
less march of transnational capitalism, 
the Old Right and Old Left are already, 
by and large, singing from the same 
hymn sheet. The world of 2003, with its 
globalized grunge, skinny lattes, and 
stealth bombers, is not the world any of 
us wanted. 

Many believe that a move from the 
Left will never come. But there are 
already positive signs. In France, Jean- 
Claude Michea in his book, The Adam 
Smith Impasse, has called for social- 
ism to be uncoupled from liberalism 
and instead to draw its strength from 
“the altruism of ordinary people.” The 
veteran British leftist Tariq Ali argues 
for a “campaigning coalition” that 
unites “all sections of society” to 
defend the public and its needs against 
the pirate politicians who serve the 
interests of global and local financial 
institutions. In Yugoslavia, a country that 
knows only too well to what lengths the 
War Party will go to to get its pound of 
flesh, the Old Left and patriotic Right 
are uniting to challenge the puppet gov- 
ernment imposed by the international 
community, which has just decided to 
wipe the name of their country off the 
political map. And when Pravda 
reprints an antiwar article written by 
the editor of the American Conserua- 
tive, something strange and wonderful 
is surely starting to happen. 

By allying ourselves with the Old 
Right, the Old Left has nothing to lose 
and much to gain. Far from giving up 
our identity, we will, I believe, be 
reclaiming parts long lost to liberalism. 
We will be able to get back to basics and 
start to reiterate our core beliefs. Our 
opposition to the international rule of 
money power and the idolatry of market 
forces. Our unequivocal rejection of all 
forms of imperialism, whether they fly 
under a military, financial, or human 
rights banner. And above all, our denun- 
ciation of war as the primary method of 
solving international disputes. 

For the moment, the imperialist band- 
wagon appears unstoppable. But if we 
on the Left can conjure up enough 
courage to step into the unknown and 
embrace an old enemy, then the days of 
the War Party will be numbered. What is 
lacking today is a permanent, populist, 
broad-based political force to challenge 
the worldview of the serial globalizers 
and the advocates of endless war. The 
Peace Party can be that force. The glob- 
al crisis we face today makes the old 
Left-Right arguments over public own- 
ership and tax rates irrelevant. Let’s 
have those debates later, but first let’s 

get rid of those who threaten us with 
Armageddon. If we fail to grasp this his- 
toric opportunity and allow political 
correctness and petty tribalism to hold 
us back, the prognosis is bleak. 

In that case, they should start build- 
ing plenty of air raid shelters in Dam- 
ascus. rn 

Neil Clark i s  a British freelancejour- 
nalist and regular contributor to the 
New Statesman, the Spectator, and the 
Austxahn. His work has also appeared 
in. the London Times and the Daily Tele- 
graph, among other publications. 

The Mvth of the 
AlQaeda Tie 
Only America can create an Osama-Saddam alliance. 

By Doug Bandow 

WE SHOULD ALL be dead. At least, we 
all should be dead if the administration 
is correct about Saddam Hussein. In its 
view, there is nothing today that pre- 
vents Iraq from striking the U.S., the 
globe’s dominant power. Therefore, we 
must attack without delay. 

As predicted by critics of war with 
Iraq, the latest Osama bin Laden tape 
uses the prospect of dead Iraqis to 
recruit for al-Qaeda. America’s “crusade 
war concerns the Muslim nation mainly, 
regardless of whether the socialist party 
and Saddam remain or go,” said bin 
Laden. Yet a gaggle of desperate admin- 
istration officials claim that bin Laden’s 
call for terrorist attacks to defend the 
Iraqi people was evidence of his connec- 
tion to Saddam-whom bin Laden 

denounced as one of several Arab “infi- 
dels” and “pagan regimes.” 

Only slightly more defensible was 
Secretary of State Colin Powell’s pres- 
entation before the UN Security Coun- 
cil. Yet he managed to prove only what 
we all already knew: Saddam Hussein 
has worked to develop weapons of 
mass destruction. Secretary Powell did 
not demonstrate that Baghdad would 
use any such weapons when doing so 
would threaten its own survival. He 
tried to prove a link between Baghdad 
and al-Qaeda, offering evidence that the 
eminently pragmatic secular dictator 
had made common cause with the suici- 
dal religious fanatic. Alas, Secretary 
Powell failed to convince. Even the 
Economist, the British magazine eager 
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to commit U.S. soldiers to battle, pro- 
nounced it “the weakest part of the case 
for war.” 

Iraq has practiced terrorism against 
Iraqi defectors, and it has supported such 
terrorist groups as Hamas. Doing so is 
evil but does not target America. In fact, 
the world is full of terrorists. The most 
avid practitioners of suicide bombings 
were the ‘pamil Tigers in Sri Lanka before 

not sworn al-Qaeda.” The alleged link to 
Baghdad is especially threadbare: in 
fact, he has worked more closely with 
Iran. He has also visited Lebanon and 
Syria and has been aided by a member 
of the royal family of Qatar. One Ger- 
man intelligence officer told the New 
York Times, “[AIS of yet we have seen no 
indication of a direct link between Zar- 
qawi and Baghdad.” 

PRIME MINISTER TONY BLAIR ANSWERED A SIMPLE ”NO“ WHEN ASKED 
IF THERE WAS SUCH A LINK. 

they recently agreed to a ceasefire. Sup 
port for such organizationsthe ’pamils 
have had extensive links to India-is 
awful but not a casus belli for America. 

Which leaves al-Qaeda The adminis- 
tration seems to have given up on the 
charge that Sept. 11 hijacker Moham- 
med Atta met with an Iraqi official 
before the attack. Now it points to Abu 
Musab al-Zarqawi, whom it links to al- 
Qaeda and who received medical treat- 
ment in Baghdad. There is also the 
Ansar al-Islam group, which is said to 
include al-Qaeda soldiers and has estab- 
lished a poisons training camp. Yet it is 
not clear how much credence to give to 
information gleaned from foreign 
detainees, who may have been tortured, 
or American captives, who could hope 
either to win favor with their interroga- 
tors or to provoke a new conflict with 
Islam, which would benefit their cause. 

Al-Zarqawi’s ties to al-Qaeda are 
thin-it is not a rigid organization with 
a well-defined membership. German 
intelligence, which has extensively 
investigated al-Zarqawi’s al-Tawhid 
organization, says that the group is 
more like an affiliate, and one focused 
on the Palestinians and Jordan, not the 
U.S. An American intelligence analyst 
goes even further, arguing that al-Zar- 
qawi “is outside bin Laden’s circle. He is 

Saddam may allow terrorists “freedom 
of movement and financial transfers, but 
[he is] not in any way directing things,” 

versity of St. Andrews. Even CIA Director 
George Tenet acknowledges that al-Zar- 
qawi is not “under the control” of Iraq. 

Nor is there solid evidence of support 
by either Saddam or Osama bin Laden 
OP Ansar al-Islam. In fact, the group 
asserts its desire to overthrow Saddam 
tojmpose an Islamic theocracy and is 
operating in territory no longer under 
Baghdad‘s control because of America’s 
“no-fly zone“ policy. 

The Israeli newspaper Hu’uretz 
reports that the group is actually tied to 
Iran and located in Iraq because it “is 
perceived by them as a convenient place 
to work.” Robert Malley, Middle East 
Director of the International Crisis 
Group, agrees: “Ansar would appear to 
be more dependent on certain groups in 
Iran.” And since the organization is fight- 
ing Saddam’s enemy, Kurdish sepa- 
ratists, he has little reason to attempt to 
assert control. 

In this he is not alone. Tenet acknowl- 
edges concern over “disturbing signs 
that al-Qaeda has established a pres- 
ence” in Iran and “continues to find 
refuge in the hinterlands of Pakistan 
and Afghanistan.” 

S~YS MZ@NIS Ranstorp Of scot land'^ Uni- 

A s  for the alleged poisons lab, though 
Hu’uivtz, like Secretary Powell, gives 
the allegation credence, even many 
Kurds say that they have not heard of it. 
Moreover, there is no evidence that 
Ansar al-Islam has ever conducted ter- 
rorism other than assassinations of Kur- 
dish leaders. 

Obviously, Saddam’s lack of involve- 
ment does not qualify him for a good cit- 
izenship award. But, as Daniel 
Benjamin, a former sta€f member of the 
National Security Council observes, 
Saddam “has remained true to the 
unwritten rules of state sponsorship of 
terror: never get involved with a group 
that cannot be controlled and never give 
a weapon of mass destruction to terror- 
ists who might use it against you.” 

It is one thing to make an arrest 
based on vaporous connections and 
dubious allegations. It is quite another 
to plunge into war, especially since the 
administration has brought enormous 
pressure to bear on intelligence agen- 
cies to prove a connection. Yet internal 
disagreements remain sharp, with the 
CIA and FBI particularly skeptical of 
the allegations. Of Secretary Powell’s 
c l h s ,  one intelligence official told the 
New I’ork Times, “We just don’t think 
it’s there.” 

So the Pentagon has asserted more 
control over Iraqi intelligence. “They are 
politicizing intelligence, no question 
about it,” worries Vincent M. Cannis- 
traro, a former counterterrorism head at 
the CIA. “They are undertaking a cam- 
paign to get George Tenet fired because 
they can’t get him to say what they want 
on Iraq.” 

The Blair government has not had 
any more luck than the Bush adminis- 
tration. Although he now speaks of con- 
nections between Iraq and al-Qaeda, in 
late January Prime Minister Tony Blair 
answered a simple “no” when asked if 
there was such a link. And while Lon- 
don’s famed dossier on Iraq has been 
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discredited for plagiarizing dated maga- 
zine articles, the BBC reported on a 
recent British intelligence report that 
concludes, “any fledgling relationship 
foundered due to mistrust and incom- 
patible ideology.” 

Skepticism is appropriate. There have 
been a host of conspiratorial allegations 
seeking to tie Iraq to terrorism in the 
U.S. since Sept. 11. Moreover, the Mid- 
east seems to bring out the worst in 
American propagandists. For instance, 
the first Gulf War saw false allegations 
of Iraqi baby-killing w e d  up by the PR 
firm Hill & Knowlton and stories provid- 
ed by Pentagon officials of Iraqi troops 
poised on the Saudi border. Alleged 
connections between Baghdad and al- 
Qaeda must be viewed as particularly 
suspect. “They are natural enemies,” 
observes Bedarnin. CIA Director Tenet 
suggests that they have essentially made 
a non-aggression pact, but that just 
shows how far apart they were. It cer- 
tainly does not mean that Saddam 
would risk his survival to turn the crown 
jewels of his weapons development pro- 
grams over to Islamists committed to 
jihad. 

When the president began his quest 
for war in earnest last October, he 
declared that Iraq could attack America 
or its allies “on any given day” with 
chemical or biological weapons. This 
would seem to be a fearsome prospect, 
as President Bush said in his State of the 
Union address that Baghdad had 
enough anthrax to kill “several million 
people,” enough botulinum toxin to kill 
another several million people, as well 
as a variety of chemical weapons that 
“could also kill untold thousands.” 

But Saddam has not attacked. 
So the administration has played 

another card. President Bush explained, 
“Iraq could decide on any given day to 
provide a biological or chemical weapon 
to a terrorist group.” But Saddam has 
not done so. At least, if he has, terrorists 

t 

have not used their new tools. Or if they 
have, we have not noticed. 

The obvious reason we are still alive 
is that Saddam wants to stay alive. He 
understands that to attack the world’s 
overwhelming power, either directly or 
indirectly, would trigger overwhelming 
retaliation that would annihilate. his 
regime. However much he hates Ameri- 
ca, he does not want to die. 

This is the sake deterrence that fore- 
stalled a Soviet attack on America or 
Europe and restrained China from 
mounting assaults on Japan or Taiwan. 
Maybe deterrence is a second. best poli- 
cy. But it is better than war. 
Alas, the administration is pursuing 

the one c o m e  that will eliminate deter- 
rence. Attack Iraq, and Saddam has no 
incentive not to strike directly and hand 
off any remaining weapons to terrorists. 
Vice Admiral Lowell Jacoby, director of 
the Defense Intelligence Agency, expects 
missile and terrorist attacks on the U.S. 
and Israel in the event of war. Similarly, 
notes Tenet, Saddam, facing defeat, 
“probably would become much less 
constrained in adopting terrorist 
actions.” Indeed, he might see helping 

Islamists use such weapons against the 
U.S. as “his last chance to exact ven- 
geance by taking a large number of vic- 
tims with him.” Perhaps providing 
medical treatment to al-Zarqawi was a 
means of keeping an option open should 
American bombs start raining down 
upon Bagdhad. 

Saddam Hussein is an evil man; the 
world will be a better place once he dies 
or is removed from power. But he is not 
suicidal and will take no action that 
would guarantee his destruction. The 
best evidence that deterrence works is 
that we are alive today. Unfortunately, 
seeking to oust Saddam removes any 
leverage to prevent him from conduct- 
ing the sort of attack that the adminis- 
tration claims to fear most, at a time 
when FBI Director Robert Mueller says 
that al-Qaeda “is clearly the most urgent 
threat to U.S. interests.” Contrary to the 
president’s rhetoric, attacking Iraq 
makes more, and more dangerous, ter- 
rorist attacks more likely. m 

Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the 
Cato Institute and a former Special 
Assistant to President Reagan. 
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Mexico’s Northern Strategy 
Vicente Fox takes active measures to keep Mexico’s 
emgrants from assimilatmg. 

By Howard Sutherland 

THE MEXICAN GOVERNMENT has a 
plan: the ongoing Mexicanization of the 
United States, paid for by Americans. 
The spectacle of a superpower being col- 
onized by its impotent neighbor is with- 
out precedent in modern history. But to 
nationalist Mexicans nurtured on resent- 
ment of the Texas Revolution, Mexican 
War, and landings at Veracm, it would 
be sweet revenge. 

A combination of diplomatic chutz- 
pah and sheer weight of bodies is bear- 
ing fruit as the United States becomes 
ever more Latin American, sliding into a 
multicultural future very few Americans 
actually want. Political correctness, par- 
tisan calculation, and corporate greed 
combine to prevent any national defense 
against what has, in the last thirty years, 
become an invasion. In 1970, the United 
States’ Mexican-born population was no 
more than 800,000. Today it exceeds 10 
million-half of whom are here in viola- 
tion of U.S. immigration law. 

The Mexican policy is not that of an 
ally, as George W. Bush supposes, but of 
a demographic invader. It is a greater 
threat to the national integrity of the 
United States than anything Saddam 
Hussein can muster, and the Mexicans 
pushing it-led by President Vicente 
Fox and his present and former foreign 
ministers, Luis Ernesto Derbez and 
Jorge Castaiieda-do not care what 
harm their plan does to Americans. Nor 

do they care that mass emigration hol- 
lows out Mexico’s interior. It is easier to 
export stomachs than to fill them. 

With few exceptions, American politi- 
cians have no plan to counter the Mexi- 
can challenge. Most have no idea it 
exists. Bush insists the United States’ 
most important bilateral relationship is 
with Mexico, which is true, and that 
Mexico is an ally on a par with the Unit- 
ed Kingdom, which is false. 

Vicente Fox took office in December 
2000. A month later, George W. Bush 
came to Washington. On the stump, Fox 
promised that he would fight for the 
rights of Mexicans in the United States 
and change Mexico’s constitution. to 
allow them to vote in Mexican elections. 
He immediately pressed a sympathetic 
Bush for what Castaiieda called “the 
whole enchilada”: regdamahon of Mexi- 
can illegal aliens (always carefully 
referred to as undocumented migrants 
a force of nature rather than criminal 
hinders); aguest worker program for 
millions more Mexicans (despite Ameri- 
can experience showing such programs 
only beget more illegal immigration); and 
an increase in permanent visas. 

In spring 2001, Fox published his fiGe- 
year plan for Mexican development. 
Amid the policy wonk prose are sections 
that make clear Fox’s agreement with 
his predecessor Ernesto Zedillo, who 
spoke of a Greater Mexico consisting of 

al l  Mexicans within and without Mexi- 
co’s current borders. According to the 
Fox plan, the Mexican government “has 
accepted the challenge of serving the 
100 million Mexicans who now live in 
Mexico and the more than 18 million 
who live abroad.” The Fox plan goes on 
to posit immigration to the United States 
as a human right: the issue of “migration, 
especially in the United States, needs a 
new focus over the long term to permit 
the movement and residence of Mexican 
nation& to be safe, comfortable, legal 
and orderly, and the attitude of police 
persecution of this phenomenon must 
be abandoned and it must be perceived 
as a labor and social phenomenon.” In 
Fox’s view, therefore, the United States 
has no right to preserve itself as a dis- 
tinct nation. Americans must pay for the 
health, welfare, and education of all 
Mexicans who move in while accepting 
that Mexico will be active in our counlxy 
reinforcing its emigrants’ m&un.lsmo. 

Bidding for the loyalty of all Mexicans 
up north-including Mexican-Ameri- 
cam-Fox set up a Presidential Council 
for Mexicans Abroad. To run it, he 
picked UT-Dallas professor Juan 
HernBndez. Unconcerned-for good 
reason--that his new job might jeopard- 
ize his 1J.S. citizenship (he holds dual 
nationality), Herniindez lobbied aggres- 
sively in the United States. On ABC’s 
Nightline he said that Mexicans in the 
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