Lastly, Henry Allen Stephenson very keenly acknowledges the difficulty of either side 

knowing what “last” is. He quotes Walzer, who concluded in Just and Unjust Wars: “We can 

never reach lastness, or we can never know that we reached it. There is always something more 

to do: Another diplomatic note, another UN resolution, another meeting.”235  

While Walzer may be correct in his assertion that “we can never reach lastness,” we 

certainly can tell that with regards to Bush’s decision to invade Iraq on March 20, 2003, America 

was still quite a distance from lastness.  
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In sub-Saharan Africa, there is no evidence that any negotiations between the United 

States and any of the number of targets in Africa attempted to exhaust any peaceful means to 

avoid conflict. The United States knew who needed to be targeted and relied on its surrogates to 

accomplish that task.  

In the Philippines, the belligerents were never at war with America. There was no 

negotiation to avoid American involvement; rather the Philippine government asked America for 

help. In OEF-P, this criterion could not have been met by America because it was not obligatory.  

A Right Intention on the Part of the Just Belligerent 

 

This criterion is very subjective, as it automatically breeds conflicting perceptions 

between the nation taking the military action and anyone else who might be standing in 

judgment. In the just cause criterion, the hostilities in Afghanistan could be considered just, as 

they met the war definition standard argued by Potter as well as Zajack and Strauss in their 

standards of both preventative and preemptive attacks.  Bush’s intention was to rid the world of 

terrorism starting with the murderous criminal enterprise of al Qaeda in Afghanistan. His 

intention could be viewed as right. 

 Regarding Iraq, discounting Bush’s preposterous stated good intentions of the invasion 

can draw a singular conclusion: the invasion does not meet this criterion. As stated, Bush’s 

reasons for the invasion were not truthful. They were a pretext. Plans to invade Iraq preceded 

Bush’s inauguration by almost four years. A pretext to stabilize the Iraq oil industry by 

supplanting the control with American and British oil companies had been planned by the PNAC 

before the inauguration. The United States and its closest coalition partner, the United Kingdom, 

embarked on this campaign to assure the stabilization of the oil industry in the Middle East.236 

Even if the assertion that the war centered on the stability of the Iraqi oil industry was untrue; 
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everything publicly stated about the war by the belligerent who started it was a lie. The terms 

“lie” and “right intention” cannot coexist in the same sentence. The lie immediately makes the 

statement that the lie created the wrong intention.   

 Sticking to General Eisenhower’s example of management of African foreign affairs had 

well served every president since.237 Regardless of the use of surrogates to accomplish the task of 

vanquishing the world of terrorism, if America’s activities in Africa kept the Russians off the 

continent, the intentions could be considered right.  

 The Philippine government was on the verge of a civil war in the Southern Philippines. 

They asked America for help and insisted on setting the ROE. America obliged and assisted the 

Philippines in averting a regional civil war with minimal bloodshed. All American campaigns 

should be conducted with these intentions.  
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Chapter Six 

Could the GWOT Have Been Avoided? 

“I shall constantly bear in mind, that as the sword was the last resort for the preservation of our 

liberties so it ought to be the first thing laid aside, when those liberties are firmly established.”238 

 

—General George Washington 

 

 The short answer: yes. Take away all the pretext, all the ill-intent, all the corruption, and 

the GWOT could have been avoided easily by parties willing to engage in serious dialog and 

rational restraint. It would have been tough to swallow the fact that UBL murdered thousands 

and the United States did not avenge their deaths immediately, but patience could have avoided 

bloodshed, and UBL would eventually have been brought to justice. But, seven days after the 

attack, Bush signed a law authorizing the United States to use force against those responsible for 

the attacks on September 11th. He also threatened anyone who was providing safe haven to UBL 

and AQ. The threat was clearly aimed directly at the Taliban, who were undeniably providing 

safe haven for AQ and possibly for UBL. Less than one month after the September 11th attacks, 

the bombs started flying.  

Even looking at the situation objectively, how much dialog between America and the 

Taliban could possibly have taken place in less than a month? And if any had taken place, would 

America have decided not to invade? Daniel Bynum suggests that at one point during the Afghan 

war the Taliban had sought peace negotiations and was rebuffed by the United States.239 Good-

faith negotiations aimed at averting war have a long history of success. America has been able to 

avoid war with such antagonistic countries as Russia, the former Soviet Union, Cuba, China, and 

North Korea by choosing to discuss differences rather than fight to the death to resolve them.  

An interesting prospective foe should have been Pakistan. Remember, Bush threatened 

the same fate to any country that was harboring UBL or AQ. Bin Laden was found in Pakistan, 
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living in plain view, quite comfortably and remarkably unmolested by the authorities, yet 

Pakistan did not suffer the same fate as AQ. If America could choose, and it did, to give Pakistan 

a pass, then why not the Taliban?  

The Holy See, Pope John Paul II, pleaded for more dialog aimed at avoiding bloodshed in 

Iraq right up until the waning hours before the invasion of Iraq.  Ecclesiastical statements exist 

showing that John Paul II implored the United States to settle its grievance with Iraq through 

negotiation and that on March 5, 2003, as well as March 20, 2003, the day of the invasion, the 

Pontiff’s envoys were still pushing for a peaceful resolution.240  

The United States is not responsible for September 11th, nor did we deserve to be 

attacked by radical criminals. Violence when trying to justify a grievance is never the answer, 

and it will never be. It is a distortion of the Rule of Law under which American domestic policy 

exists. Anger and nationalism certainly could justify retaliatory or preventative military action, 

but was the military action we saw necessary, or were we just part and parcel to Bush’s 

bloodlust? 

The United States is the most powerful entity on Earth, capable of bringing any number 

of countries to their knees using sanctions. Just like no country could stop America from 

imposing its military will on them, no country could stop America from imposing sanctions. The 

imposition of sanctions against the Taliban might very well have resulted in military 

engagement, but America seemingly had no interest in sanctions. The 800-pound gorilla is 

always viewed as the bully when starting a fight. 

 Only the inner sanctum of the Bush administration knows for sure if anything other than 

a global war was discussed as an option, but if it was, they did a great job of keeping that from 

the American public. President Bush never fully stood behind one reason for the war. The 
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existence of multiple justifications implies deceit. There are always differing opinions on how to 

proceed in every situation. There are always multiple versions of what is perceived to be the 

truth. In the case of the September 11th attacks, that truth is that criminals with distorted views of 

Islam killed thousands of innocent civilians. There will never be justification for their action. But 

their actions did not justify the hundreds of thousands of lives lost since then as a direct or 

indirect consequence of the GWOT. Could there have been another course of action America 

chose? The US military has a process called the Military Decision-Making Process (MDMP). 

Within the MDMP is a provision that requires commanders to create multiple courses of action 

for each mission and compare them to identify the one that best fits the mission objectives. Each 

course of action requires comparisons of suitability, feasibility, acceptability, distinguishability, 

and completeness. Did the Bush Administration assess multiple courses of action and then decide 

upon the one which would result in turning our backs on trying to reach “lastness” with the 

Taliban, choosing to attack as soon as the plan was ready? 

The United States was born of conflict. Rebellion against an oppressive monarchy 

resulted in the loss of life on both sides, including collateral damage to civilians. The Thirteen 

Colonies attempted in vain to reach agreements with Great Britain regarding taxes and tariffs but 

were left consistently frustrated. There were many, including George Washington, who were not 

proponents of war and negotiated with Great Britain to allow the Colonies to cede from the 

empire and form their own union. But in the end, war was the only option left for Americans 

who wanted true freedom.  

 Researchers commonly discover scholarly claims about specific situations varying as 

much as 180 degrees in the opposite direction. The recent chaos in the medical community 

regarding COVID-19 is a contemporary example of contradictory expert opinion. Sometimes it 
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is impossible to decide who is right or wrong. Sometimes, it is not as clear-cut as right or wrong. 

Perception varies based on one’s viewpoint. A different viewpoint does not make an adversary 

wrong and the other right.  

Negotiation and the Reliance on Interpretation 

Through the Hermeneutical Approach 

 

The hermeneutical approach to interpretation teaches us that despite our steadfast reliance 

on what we perceive to be inalienable truths, like “If you’re not with us, you’re against us,” any 

truth is always open to interpretation. Bush 43’s lack of openness to interpretation while devising 

his coalition partner’s parameters for the GWOT has left a legacy that has rendered the American 

public unable, at times, to interpret an incident from any point of view other than ‘Islam must be 

the enemy.’ 

As a case in point, the recent suicide bombing in Nashville on December 25, 2020 is a 

prime example. The morning after the bombing, the author arrived at work to be greeted by staff 

members, all seasoned police officers and firefighters, who advised that “They blew up Nashville 

last night.” ‘They,’ meaning terrorist. Recent history has taught us that rushing to judgment on 

anything related to a terrorist attack is not prudent, so the author researched the bombings. 

Several colleagues, most of whom were highly educated, jumped to the conclusion that the 

bombing was conducted by Islamic terrorists. Many of them wanted blood. Shortly thereafter, we 

found out who “they” were: a lone white male with no religious ties, ample psychological 

baggage, and a large bomb.  

President Bush had gone out of his way to stress to the American public that Islam was 

neither the problem nor the target of the GWOT. Still, the constant bombardment of targets who 

shared the same religious belief has rendered many reasonable people unable to interpret any 

situation involving an explosion as anything other than an act perpetrated by a follower of Islam. 
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This phenomenon was evidenced several years ago when an active-duty Army officer, 

Major Nidal Hassan, shot several people on an Army base in Fort Hood, Texas. President Obama 

was reluctant to brand this an act of terror. He was eviscerated for his decision. In the end, 

Obama was correct not to label this shooting an act of terror. There was never any proof the 

shooter acted at the behest of a rogue nation-state or terrorist organization.  

Hermeneutics is the threat of tyranny, totalitarianism, and terror in politics, and it is 

essential to democracy because anyone adhering to the tenets of hermeneutics when trying to 

determine the right course of action in life will be forced to acknowledge that they may not be 

correct in their opinion.241 Nobody likes to consider they are wrong, but hermeneutical thought 

provides for discourse without anyone being truly wrong or truly right. It respects a different 

perspective and requires the ability to hold one’s ego in check. The hermeneutical approach to 

interpretation is the archenemy of mob violence, of jumping to conclusions and overreacting. It 

tempers all responses in both important decisions and the mundane.242 Let’s interpret John 

Caputo’s statement on hermeneutics rather than just jumping to a conclusion that he is right or 

wrong: Hermeneutics “is the threat of tyranny, totalitarianism, and terror in politics.”243  

George W. Bush gave us the immortal, “You are either with us, or you’re against us.” He 

provided little or no data to substantiate that claim, leaving those nations who were not signed on 

to going to war against something other than a nation-state to worry that they would be the next 

target bombed if they failed to acquiesce. Busch made a statement that would embark all 

participants, willing or forced, upon a path of devastation, death, and destruction and that failed 

to provide any interpretation of that statement. Looking at a situation from the point of view of 

all those affected is the foundation of the hermeneutical approach to interpretation. Did Bush 

consider the points of view of every country that had a grievance, real or imagined, against the 
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United States? Could Bush’s statement be considered a terroristic threat? The retaliatory strikes 

against global terror had already begun. Presumably, those targets were groups or nations that 

were against the United States. The point of view of most, if not all, predominately Muslim 

nations could arguably have been they were next if not declaratively with Bush. 

Bush’s reaction to the attacks on our country and subsequent statement seemingly lacked 

any objective interpretation of the gravity of telling countries that the perception of the United 

States regarding how that country felt (partnering) was more important than how any of those 

countries actually felt.  

This comparison of Bush’s statement to Caputo’s quote is not meant to imply that Bush 

was a tyrant, a totalitarian leader, or a terrorist. It was simply meant to illustrate that Bush’s 

decision to start a war by forcing the hands of America’s allies, even those like Great Britain and 

Australia who have always been supportive militarily, was ill-conceived at best. There is 

reasonable evidence offered that the Bush administration had done its due diligence and taken 

into account the perception of his potential allies before making such a broad, overarching 

statement, but this cannot be completely determined. It does appear that Bush was trying to force 

the formation of a coalition by any means necessary, even by making a veiled threat against 

those who were not with America. Leaders should never have to threaten anyone to gain 

conformity. Leadership is influence, and an effective, credible leader gets people to follow 

because they choose to follow. Perhaps if the West took the time to understand a terrorist’s 

perspective, it could assist in averting more disasters. Hermeneutical interpretation allows for 

analysis of both sides of the argument, not necessarily acceptance, rather a respectful 

acknowledgment of the existence of a point of view.  
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It would be fruitless to interpret AQs actions on September 11th in any way other than the 

outcome—mass murder. They were one organization that no longer needed to exist. But what if 

the Bush administration had engaged in meaningful talks with the Taliban, who they accused of 

harboring UBL and other terror organizations, to see why they were doing so and what it would 

take for them not to continue? Neither the Taliban nor the nation of Afghanistan participated 

directly or indirectly in the attacks. The United States acted in a grossly subjective manner and 

attacked a sovereign country, possibly without ever attempting to open a dialog to learn their 

point of view. Again, it is safe to say that most people in America, if not the world, cared little 

about what UBL and AQ thought. But America did not attack al Qaeda’s country.  

From a terrorist’s point of view, terrorism is a rational problem-solving strategy.244 

Citizens in America could never view terrorism as anything more than repugnant, but to a 

terrorist or prospective terrorist, their point of view is the only thing that matters to them. Keep 

in mind that terror cells do not recruit from an applicant pool of evil geniuses. When it is time to 

find a new suicide bomber to replace a former suicide bomber who was very good at their job, 

they don’t send out applications, nor do they have a problem finding the next one. This is 

because terrorists have been traditionally very successful in humanizing themselves and their 

causes to certain demographics to elicit sympathy from them. They know that the demographic 

for the next successful suicide bomber is out there somewhere, they just need to find the right 

way to appeal to them. This was very evident in the southern Philippines during OEF-P, when 

the local populace started to side with the foreign Islamist fundamentalists instead of the 

government.  

The perceived benevolence of Hamas in Palestine is well documented. The Palestinian 

Authority may or may not be wrought with terrorists, but one thing they are certainly wrought 
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with is corruption. The Palestinian Authority is not looked upon with the same favorable eyes 

that view Hamas because the latter steps up and supplies the beleaguered Palestinian people with 

quality-of-life enhancements that the Authority fails to, such as new schools and hospitals. If the 

Palestinian Authority cannot compete with the terrorist organization operating in their own 

backyard, then America cannot possibly convince any current or future terrorists that we are on 

the right side of the terrorism argument.  

In the 1970s, then Secretary of State Henry Kissinger made his famous visit to China 

aimed at opening a dialog with the reclusive country after years of isolation from the West. 

Kissinger, one of the premier statesmen of his time, remarked to his delegation that China was a 

“land of mystery.” After correction from the Chinese Premier, and further observation, Kissinger 

came to understand that what he perceived to be a mystery was anything but. There were 

900,000,000 Chinese people who felt their lives to be normal, not mysterious.245 Kissinger had 

jumped to a benign conclusion about China based on his perception, without the benefit of the 

Chinese people sharing their views of their lives. He claimed that incomplete perceptions of 

other societies exist primarily due to self-containment, and if all the world’s people could relieve 

themselves of these perceptions, world order could be achieved.246  

As previously mentioned, the Americans were sent to the Philippines to advise the 

Filipino military on how to defeat Islamist fundamentalists in their southern provinces. Part of 

the American strategy that was significantly successful was the positive engagement with the 

local inhabitants. These inhabitants, much like the Palestinians, were impoverished and received 

more assistance from ASG and JI than they did from Manilla. Therefore, just like the 

Palestinians, the indigenous population of the southern Philippines became sympathetic to the 

Islamists, often joining their cause. Once the American military realized the perspective of the 
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population (not necessarily agreeing with it but acknowledging it) and became sympathetic to 

what the islanders needed, they were successful in turning the population away from the violence 

that ASG and JI brought to their region.  Negotiating by using a hermeneutical approach to 

interpretation was a key factor in America’s success in the Philippines. One is left only to 

theorize as to the possible outcome of the GWOT had the Bush administration attempted the 

same technique in the Middle East as America did in the Philippines. 

War is a Racket! – The Military Industrial Complex 

 

“(A racket) is best described, I believe, as something that is not what it seems to the majority of 

the people. Only a small inside group knows what it is about. It is conducted for the benefit of 

the very few, at the expense of the very many. Out of war a few people make huge fortunes.”247 

 

—Smedley Butler, Major General (ret.), USMC 

This short answer to this main chapter—Could the GWOT Have Been Avoided?—is yes. 

The long answer is no because the military-industrial complex would have made certain the 

GWOT occurred.  

In his farewell speech, President Dwight Eisenhower warned America to beware of a 

sinister foe, a foe of which many Americans had never heard: the military-industrial complex. 

Eisenhower had seen war from an angle most Americans never will. It was he who helped plan 

the invasion in Normandy, as well as the rest of the European campaign that sent many 

American soldiers to their deaths. If Eisenhower warned of an enemy, America would have been 

wise to heed this warning.  

The term military-industrial complex (MIC) implies the existence of an organization or at 

the very least an organized movement but neither is true. The MIC is more akin to a deviant 

subculture that developed rather quickly over a century ago in the wake of the industrial 

revolution in America. This culture has no central leader, it does not hold a place on the stock 
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market, and it is not regulated. Our leaders only acknowledge its existence during private 

conversations. Official membership is not required. It exists at the convenience of Congress and 

the President of the United States, yet neither seldom, if ever, acknowledge it. The United States 

has arguably benefitted from this culture embedding itself into American military affairs but not 

near as much as the corporations that comprise the MIC. 

While there is no definitive birthdate for the MIC, the late Smedley Butler, retired Marine 

Corps Major General and two-time Congressional Medal of Honor recipient, in his book War is 

a Racket sees the start of this period in the American industrial revolution, along with the 

staggering amount of money to be made by producing war-related material, as the catalyst for the 

MIC.248 In his 1935 text, twenty-six years before Eisenhower’s speech, Butler warned of the 

perils of its existence.249  

As the dust settled in the aftermath of the Spanish-American War, American military 

power had reached a peak strength unrivaled throughout the world. American policy at the turn 

of the century spawned a new era for our young republic. Before 1898, the United States did not 

own a colony or possession outside of America and had a budget of $1 billion.250 The spoils of 

the Spanish-American War resulted in new American colonies, which included Puerto Rico, 

Guam, and the Philippines—early examples of “American globalization.” and how “war would 

prove to be an integral part of economic globalization.”251  New possessions brought new 

business interests to American companies. In less than twenty years, the nation’s annual budget 

would blossom to over $24 billion.252 In the Philippines, America invested $600 million over a 

thirty-five--year period, not including the $200 million invested by private industrialists, all, 

according to Butler, to “stir up” war with Japan.253 The result of this war would be the 

“compensating profit fortunes” for private industry “munitions makers, bankers, ship builders, 
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and manufacturers” who provided the material support for the war itself as well as the post-war 

reconstruction.254 Perhaps, almost a hundred years later, Thomas Friedman was right when he 

said, “the hidden hand of the market will never work without a hidden fist …”, and the American 

military is “the hidden fist” that keeps the world safe.255 As of 2020, this ‘hidden fist’ maintains 

eight hundred bases on foreign soil housing hundreds of thousands of American military 

personnel.256  

While the list of private corporations profiting from war is lengthy, the largest of these 

companies is perhaps Lockheed Martin. Lockheed started its operations as a family-owned 

business when the Loughead brothers sought to capitalize on the growing aviation industry just 

after the turn of the century, and the name Lockheed is a derivative of their real surname. Their 

early business endeavors would prove to be mostly unsuccessful until they discovered the 

economic potential of the burgeoning military aviation industry. By 1930 the aviation industry 

found itself to be forever attached to the military, as over two-thirds of all aircraft purchased 

were for war-making.257 Over the next half-decade, Lockheed would develop into one of the 

largest beneficiaries of aviation contracts in America.  

By the 1980s, Lockheed would still be growing its business through MIC contracts, never 

abandoning its aviation roots but constantly reimagining its place in the MIC world. 

The think tank Center for Security Policy (CSP), organized in 1988, was formed and funded by 

multiple military contractors including Lockheed to provide structured aviation and aerospace 

lobbying (political influencing) services.258 Since that time, these think tanks, the driving force 

behind the MIC, have been responsible for billions of American taxpayer dollars being legally 

funneled to American corporations for the purposes of war-making.  
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In 1994, Lockheed merged with Martin Marietta, the latter being a major contributor to 

the aviation, aerospace, and electronics industry. This merger made the new Lockheed Martin the 

most powerful military contractor in the world, with a near-monopoly on US military, space, and 

energy contracts.259 Over the next thirty-five-plus years, Lockheed Martin would branch out to 

include government services far beyond the aviation industry upon which both companies were 

built, such as interrogation, police training (both domestic and global), military translators, 

intelligence analysts, and peace and stability operations.260  

One might ask, “why would private corporations involved in providing war-making 

support be involved in peacekeeping?” The hallmark of the Lockheed corporation has and will 

always be the maintenance of a very diversified portfolio. They will make money however they 

can. It was this philosophy that would see Lockheed Martin enter into an agreement with the US 

military in the 1990s to provide stability and peacekeeping operations in post-war Bosnia, as 

well as constructing camps in Sudan for UN and African peacekeepers.261 This was the 

beginning of Lockheed Martin’s roadmap to maintain financial solvency even in times of peace.  

In 2006, Lockheed Martin purchased a company named Pacific Architects and Engineers 

(PAE) that later made its fortune through military contracting in the construction and 

maintenance of foreign military bases.262 Lockheed Martin turned PAE into a juggernaut of 

military contracting, and to this date, even in times of peace, PAEs ‘job openings’ website boasts 

thousands of available international peacekeeping positions. One of the cornerstones of PAEs 

initiatives is serving as the logistics “backbone” of the African Union military.263 

This chapter has briefly described the money-making process inherent in the relationship 

shared between the MIC and the US government, but the scope of influence by the MIC does not 

stop at America’s shores. Many companies who share a place in the MIC have benefited 
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financially by selling weapons systems to foreign governments. Caldicott claims that the 

expansion of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) over thirty years ago was more 

about weapons contracts for the MIC than it was about protecting Europe.264 The foreign sales 

market is lucrative to the MIC for many reasons, including the fact that before any weapon 

systems are ever shipped overseas, the research and development costs for those systems have 

been paid for by the US taxpayer.265  

The MIC has been, currently is, and will probably long be the driving force behind the 

future wars planned, fought, and finished by the United States. Nothing about the MIC is illegal; 

however much of it is questionable when one considers that they could have been the purveyors 

of every war since World War I. As Kissinger remarked, America must (and arguably has) made 

war part of its permanent policy.  
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Chapter Seven 

Conclusion 

 In 2007 the author had a conversation with Dr. Phil Zimbardo regarding the Global War 

on Terror. Dr. Zimbardo came to prominence in 1971 after he published the results of his famous 

Stanford Prison Experiment. In short, Dr. Zimbardo claimed his research proved that even a 

good person, when placed in a position where doing something bad is an acceptable option, will 

make that bad choice if enough external pressures are placed upon them.  

 The Global War on Terror inspired Dr. Zimbardo to publish back-to-back books titled 

The Lucifer Effect and The Psychology of Terrorism, respectively.266 The former dealt heavily 

with the war atrocities US soldiers were accused of committing during the GWOT. 

The discussion we had was related to The Lucifer Effect theory.267 Dr. Zimbardo made a 

spontaneous utterance during our conversation that George Bush should be charged with war 

crimes. When pressed to explain this statement he related, in a very angry yet confident tone, that 

Bush had planned the invasion of Iraq before the attacks on September 11th and that Bush’s 

invasion was without any doubt a war-for-oil. He then laid out exactly what was meant by war-

for-oil, his words very closely matching the research information imparted in an earlier chapter 

of this paper. It was the first time I had heard the theory related to war for the stabilization of the 

Middle Eastern oil market by providing Western access to Iraqi oil.  

 Some five years later, the author had a conversation with Dr. Daryl Cole, a professor 

from Drew University, regarding a paper I wrote in his Just War class that claimed the GWOT 

was a just war under accepted American just war standards. Dr. Cole accepted my paper, graded 

it accordingly (and generously), then offered an eerily similar version of what Dr. Zimbardo had 

related years prior.   
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 No one should ever waver in their opinion that the attacks by al Qaeda on September 11, 

2001, were wrong, a criminal act beyond the ability to process. But the author started to question 

Bush’s GWOT and its motivations. Killing UBL and his coconspirators brought America justice 

and joy, but under closer academic scrutiny, nothing researched supported a claim that the 

GWOT, when viewing it in its entirety, was a just war under United States policy.   

Bush may have started his incumbency as a starry-eyed do-gooder. Perhaps he was that 

anti-nation building politician who believed in his heart that the foundations of national security 

lay within every American citizen.268 But research has shown that at some point— perhaps due 

to the influence of his national security team comprised of former members of the pro-Iraq 

invasion PNAC, coupled with the profound emotion of having been the President of the United 

States during the worst attack on American soil that was the result of the worst intelligence 

failure in our history—Bush 43 morphed into the leader of the most expensive war in this 

nation’s history.  

According to Bob Woodward, Dan Balz, and Jeff Himmelman, in the early post-

September 11th days President Bush “wanted to kill somebody.”269 He wanted to do so, 1) as a 

deterrent, 2) to provide emotional relief for the public, and 3) for vengeance.270 Still, there are no 

records indicating that Bush wished to “kill” anyone before the attacks. The attacks clearly 

triggered a change in Bush 43, but was there an active force aside from emotion and the former 

PNAC that drove Bush to war? Could Dr. Zimbardo have been correct about the Lucifer Effect, 

and if so, could the effect have played a part in Bush 43’s decision-making? Or was there a third, 

and possibly more irresistible, force in play? 

While this paper suggests Bush’s foreign policy team as having more influence in the 

commencement of the invasion of Iraq than our own president, the MIC and its corporate think 
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tanks could have been pressuring all involved to hasten a war in the Middle East. These 

influential think tank groups like PNAC are not new to American policy. Dating back to the 

1970s, international corporations have organized to create the forerunners of the 1997 PNAC.271 

The difference between the two is that the stereotypical think tank existing since the 1970s does 

not hide the fact that its corporate well-being is at the core of its recommendations, unlike the 

PNAC, which did not overtly claim to represent the interests of the MIC. However, as we have 

seen throughout the GWOT, at least one of the PNAC objectives (supplanting the Iraq oil market 

with Western oil companies) could not have been met without the MIC, inferring that the MIC 

had at least some influence on the decision to invade Iraq, if not the entire GWOT. If the claims 

of academia are correct regarding the influence of the think tanks and the MIC, then arguably no 

Presidential administration sets its own foreign policy, rather these influential groups set them.272  

Consider that in 1998 the CSP presented then-PNAC member, soon-to-be Secretary of 

Defense and architect for the GWOT and the Iraq invasion, Donald Rumsfeld with their ‘Keeper 

of the Flame’ award.273 Recall earlier that Lockheed Martin, the largest military contractor in 

America, held a major influence on the CSP. While no clear leader was orchestrating the 

activities of these think tanks, it is odd that the same players seem to be interconnected. 

Lockheed Martin, for all intents and purposes, is a legitimate military contracting 

company providing necessary services for the United States, yet one would have to question 

some aspects of its relationships with the Department of Defense. Caldicott offers a mind-

numbing example of the dangerous relationships between America and the MIC when she 

uncovered that since 1978 the United States Air Force has requested only five C-130 military 

transports.274 Anyone with knowledge of or experience in the United States military can name 

more than five times they have either flown on a different C-130 or seen a different C-130 
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airborne. The problem, as Caldicott has uncovered, is that while only five have officially been 

requested, Lockheed Martin, at the direction of Congress, has authorized the building of 256 of 

these planes. 275 

This could be a profound example of the wisdom and strategic military planning prowess 

of the US Congress. It could be an example of the prolific government waste in spending US tax 

dollars. Or it could be a run-of-the-mill example of the power over the US military that the MIC 

enjoys to pad its profit margin while simultaneously directing presidential policy, power that 

exists in peacetime but grows exponentially during the time of war.  

And this is not just wars waged by America. Most major military contractors provide 

arms to foreign governments, even those viewed by America as hostile. So lucrative are these 

foreign contracts that by 1999 the corporations manufacturing weapons systems for overseas 

imports outdid the combined sales of Russia, England, and China combined. 276And remember, 

the research and development for the creation of these arms had already been paid for by the 

American taxpayer.  

Consider the Carlyle Group, an investment firm that does not produce any military-

related equipment but invests heavily in corporations that do. According to Jamie Doward, 

Carlyle provides returns upwards of 36 percent to their investors.277 Doward refers to the Carlyle 

Group as the “Ex-Presidents Club” due to the number of former high-level American political 

players benefitting from the Group’s ventures. Doward claims that one member of the Group has 

ties to Rumsfeld.278 

Why, or perhaps more importantly how, could the MIC become so powerful and 

accumulate such wealth? One of the answers lies in the composition of the US government. The 

Pentagon is the largest employer in the United States. It boasts 600 permanent buildings 
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worldwide and owns more than 40,000 properties and 18 million acres.279 Its budget is roughly 

seven times the size of America’s education budget.280 The Pentagon is arguably the most 

powerful entity in the world, made more powerful by the MIC incessantly feeding it, even during 

peace.  

Any possible success stories emerging from the GWOT are null and void if the conflict 

was not just. America’s just war tradition has not been dramatically altered in decades. The 

standards require 100 percent concurrence with all five criteria for military action to be 

considered just. To review, those criteria are: 

• A competent authority to order the war for a public purpose 

• A just cause (such as self-defense) 

• The means being proportionate to the just cause 

• All peaceful alternatives are exhausted 

• A right intention on the part of the just belligerent 

After an assessment of the sum of all the GWOT pieces, the only real conclusion is that there 

is no possibility that the war was just. Bush and his foreign policy team tried their best to portray 

that America had a moral and ethical reason for all their actions but fell short on most attempts. 

Yes, America was attacked by a criminal terrorist organization. Needlessly, horrifically, 2606 

civilian souls perished in that attack. The resulting GWOT aimed at that organization was just, 

no matter where they sought refuge. Arguably, America’s bombing and occupation of 

Afghanistan was overkill, but in the end, America did not seek to overthrow the government of 

Afghanistan, rather they sought to punish the warlord-like orthodox Islamist group the Taliban 

for concealing the whereabouts of UBL. Even that action could have been seen as just.  
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 The spread of the GWOT to Sub-Saharan Africa to root out terror organizations that 

threatened the world was at least carried out consistent with existing US policy with the use of 

surrogates.  

 The GWOT’s lone resounding success, OEF-P, only occurred because America was 

invited to the Philippines, operating under strict rules of engagement. No American 

servicemembers fired their weapons, making this campaign inarguably just.  

 That leaves Iraq. The war in Iraq was born of deceit. From its inception, at least three 

years before George Bush was elected the 43rd President of the United States, the mere thought 

of this war was unjust. It was planned and promulgated by the think tank PNAC, whose major 

players, most notably Paul Wolfowitz, were quite possibly representing the interests of the MIC. 

After their overtures for war in Iraq had been turned down by various parties for years, they 

finally got their shot. Planning began months before the September 11th attacks. Wolfowitz and 

his team would have to be patient, waiting for the right moment. The right moment came when 

the first plane hit the World Trade Center. Iraq posed no specific threat to the United States. A 

preventive attack fell well short of meeting the requirements of the just cause provision of the US 

Department of Defense Law of Land Warfare Manual. Even if there was no definitive proof that 

the Iraq war was fought to stabilize the Middle East by opening up the Iraqi oil market to 

American and British corporations, Bush was not truthful regarding his insistence that Iraq 

possessed WMD. This deceit could never make the invasion just. Even if Bush 43 did truly 

believe that the weapons existed, he did not exhaust all options. Walzer, a prominent scholar on 

just war tradition, said it best: “We can never reach lastness, or we can never know that we 

reached it. There is always something more to do: Another diplomatic note, another UN 

resolution, another meeting.”281 Never having interviewed Walzer, it is possible that he might 
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defend drawing a line at which enough time had passed and a decision had to be made. But 

conversely, with so much at stake, why not wait to see if lastness exists? Bush could have 

waited, should have waited, but did not. His incursion into Iraq reeked of ill-intent, therefore it 

could never be considered just. The Iraq War was about oil, stabilization of the region through 

providing Western access to the Iraqi oil market, not WMD, and certainly not about self-defense 

(prevention).  

 While Bush and supporters of his GWOT could point toward the premise that our actions 

brought peace to the region, there is a distinction between “negative” peace and “positive” peace. 

The latter implies that harmony reigns for all citizens of the state to which positive peace was 

brought. The former, however, implies a peace in which the burning injustice is simply changed 

from one intolerable situation to another, much as we have seen with civil strife in Iraq. 

 Lastly, none of Bush’s reasoning makes sense, unless you consider that his decisions 

were driven or made by the military-industrial complex.  

It was Einstein who remarked: “You cannot simultaneously prevent and prepare for war. 

The very prevention of war requires more faith, courage, and resolution than are needed to 

prepare for war.” It is difficult to argue with Einstein, yet it appears neither Bush, the members 

of PNAC, the Pentagon, nor the MIC ever read those words.  
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Appendix 1 

BACKGROUNDER: THE PRESIDENT'S QUOTES ON ISLAM 

In the President’s Words: Respecting Islam 

The United States is a nation dedicated to religious tolerance and freedom, and President Bush 

has acted to ensure that the world's Muslims know that America appreciates and celebrates the 

traditions of Islam.282 

• “Here in the United States our Muslim citizens are making many contributions in 

business, science and law, medicine and education, and in other fields. Muslim members 

of our Armed Forces and of my administration are serving their fellow Americans with 

distinction, upholding our nation's ideals of liberty and justice in a world at peace." 

Remarks by the President on Eid Al-Fitr 

The Islamic Center of Washington, DC 

December 5, 2002 

• "Over the past month, Muslims have fasted, taking no food or water during daylight hours, 

in order to refocus their minds on faith and redirect their hearts to charity. Muslims 

worldwide have stretched out a hand of mercy to those in need. Charity tables at which the 

poor can break their fast line the streets of cities and towns. And gifts of food and clothing 

and money are distributed to ensure that all share in God's abundance. Muslims often invite 

members of other families to their evening iftar meals, demonstrating a spirit of tolerance." 

Remarks by the President on Eid Al-Fitr 

The Islamic Center of Washington, DC 

December 5, 2002 

• "America treasures the relationship we have with our many Muslim friends, and we 

respect the vibrant faith of Islam which inspires countless individuals to lead lives of 

honesty, integrity, and morality. This year, may Eid also be a time in which we recognize 

the values of progress, pluralism, and acceptance that bind us together as a Nation and a 

global community. By working together to advance mutual understanding, we point the 

way to a brighter future for all." 

Presidential Message Eid al-Fitr 

December 5, 2002 

• "Islam brings hope and comfort to millions of people in my country, and to more than a 

billion people worldwide. Ramadan is also an occasion to remember that Islam gave birth 

to a rich civilization of learning that has benefited mankind." 

President's Eid al-Fitr Greeting to Muslims around the World 

December 4, 2002 



 

130 
 

• "Ours is a war not against a religion, not against the Muslim faith. But ours is a war 

against individuals who absolutely hate what America stands for, and hate the freedom of 

the Czech Republic. And therefore, we must work together to defend ourselves. And by 

remaining strong and united and tough, we'll prevail." 

President Bush and President Havel, Czech Republic, Press Conference 

Prague Castle, Prague, Czech Republic 

November 20, 2002 

• "Some of the comments that have been uttered about Islam do not reflect the sentiments 

of my government or the sentiments of most Americans. Islam, as practiced by the vast 

majority of people, is a peaceful religion, a religion that respects others. Ours is a country 

based upon tolerance and we welcome people of all faiths in America." 

President Bush meeting with UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan 

The Oval Office, Washington, DC 

November 13, 2002 

• "We see in Islam a religion that traces its origins back to God's call on Abraham. We 

share your belief in God's justice, and your insistence on man's moral responsibility. We 

thank the many Muslim nations who stand with us against terror. Nations that are often 

victims of terror, themselves." 

Remarks by the President at Iftaar Dinner 

State Dining Room 

• "Islam is a vibrant faith. Millions of our fellow citizens are Muslim. We respect the faith. 

We honor its traditions. Our enemy does not. Our enemy doesn't follow the great 

traditions of Islam. They've hijacked a great religion." 

Remarks by President Bush on US Humanitarian Aid to Afghanistan 

Presidential Hall, Eisenhower Executive Office Building, Washington, DC 

October 11, 2002 

• "Islam is a faith that brings comfort to people. It inspires them to lead lives based on 

honesty, and justice, and compassion." 

Remarks by President Bush on US Humanitarian Aid to Afghanistan 

Presidential Hall, Eisenhower Executive Office Building, Washington, DC 

October 11, 2002 

• "All Americans must recognize that the face of terror is not the true faith -- face of Islam. 

Islam is a faith that brings comfort to a billion people around the world. It's a faith that 

has made brothers and sisters of every race. It's a faith based upon love, not hate." 

President Bush Holds Roundtable with Arab and Muslim-American Leaders 

Afghanistan Embassy, Washington, DC 

September 10, 2002 
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• "If liberty can blossom in the rocky soil of the West Bank and Gaza, it will inspire millions 

of men and women around the globe who are equally weary of poverty and oppression, 

equally entitled to the benefits of democratic government. I have a hope for the people of 

Muslim countries. Your commitments to morality, and learning, and tolerance led to great 

historical achievements. And those values are alive in the Islamic world today. You have a 

rich culture, and you share the aspirations of men and women in every culture. Prosperity 

and freedom and dignity are not just American hopes, or Western hopes. They are 

universal, human hopes. And even in the violence and turmoil of the Middle East, America 

believes those hopes have the power to transform lives and nations." 

President Bush Calls for New Palestinian Leadership 

The Rose Garden, Washington, DC 

June 24, 2002 

• "When it comes to the common rights and needs of men and women, there is no clash of 

civilizations. The requirements of freedom apply fully to Africa and Latin America and 

the entire Islamic world. The peoples of the Islamic nations want and deserve the same 

freedoms and opportunities as people in every nation. And their governments should 

listen to their hopes." 

Remarks by President Bush, 2002 Graduation Exercise  

, US Military Academy, West Point, New York 

June 1, 2002 

• "America rejects bigotry. We reject every act of hatred against people of Arab 

background or Muslim faith America values and welcomes peaceful people of all faiths -- 

Christian, Jewish, Muslim, Sikh, Hindu and many others. Every faith is practiced and 

protected here, because we are one country. Every immigrant can be fully and equally 

American because we're one country. Race and color should not divide us, because 

America is one country." 

President Bush Promotes Compassionate Conservatism 

Parkside Hall, San Jose, California 

April 30, 2002 

• "We're taking action against evil people. Because this great nation of many religions 

understands, our war is not against Islam, or against faith practiced by the Muslim 

people. Our war is a war against evil. This is clearly a case of good versus evil, and make 

no mistake about it—good will prevail." 

Remarks by the President Bush at a Town Hall Meeting 

Ontario Convention Center, Ontario, California 

January 5, 2002 

• "Eid is a time of joy, after a season of fasting and prayer and reflection. Each year, the 

end of Ramadan means celebration and thanksgiving for millions of Americans. And 
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your joy during this season enriches the life of our great country. This year, Eid is 

celebrated at the same time as Hanukkah and Advent. So it's a good time for people of 

these great faiths, Islam, Judaism and Christianity, to remember how much we have in 

common: devotion to family, a commitment to care for those in need, a belief in God and 

His justice, and the hope for peace on earth." 

Remarks by President Bush in Honor of Eid Al-Fitr 

The Diplomatic Reception Room 

December 17, 2001 

• "The teachings of many faiths share much in common. And people of many faiths are 

united in our commitments to love our families, to protect our children, and to build a 

more peaceful world. In the coming year, let us resolve to seize opportunities to work 

together in a spirit of friendship and cooperation. Through our combined efforts, we can 

end terrorism and rid our civilization of the damaging effects of hatred and intolerance, 

ultimately achieving a brighter future for all." 

President Bush's Message for Eid al-Fitr 

December 13, 2001 

• "According to Muslim teachings, God first revealed His word in the Holy Qur'an to the 

prophet, Muhammad, during the month of Ramadan. That word has guided billions of 

believers across the centuries, and those believers built a culture of learning and literature 

and science. All the world continues to benefit from this faith and its achievements." 

Remarks by President Bush at the Iftaar Dinner 

The State Dining Room, Washington, DC 

November 19, 2001 

• "The Islam that we know is a faith devoted to the worship of one God, as revealed through 

The Holy Qur'an. It teaches the value and the importance of charity, mercy, and peace." 

President Bush's Message for Ramadan 

November 15, 2001 

• "This new enemy seeks to destroy our freedom and impose its views. We value life; the 

terrorists ruthlessly destroy it. We value education; the terrorists do not believe women 

should be educated or should have health care, or should leave their homes. We value the 

right to speak our minds; for the terrorists, free expression can be grounds for execution. 

We respect people of all faiths and welcome the free practice of religion; our enemy 

wants to dictate how to think and how to worship even to their fellow Muslims." 

President Bush Addresses the Nation 

World Congress Center, Atlanta, Georgia 

November 8, 2001 
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• "All of us here today understand this: We do not fight Islam, we fight against evil." 

Remarks by President Bush 

 Warsaw Conference on Combating Terrorism 

November 6, 2001 

• "I have assured His Majesty that our war is against evil, not against Islam. There are 

thousands of Muslims who proudly call themselves Americans, and they know what I 

know -- that the Muslim faith is based upon peace and love and compassion. The exact 

opposite of the teachings of the al Qaeda organization, which is based upon evil and hate 

and destruction." 

Remarks by President Bush and His Majesty King Abdullah of Jordan 

The Oval Office, Washington, DC 

September 28, 2001 

• "Americans understand we fight not a religion; ours is not a campaign against the Muslim 

faith. Ours is a campaign against evil." 

Remarks by President Bush to Airline Employees 

O'Hare International Airport, Chicago, Illinois 

September 27, 2001 

• "The terrorists are traitors to their own faith, trying, in effect, to hijack Islam itself. The 

enemy of America is not our many Muslim friends; it is not our many Arab friends. Our 

enemy is a radical network of terrorists, and every government that supports them." 

President Bush's Address to a Joint Session of Congress and the American People 

United States Capitol, Washington, DC 

September 20, 2001 

• "I've made it clear, Madam President, that the war against terrorism is not a war against 

Muslims, nor is it a war against Arabs. It's a war against evil people who conduct crimes 

against innocent people." 

Remarks by President Bush and President Megawati of Indonesia 

The Oval Office, Washington, DC 

September 19, 2001 

• "The face of terror is not the true faith of Islam. That's not what Islam is all about. Islam 

is peace. These terrorists don't represent peace. They represent evil and war." 

Remarks by the President at Islamic Center of Washington, DC 

Washington, DC 

September 17, 2001 
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Appendix 2 

Jus ad Bellum Criteria283 

 

1.11.1 Have, at their philosophical roots, drawn from principles that have been developed as part 

of the Just War Tradition. These principles have included: 

• a competent authority to order the war for a public purpose; 

• a just cause (such as self-defense); 

• the means must be proportionate to the just cause; 

• all peaceful alternatives must have been exhausted; and 

• a right intention on the part of the just belligerent. 

These principles may be reflected in modern law of war rules. For example, the Charter 

of the United Nations recognizes the inherent right of States to use force in individual or 

collective self-defense—a just cause for military action. These principles have also been 

incorporated into military doctrine. 

1.11.1.1 Competent Authority (Right Authority) to Wage War for a Public 

Purpose.  

One longstanding criterion for a just war is that war must be ordered by a competent 

authority for a public purpose. This jus ad bellum principle (sometimes called right authority) 

acknowledges that the resort to military force is a prerogative of the State. 

The criterion that war must be ordered by a competent authority for a public purpose is 

reflected in the requirement that armed groups must belong to a State to receive the privileges of 

combatant status. This criterion is also reflected in the general denial to private persons of the 



 

135 
 

entitlement to the privileges of combatant status. This criterion is also reflected in the 

condemnation under international law of certain types of private acts of hostility (such as piracy 

or terrorism) outside the context of patriotic resistance against an enemy State during 

international armed conflict. 

1.11.1.2 The Means Must Be Proportionate to the Just Cause (Proportionality – 

Jus ad Bellum). Proportionality  

Involves a weighing of the contemplated actions with the justification for taking action. For 

example, the proportionality of the measures taken in self-defense is to be judged according to 

the nature of the threat being addressed. Force may be 

used in self-defense, but only to the extent that it is required to repel the armed attack and to 

restore the security of the party attacked. As an illustration, assessing the proportionality of 

measures taken in self-defense may involve considerations of whether an actual or imminent 

attack is part of an ongoing pattern of attacks or what force is reasonably necessary to discourage 

future armed attacks or threats thereof. The jus ad bellum criterion of proportionality is different 

from the jus in bello rule of proportionality in conducting attacks. These concepts should not be 

confused with one another. 

1.11.1.3 All Peaceful Alternatives Must Have Been Exhausted (Necessity – Jus ad 

Bellum) 

The jus ad bellum condition of necessity requires that no reasonable alternative means 

of redress are available. For example, in exercising the right of self-defense, diplomatic 

means must be exhausted or provide no reasonable prospect of stopping the armed attack or 

threat thereof. The jus ad bellum criterion of necessity is different from the jus in bello concept 

of military necessity. 
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1.11.2 Council U.N. Charter Framework and the U.N. Security  

The Charter of the United Nations provides the modern treaty framework for jus ad bellum. 

Under the Charter of the United Nations, the U.N. Security Council has primary responsibility 

for the maintenance of international peace and security. The U.N. Security Council may 

determine the existence of any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression, and 

may decide what measures shall be taken under the Charter to maintain or restore international 

peace and security. For example, the U.N. Security Council may recognize that a State is acting 

lawfully in self-defense or that another State is the aggressor in an armed conflict. In addition, 

the U.N. Security Council may authorize the use of military force.  

1.11.2.1 U.N. Member State Obligations with Respect to U.N. Security Council 

Decisions 

Members of the United Nations have agreed to give the United Nations every 

assistance in any action it takes in accordance with the Charter and to refrain from giving 

assistance to any State against which the United Nations is taking preventive or enforcement 

action.  

Members of the United Nations have agreed to accept and carry out the decisions of the 

U.N. Security Council in accordance with the Charter. They have also agreed to join in 

affording mutual assistance in carrying out the measures decided upon by the U.N. Security 

Council. 

Moreover, in the event of a conflict between the obligations of the Members of the 

United Nations under the Charter and their obligations under any other international agreement, 

their obligations under the Charter prevail. 
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Prohibition on Certain Uses of Force. Under Article 1.11.3 2(4) of the Charter of the 

United Nations, “[a]ll Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use 

of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any State, or in any other 

manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations. Numerous other treaties also 

reflect these prohibitions on the threat or use of force. The resort to force must have a legal basis 

in order not to violate these prohibitions. The legality of the use of force must be assessed in 

light of the particular facts and circumstances at issue. 

1.11.3.1 Aggression 

Aggression is the most serious and dangerous form of the illegal use of force. Not every act of 

illegal use of force prohibited by Article 2(4) of the Charter constitutes aggression. Initiating a 

war of aggression is a serious international crime. 

U.N. General Assembly Resolution 3314 suggested considerations that the Security 

Council should bear in mind in determining whether an act of aggression had occurred. 

Although this resolution states basic principles as guidance for such determinations, it recognizes 

that whether an act of aggression has been committed must be considered in light of all the 

circumstances of each particular case. The United States has expressed the view that the 

definition of the act of aggression in the Kampala amendments to the Rome Statute does not 

reflect customary international law. 

1.11.4 Rationales for the Resort to Force 

1.11.4.1 Use of Force in Self-Defense 

The right to use force in self-defense is an inherent right of States. 

 



 

138 
 

1.11.4.2 Use of Force Authorized by the U.N. Security Council Acting Under 

Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations 

Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations provides that the U.N. Security Council may 

take such action by air, sea, or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or restore 

international peace or security, including demonstrations, blockade, and other military 

operations. 

1.11.4.3 Use of Force with the Consent of the Territorial State  

Military action in the territory of another State is not a violation of Article 2(4)’s prohibition 

against the use of force against that State where it consents to such military action. 

1.11.4.4 Humanitarian Intervention 

Violations of law of war treaties applicable to non-international armed conflict generally have 

not been understood to provide an independent basis for intervening in a State. 

Although the United Kingdom and certain other States have argued that intervention for 

humanitarian reasons may be a legal basis for the resort to force, the United States has not 

adopted this legal rationale. Consistent with this view, the United States did not adopt this 

theory as a legal rationale for NATO’s military action to address the humanitarian catastrophe in 

Kosovo in 1999, but rather expressed the view that such action was justified on the basis of a 

number of factors. 

Military action for humanitarian reasons may, however, be authorized by the U.N. 

Security Council. 

Use of Force in Self-Defense. Article 51 of the 1.11.5 Charter of the United Nations 

provides that “[n]othing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or 

collective self-defense if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until 
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the Security Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace and 

security.”  

The Charter of the United Nations was not intended to supersede a State’s inherent right 

of individual or collective self-defense in customary international law. To constitute legitimate 

self-defense under customary international law, it is generally understood that the defending 

State’s actions must be necessary. For example, reasonably available peaceful alternatives must 

be exhausted. In addition, the measures taken in self-defense must be proportionate to the nature 

of the threat being addressed. 

1.11.5.1 Responding to an Imminent Threat of an Attack 

The text of Article 51of the Charter of the United Nations refers to the right of self-defense “if an 

armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations.” Under customary international 

law, States had, and continue to have, the right to take measures in response to imminent attacks. 

1.11.5.2 Use of Force Versus Armed Attack 

The United States has long taken the position that the inherent right of self-defense potentially 

applies against any illegal use of force. Others, however, would be inclined to draw more of a 

distinction between “armed attacks” and uses of force that do not give rise to the right to use 

force in self-defense.  

1.11.5.3 Use of Force to Protect Nationals Abroad 

A State’s right to use force in self-defense may be understood to include the right to use force to 

protect its nationals abroad. The United States has taken action to protect US nationals abroad 

when the government of the territory in which they are located was unwilling or unable to protect 

them. A State need not await actual violence against its nationals before taking such action if an 

attack against them is imminent. 
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1.11.5.4 Right of Self-Defense Against Non-State Actors 

The inherent right of self-defense, recognized in Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, 

applies in response to any “armed attack,” not just attacks that originate with States. As with any 

other exercise of the right of self-defense, actions taken in self-defense against non-State actors 

must comply with applicable international law. 

1.11.5.5 Right of Collective Self-Defense 

Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations also recognizes a right of States to engage in 

collective self-defense with a State that can legitimately invoke its own right of national self-

defense. Collective self-defense of a State must proceed with that State’s consent, although this 

consent need not necessarily be expressed in the form of an explicit request. 

Some treaties include commitments by States to assist one another in collective self-defense. 

1.11.5.6 Reporting to the U.N. Security Council 

Measures taken in the exercise of national self-defense shall be immediately reported to the U.N. 

Security Council. 
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