This was originally a response to an email asking why I am against the war.

First, I do not see anyone in any country except the USA as a threat to the USA's way of life. We have, as you say, the military power to smite just about any nation on the Earth. This however does not justify using such a power. Using such a terrible ability only provides for the terror to continue. Violence breeds terror breeds violence. People who hate the US are not "jealous" of Americans, they hate the US because we continue to extort and poison them. We bomb their brothers and cause government sponsored uprisings in their homelands. Our governments' policies tend to alienate, belittle and frustrate the very things we supposedly stand for. Our government keeps repressive regimes in power for limited term and often, ideological goals. We helped keep Saddam Hussein in power during the 1980's by backing him in the war between Iraq and Iran. We sold him the very weapons and technology he now has. We allowed him to consolidate his power during this time period and crush and destroy his opposition. 

I am by no means saying that Hussein is a good man or deserves to be in power, but continuing to cause pain to his *people* only causes further hatred. The sanctions, as has been noted to me by one of our UA ROTC recruiting officers, do not work. Saddam gets whatever he needs. This is true, but his people do not get what *they* need. Why have sanctions then? I'm not sure...it just seems to do more harm and breed more hatred for the US. We seem not to acknowledge that we must commit to a sustainable foreign policy. This includes using war as a last choice, not a first means of negotiation. This means defeating our enemies through love and peace.

Now I know you think this is amazingly trite and cheesy, but what I mean by this is that war does not help end conflict, it only makes the loser angry. How to defeat an enemy then? If you stop hating them and try to take away any reason for them to hate you, they will lose their internal legitimacy, and thus succumb to the hotbed of hate they have sewn. A repressive regime must have some scapegoat to remain legitimate. If it does not, it will not stand. The people of the country would revolt and the dictator would fall. This scapegoat can be external or internal. An internal example is the Jew in 1930's Germany. This was a small minority of relatively powerless individuals. Not to say that they could not resist, just that it was nearly impossible. There were uprisings in the ghettos for example. In this case pressure must come from abroad.

In the present case however, the scapegoat is the USA. The US can resist very easily by not fulfilling Saddam's predications that the US is evil and will reign fire upon his people. Since he gets his power from such propaganda, if we fulfill this nonsense, it becomes sense and thus does nothing to further our purpose. In these types of cases, to dethrone a powerful dictator, it requires revolution from within, not war from without. War makes him more powerful because it makes him look like one of his people and unites them together in a common enemy.

Second, I do not think it is our business to be ousting foreign leaders. This only brings about the rule of fear. The rule of fear in the end brings loathing. Other countries see the US as a thug. We get what we want because people are afraid of us. They also loathe us because of this. This creates what our government terms "rouge states". These states are ones ruled by an authoritarian regime that has decided to take a stand. These states do not fear us or our military power. There are many reasons for this. North Korea for example, knows that the one country in the world we are afraid of is China and since they have a common border, they know that China will feel threatened by any war with N. Korea, and so feel free to flout our might. This is the reason we negotiate with them despite their obvious hatred for our people and policies. We are the ones who cut them off from their energy supply. They had no choice but threaten us with a regenerated nuclear program as a bargaining chip.

Third, I find that very few wars in the past have been justified. I believe that WWII was. This is because we were dealing with insane men ruling fascist regimes. In this I speak of Hitler and Mussolini. Emperor Hirahito was also a vicious man who conquered China, Indo-China, and Korea and was brutal to their people. The Japanese still live with the consequences of the actions of Hirahito. They are hated in all of these places to this day.

To some extent, I think that the first gulf war was justifiable due to the invasion of Kuwait. This is the part of the war that was universally seen as a wrong committed against another solemn state. This is why there was a united front that the WORLD presented against this invasion. In this case, there is no world consensus. There is no reason to assume war as a first step. There is no reason to rush in like a fool where the angels dare not tread. There are other ways to approach a menace; the inspections are working (as proven yesterday by the discovery of some *disarmed* missiles). Diplomacy should be more than one tool. We think that diplomacy equals threatening war. This does not always work.

Fourth, if we try to oust Hussein, I do not think it will be bloodless on our side. I care deeply for people and feel compassion for both the Iraqi people and the US military personnel. There have already been casualties. A woman in the Army ROTC told me two days ago that some of her friends got deployed to the region and they've already lost 3 from their battalion. They were getting out of a Hum-V and 3 got pinged. How many more need die? And for what? Why do we need to do this? Is it for oil and *more* corporate greed? Is it because Mr. Bush feels inadequate or that his father never finished the job? Is it because we think that a new leader in Iraq will look favorably on us? That is a joke, it will not happen. To think that ANY Iraqi will agree with the US on oil prices is ridiculous. Furthermore, is this (or any of these reasons) a justified one for war?

Fifth, I have not seen, and have not even heard, of one iota of evidence that there are indeed "weapons of mass destruction" in Iraq. There has not been a shred of evidence given up by our government, the UN, or the IAEA on Iraq possessing atomics, biological, or chemical weapons. This is neo-McCarthyism. This is a lot of rhetoric and a dossier. This is an empty envelope with a list of 8000 communists living within the United States. This is a number that keeps on changing. If there are such weapons, let the government show us one, just one, shred of evidence. Something conclusive. I, sir, have not seen it.

And even if there are these weapons, who are we to unilaterally decide who is, and who is not, to have them. Both Pakistan and India proliferated nuclear weaponry after signing the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty. Why didn't we go to war with them? Why??? Aren’t you ANGRY about that? Are we saying that these people are going to be "responsible" with their nukes, but those people won't be? What is the basis for this argument? How can we be sure that the hotheads will not seize control of India and blow us all to smithereens tomorrow?

Sixth, how does this relate to the "War on Terrorism"? This is a term that puzzles me. It is a contradiction, an oxymoronic statement. War is terrorism. Terrorism is war. War is terrorism. Terrorism is war. War is terrorism. Terrorism is war. War is terrorism. Terrorism is war. General Sherman said, "War is hell". It most definitely is. To be more specific, it is for the people who are having war committed against them more so than the warriors, especially in this day and age of "Nintendo war"

Osama Bin Laden has nothing to do with Iraq, and Iraq has nothing to do with Bin Laden or his Al Qaida network. Actions like these convince more people that *their* rhetoric is right however. It makes us look exactly as they want us to look, like big bad bullies. Do you doubt that Bin Laden grows stronger with every US military act? It is most assured that this war will not win any love in the Middle East and will in fact produce more hatred toward the US. Who would love a country that continually drops bombs on their mom's house? Or their sisters? Or brothers? They want not to emulate us, but to topple us. They work on hatred. But their hatred is based in a truth, ours in a lie.

We deceive ourselves by blinding ourselves to the outward atrocities committed in our names by our government. Little is covered in the internal media about the subversive actions of our country in other countries around the world. Few people know for example about the CIA sponsored right wing Colombian death squads. They go and kill innocents simply because they are liberals or oppose the repressive regime that the US backs. We supply them with money funneled through the CIA and arms and training through the JCET missions the US military doesn’t want you to know about. These missions are ostensibly to help make contacts with the militaries of the world in case we should want to know their leaders. Why? Just ask yourself that next time we have a September 11.

Seventh, to refute your argument that September 11 happened due to "emaciating our national security by Political Correctness and the stifling of our intelligence agencies". I think this is a very silly argument. You know as well as I do that NOTHING can stop the truly determined. Especially those who are willing to give their lives for the cause...whatever cause it be. Why do you think Mohandas Gandhi and Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. were in the end successful? They were so determined they would die for their cause. So were the attackers on Sept. 11. If you think taking away rights will solve the problem you are a fool. If you think political correctness is the problem, you are likewise a fool. PC is nothing but an attempt to be polite. I am not a big fan of PC because it may at times happen that you step on someone’s toes, but to be succinct, "national security" was not nor ever will be influenced by such a ridiculous concept as PC. If the authorities had ANY notion of what was going to happen, do you not think that they would have been arrested despite race, creed, color, ethnicity, religion, or any other criteria? Come on, lets not play the fool, there was simply no way to stop this and no way to see it coming.

Eighth, this administration is stripping us of rights. Heck, I may be sent to jail for a long, long time simply by replying to this. The Patriot Act stripped us of many rights and according to a Political Science Prof at UA, "Civil liberties are the lowest I've ever seen them". I realize my right to protest is protected by the Bill of Rights and am very grateful for that. That doesn’t mean to say that I should think that because I have that right, and the military uses the false argument that they are "protecting our rights", that I should back *anything* the military wants to do. This is simply illogical. To think that because one has the right to do something and the military makes the claim that it defends this right, one should automatically support the military on any and all issues makes no sense. The military does not protect our rights, the courts do. The military protects the ground we stand on, not the grounds we stand on. They protect our physical turf, not our ideological turf. This is not subtle, and yet extremely important to understand, yet it is very rarely understood.

Ross Lampert

241-2022

Rosslampert@hotmail.com

