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As President Bush and his administration move ever closer to war with Iraq, I very much 

fear for the future of our nation. 

This nation is poised on the brink of what may be an entirely new world order, and an 
entirely changed national order. To rush headlong into Iraq puts at risk much of what we hold 

most dear in our nation: peace, the security of our citizens, our leadership in the international 

community, the possibility of avoiding future wars, building a strong domestic economy, and 

preserving our cherished freedoms here at home. 

I believe that in terms of each of these areas the President's efforts are extremely 
misguided 

First, a new war with Iraq could bring immense destruction and pain. Nobody can predict 

what the magnitude of the casualties of a war with Iraq will be - either for the people of that 
country (half of whom are children) or the young men and women who serve in the U.S. 

military. We do know, however, that hundreds of thousands of Iraqis were killed as a result of 

the 1991 war. They died either through the direct impact of military attacks or the lack of 

medical care, and adequate food or water that followed. From what we are currently hearing 

from the U.S. military the bombing attack against Iraq in this war is likely to be significantly 

more destructive than during the 1991 war. It is hard to imagine that in a city like Baghdad, with 

five million inhabitants, that there will not a large number of casualties as the city is bombarded 
. .

m a massive way. 

There may as well be serious casualties for American and British troops who enter Iraq 

and occupy it. We need only remember that 148 Americans were killed in action in the previous 

Persian Gulf War. In addition, almost 100,000 of our troops continue to suffer from the 

debilitating effects of Gulf War Illness. 

With the end of the Cold War people throughout the world looked forward to a century of 

peace and improved international relations. They wanted international conflicts resolved at a 

negotiating table, not on the battlefield. Unfortunately President Bush, with a compliant 

Congress that has largely abdicated its constitutional responsibilities on the issues of war and 

peace, has decided that the 21st century will be one in which force and violence come to the fore. 

He has put in place a "preventive war doctrine" that would allow the U.S. to go into battle 

anytime and any place that he deems appropriate. The Bush Doctrine could lay the groundwork 

for decades of unending warfare, and huge military expenditures. 

I am not a pacifist. There are times when war may be the right course of action in order 

to prevent an even greater degree of bloodshed and human misery. But we should never forget 

that war must be the last resort in resolving international conflict, not the first. All over the 



world there is a belief that President Bush, and those closest around him, are itching for a war -
and I fear that they may be right. 

Another reason why the President is misguided is that the most serious external threat 
facing the US today is not Iraq and Saddam Hussein. It is international terrorism, al-Qaeda and 
Osama bin Laden. It is also North Korea, a nation that may possess at least one nuclear weapon. 

While Saddam is a terrible dictator, very few people outside of the White House believe 
he would actually launch an attack on America. Iraq is militarily weak, and although its 
disarmament under the supervision of UN inspectors is far from complete, Iraq has recently 
demonstrated, in the words of Hans Blix, a "substantial measure of disarmament." 

The United States has the most powerful military force in the world. If Saddam ever 
launched an attack against us, Iraq would be met with an overwhelming military response. In my 
view the United Nations should, into the foreseeable future, maintain a strong inspection 
presence in Iraq. UN inspectors must be allowed to go any place they want and at any time in 
order to make sure that Iraq does not possess weapons of mass destruction. The truth is that Iraq 
has been contained for the last 13 years and at a fraction of the cost in terms of blood and money, 
he can be contained into the future. 

Al-Qaeda is a different matter. This terrorist network is far more dangerous because it is 
not a state but an amorphous organisation that operates underground in numerous countries. Nor 
has it been inactive since 9/11: in recent months al-Qaeda has launched with attacks in Kenya, 
Bali, Afghanistan, Jordan, Pakistan, Kuwait, Yemen, and elsewhere. From all that we know, it is 
likely that, at this moment, al-Queda is planning terrorist attacks against the United States and 
other countries. 

I know that for the White House anything that was said more than a week ago seems like 
old news, but most Americans remember that after September 11 President Bush told the people 
of the United States and the world that we would destroy al-Qaeda and capture bin Laden "dead 
or alive." 

We have done neither. 

Imagine if it were President Carter or President Clinton in the White House: Every night 
the news would lead off with "The Hunt for bin Laden." That kind of drumbeat is what the 
media brought to Carter with the hostages in Iran, to Clinton with the unfortunate Monica 
Lewinsky situation. 

Today, with the help and connivance of the corporate media, Bush has deflected attention 
away from bin Laden and international terrorism and onto Saddam Hussein, who is a much 
easier and more convenient target. The real threat has been ignored, because a diffuse terrorist 
organization is hard to deal with -- and because we have been so unsuccessful in dealing with it. 
So instead of bringing to justice those who planned and gave the orders for the tragedy of 
September 11, our government has told us the enemy we need to destroy is Saddam Hussein. 



It's time that the US and the rest of the international community focus their intention on 
the most serious threat that we face, not the easiest. 

There is another way that the President is misguided. The sad trnth is that a US-led war 
with Iraq will increase the likelihood of terrorist attacks against America and other countries, not 
reduce it. 

When the most powerful nation on earth unleashes a premeditated, offensive attack 
against a poor and relatively defenseless nation, people will notice. Killing thousands of 
innocent people and occupying a developing nation will lead people throughout the entire 
developing world to see that the United States is a bully ready to punish weak nations whenever 
it wants to. If we attack the predominately Islamic nation of Iraq, it is likely that there will be 
massive resentment among a billion Muslims. 

A pre-emptive war against Iraq would increase anti-Americanism. Can anyone imagine 
it would not result in a massive recrniting boost for bin Laden and other terrorist leaders? 

How many new suicide bombers would we create as a result of this war? The question is 
frightening. 

Another way the President is misguided: he would undo the respect our nation has earned 
in the last century, from our generosity in rebuilding Europe through the Marshall Plan to our 
support for the independence and security of many nations. Our standing in the international 
community of nations is unraveling. Already, within the last year, respect and admiration for the 

US has plummeted in almost every nation. 

And not only developing nations. Advanced industrialized societies that have been our 
close friends and allies, like France and Germany, are appalled at our unilateralism. Public 
opinion polls show that even in those friendly countries that supposedly support us - Britain, 
Spain, Italy -- between 80 and 90 percent of the people are strongly opposed to what we are 

planning on doing to Iraq. 

We have always earned the friendship of other nations. Now we are trying to buy it -
with bribes to Turkey, to Jordan, to Israel, to Egypt. 

There's yet another way in which the President is misguided. 

If the United States goes to war without U.N. approval it will move the world toward 

international anarchy and a mind-set in which all nations will feel freer to attack other nations for 
whatever reason. 

In a world where at least eight countries have nuclear weapons, this is not a good idea. 

What moral authority will the US have after we launch a major offensive war against Iraq 
in the face of massive international opposition to our actions? How could we call for peace and 



negotiations in the Middle-East, or between India and Pakistan, when we ourselves have not 

negotiated and have instead sought to resolve a situation by military attack? 

I fear for the future of the United Nations. For months, every poll has shown that a 
strong majority of Americans have supported resolving the Iraq situation through the United 
Nations. This is a remarkable state of affairs, made more remarkable by the fact that in every 

nation on earth there is now a new and profound understanding of the importance of the U.N. 
We have an unparalleled opportunity to build a new pathway to a peaceful 21 st century: a United 
Nations where all nations may come together to resolve international tensions peacefully, and 
together. 

The U.N. will only be weakened by an American attack on Iraq that sidesteps the U.N. If 
the United States acts unilaterally, or if it can only gain U.N. support by threatening other nations 
with economic and political sanctions, this great hope for building a more peaceful world will be 
undermined. We must side with those who want the international threshold for waging war to 
become higher, not lower. The U.N. and its mediating mechanisms must be strengthened, not 
undermined. 

The President's fiscal priorities are misguided as well. The projected deficit for next year 
is at $307 billion - and that is without a single penny of the war with Iraq added to the total. The 
war will cost upwards of 50 billions dollars, and possibly several times that. The occupation of 
Iraq after the war will cost tens of billions more. 

That money could be better spent on the urgent needs of Americans, many of whom lack 
health insurance or adequate housing, many of whom cannot afford prescription drugs or the 
high cost of college tuition. Yet the Bush Administration has already made it clear that the 
current preparations for war will result in massive cutbacks in health care, veterans' needs, 
education, environmental protection and other measures designed to protect the well-being of the 
American people. 

In a war economy, money is easily diverted from social programs to military spending. It 
was evident even before war on Iraq was contemplated that the President's agenda placed a high 
priority on slashing spending on programs that benefit Americans, from Medicare to college 
loans, from Social Security to veterans' programs, from unemployment compensation to support 
for affordable housing and energy assistance. No American should have any doubt: If we go to 

war against Iraq, the President will use the huge increase in military spending to justify huge cuts 
in domestic programs. 

Finally, the rush to war is misguided in the very area that the President claims as its 

justification, the defense of freedom. In fact, President Bush and Attorney General Ashcroft are 
no friends to America's most cherished freedoms, to our long-established and precious civil 
liberties. They have already used the events of September 11 to hack away at our constitutional 
rights. There is every reason to believe thetwill use a war with Iraq with impunity, citing it as 
justification to curtail our rights even more. This forthcoming war, one which the President says 
is to preserve freedom, will do just the opposite. In my view, we will be not more safe when the 
war is done, and we may be considerably less free. 


