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U.S. DOMINATION: ACCIDENTAL OR INTENTIONAL?
Quotable Quotes

In the 1898 debate about whether or not the U.S. should claim the Philippines as a colony, Senator Albert Beveridge argued that “(t)he power that rules the Pacific is the power that rules the world. And, with the Philippines, that power is and will forever be the American Republic” (Asia Link, May/June, 1990, p. 2).
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President McKinley decided to “civilize” the Filipinos. When the US annexed the Philippines, Senator Beveridge saw this as the outcome of “the most holy [war] ever waged by one nation against another — a war for civilization, a war for a permanent peace, a war which, under God, although we knew it not, swung open to the Republic the portals of the commerce of the world” (Kermit Johnson, Ethics and Counterrevolution: American Involvement in Internal Wars, University Press of America, 1997, ISBN: 0761809066)

Andrew Carnegie subsequently sent a message to a friend who defended the U.S. crushing of the Filipino rebellion: “It is a matter of congratulation that you seem to have about finished your work of civilizing the Filipinos. It is thought that about 8,000 of them have been completely civilized and sent to Heaven.” (Howard Zinn, The Zinn Reader, Seven Stories Press, New York, 1997, p. 286)

Theodore Roosevelt commented that “(i)t is indeed a warped, perverse and silly morality which would forbid a course of conquest that has turned whole continents into the seats of mighty and flourishing civilized nations. All men of sane and wholesome thought must dismiss with impatient contempt the pleas that these continents should be reserved for the use of scattered savage tribes, whose life was but a few degrees less meaningless, squalid and ferocious than that of the wild beasts with whom they hold joint ownership” (National Catholic Reporter, 20 January [or February?], 1998, p. 13).

President Taft said that “the day is not far distant” when “the whole hemisphere will be ours in fact as, by virtue of our superiority of race, it is ours morally” (Noam Chomsky, Year 501, Verso, p. 158).

In 1927 Undersecretary of State Robert Olds stated: “(w)e do control the destinies of Central America, and we do so for the simple reason that the national interest absolutely dictates such a course ...” (Tom Berry et al., Dollars and Dictators, The Resource Center, Albuquerque, 1982, p. 5).

In 1948 George Kennan, head of the State Department’s planning staff, stated the basic U.S. policy goals: 

...We have about 50% of the world’s wealth, but only 6.3% of its populations.... In this situation, we cannot fail to be the object of envy and resentment. Our real task in the coming period is to devise a pattern of relationships which will permit us to maintain this position of disparity without positive detriment to our national security. To do so we have to dispense with all sentimentality and day-dreaming; and our attention will have to be concentrated everywhere on our immediate national objectives. We need not deceive ourselves that we an afford today the luxury of 
altruism and world-benefaction.... We should cease to talk about vague 
and...unreal objectives such as human rights, the raising of the living standards and democratization. The day is not far off when we are going to have to deal in straight power concepts. The less we are hampered by idealistic slogans, the better. (Jack Nelson Pallmeyer, War Against The Poor, Orbis Books, Maryknoll, New York, p. 5. He got this from Low Intensity Warfare: counter-Insurgency, Proinsurgency and Antiterrorism in the Eighties, edited by Klare & Kornblush, Pantheon Books, NY, 1988)

Assigning to each part of the South its special function in the New World Order of the post-World War II era, Kennan recommended that Africa be “exploited” for the reconstruction of Europe, while Southeast Asia would “fulfill its major function as a source of raw materials for Japan and Western Europe” (Year 501, pp. 30, 43, 121).

As Washington prepared to overthrow the government in Guatemala (in 1954), a State Department official warned that Guatemala “has become an increasing threat to the stability of Honduras and El Salvador. Its agrarian reform is a powerful propaganda weapon; its broad social program of aiding the workers and peasants in a victorious struggle against the upper classes and large foreign enterprises has a strong appeal to the populations of Central American neighbors where similar conditions prevail” (Year 501, p. 37).

The 1954 Eisenhower-commissioned Doolittle Report on the CIA said, “If the United States is to survive, long-standing American concepts of ‘fair play’ must be reconsidered. We must develop effective espionage and counterespionage services and must learn to subvert, sabotage and destroy our enemies by more clever, more sophisticated and more effective methods than those used against us” (National Catholic Reporter, 28 August, 1987, p. 3).

President Kennedy and his advisers claimed there was a “missile gap.” Thus they proceeded to build up the military with 1,000 minutemen and other major strategic weapons, which set off a new phase in the arms race. President Reagan claimed there was a “window of vulnerability” and initiated the largest peacetime military buildup in American history. Both Kennedy and Reagan knew that these claims were a complete fraud and that any gap was about ten to one in favor of the U.S. As McGeorge Bundy, the national security adviser under Kennedy, stated in a secret memorandum, the fact that there was no missile gap was irrelevant because this at least provided an excuse for what Kennedy wanted to do at the time: escalate the arms race and increase political intervention abroad as a cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy (Chomsky, National Catholic Reporter, 29 May, 1987, pp. 9-11).

In order to control the American population and to make them support policies to which they are basically opposed, it has been necessary to frighten the people. One way of doing this has been the campaign about international terrorism (Chomsky, National Catholic Reporter, 29 May, 1987, pp. 9-11). President Harry Truman said it would be necessary “to scare hell out of the country” to generate the kind of support required for the U.S. to assume the burdens of world empire (National Catholic Reporter, 28 August, 1987, p. 3).

“A considerable proportion of the developed world’s prosperity rests on paying the lowest possible prices for the poor countries’ primary products and on exporting high-cost capital and finished goods to those countries. Continuation of this kind of prosperity requires continuation of the relative gap between developed and underdeveloped countries — it means keeping poor people poor” (Philip Agee, CIA Diary — Inside The Company, Penguin, 1978, p. 595).

“Agency operations cannot be separated from these conditions. Our training and support for police and military forces, particularly the intelligence services, combined with other US support through military assistance missions and Public Safety programmes, give the ruling minorities ever stronger tools to keep themselves in power and to retain their disproportionate share of the national income. Our operations to penetrate and suppress the extreme left also serve to strengthen the ruling minorities by eliminating the main danger to their power” (Agee, CIA Diary — Inside The Company, Penguin, 1978, p. 504). 

“American capitalism, based as it is on exploitation of the poor, with its fundamental motivation in personal greed, simply cannot survive without force — without a secret police force” (Agee, CIA Diary — Inside The Company, Penguin, 1978, p. 597).

• “The Marines in Okinawa are not assigned to the defense of Japan. They constitute instead the U.S. Seventh Fleet ready Marine force and could be deployed anywhere in the Seventh Fleet’s operating area in the Western Pacific and Indian Oceans ...” (Testimony at the hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate, Department of Defense Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1983). 

The U.S. had over 3,000 foreign military bases in 1990. These bases exist to protect U.S. access to resources and markets in the region, and access to the sea lanes of communications (SLOCs). As the former commander of Clark Air Base (The Philippines) General Burns put it, the bases “provide the punch to protect ... (U.S.) trade initiatives and economic interests” (Asia Link, May/June, 1990, pp. 1, 3).

In 1972 Richard Nixon signalled American intent when he declared that the US needed 80% of the industrialised West’s trade surplus as a matter of right in order to finance its military ambitions and a trade deficit it was unwilling or unable to correct. The object of US financial diplomacy, he openly acknowledged, was to ensure that the dollar remained the overwhelmingly important unit of account for international business, even though the US comprised only one-fifth of world GDP. Hence a system of floating exchange rates based on the dollar. Thus the US could pay for its massive network of overseas base complexes and its phenomenal trade deficit in its own currency without any check; it could regard the rest of the world, as long as it opened up its trade and financial systems to US business, as the new frontier (Will Hutton, Why the world is hurtling into recession, Guardian Weekly, July 19-25, 2001).

The Commission on Integrated Long-Term Strategy (convened by the Pentagon about 1987), in its study ‘Discriminate Deterrence,’ emphasized the importance of continued U.S. domination of the Pacific Rim, the Persian Gulf and the Mediterranean Sea (Asia Link, May/June, 1990, p. 14).

Each year the White House sends to Congress a report explaining that the military threat the U.S. faces requires vast expenditures — which, accidentally, sustain high-tech industry at home and repression abroad. The first post-Cold War edition was in March 1990. The Russians having disappeared from the scene, the report at last recognized frankly that the enemy is the Third World. U.S. military power must target the Third World, it concluded, primarily the Middle East, where the “threats to our interests...could not be laid at the Kremlin’s door” (Chomsky, Year 501, p. 93). 

U.S. troops were dispatched to Peru, and the new U.S. bases built there are ostensibly to support the Peruvian army’s war against the drug trade and Shining Path guerrillas. In reality this U.S. military intervention is designed “to project an American presence .... into the Andean valleys and forests” as the U.S. attempts to consolidate its control over the Americas (Asia Link, May/June, 1990, pp. 14-15).

A secret February 1992 Pentagon draft of Defense Planning Guidance, leaked to the press, which describes itself as “definitive guidance from the Secretary of Defence” for budgetary policy to the year 2000. The U.S. must hold “global power” and a monopoly of force. It will then “protect” the “new order” while allowing others to pursue “their legitimate interests,” as Washington defines them. The U.S. “must account sufficiently for the interests of the advanced industrial nations to discourage them from challenging our leadership or seeking to overturn the established political and economic order,” or even “aspiring to a larger regional or global role” (Chomsky, Year 501, p. 48).

Note on Food ‘Aid’

In 1812 the US Congress approved a budget of $50,000 for emergency food aid to victims of an earthquake in Venezuela. RAND Corporation economist Charles Wolf says it was an economic instrument in the service of a political goal — in this case support for a revolt (which failed) against Spain. Ever since then, the US has consistently tied its contributions to the needy to the enhancement of its political leverage over other governments and to the expansion of its own commercial markets. 

After the First World War Herbert Hoover sold US wheat to European countries and summarily forced settlements of several European disputes simply by threatening to cut off food aid to the party of whose policies he disapproved. He was instrumental in the overthrow of Bela Kun’s government in Hungary — and immediately afterwards resumed food aid to that country. He ‘suggested’ that the Poles accept his choice of Paderewski for their Premier, in which case they might expect increased food shipments. In Vienna, at a time when a communist inspired takeover seemed imminent, he staved it off by the simple expedient of posting notices announcing that ‘any disturbances of public order will render food shipments impossible and bring Vienna face to face with absolute famine’. 

Food ‘aid’ is also an economic investment. Japan is a good example. From the beginning of the Food for Peace program in 1954 Japan got not quite $400 million worth of food aid, but by 1975, had bought over $20 billion worth of food. How are commercial markets developed? Wherever possible one works through the children participating in charitable feeding programs: “Japanese school children who learned to like American milk and bread in US-sponsored school lunch programs have since helped to make Japan our best dollar purchaser for farm products,” said Senator McGovern in 1964. “The great food markets of the future are the very areas where vast numbers of people are learning through Food for Peace to eat American produce. The people we assist today will become our customers tomorrow ...”

Former Agriculture Secretary Earl Butz was widely quoted as saying, “Food is a weapon. It is now one of the principle tools in our negotiating kit.” 

Public Law 480 spells out the clearly political nature of U.S. food aid. The statute defines its purpose as: 


to expand international trade among the U.S. and friendly nations ... to further international economic development, the expansion of U.S. agricultural and commercial export markets ... and make maximum efficient use of surplus agriculture commodities in furtherance of the foreign policy of the U.S.

The bulk of U.S. food aid has never gone to the countries most in need but to the most strategically important ally of the day: Turkey and Israel in the 50s, South Vietnam in the 60s, Egypt, South Korea and Pakistan in the 80s. .... In Bangla Desh during the famine in 1974 in which around 400,000 people died, the U.S. deliberately withheld food aid because Bangla Desh had recently signed a $3,000,000 jute deal with Cuba. 

Richard Nixon stated that “the main purpose of American aid is not to help other nations but to help ourselves” (Paul Vallely, Bad Samaritans, Hodder & Stoughton, London 1990 p. 77).

Economically developed nations must resist the temptation to give aid with a view to gaining control over the political situation in underdeveloped countries, and furthering their own plans for world domination (John XXIII, Mater and Magistra, #171, 1961).

Henry Luce, who owned 3 of the most influential mags in the US - Life, Time, and Fortune - and had pwrfl connectns in Washn, wrote a famous editorial for Life in 1941 called “The Am Century”. This was the time, he said, “to accept wholeheartedly our duty and our opportunity as the most pwrfl and vital nation in the wld and in consequence to exert upon the wld the full impact ofour influence, for such purposes as we see fit and by such means as we see fit.” Zinn Reader 249

Sec of State James Byrnes: What we must do now is not make the world safe for democracy, but make the world safe for the U.S.A. [no date]

in American Lake

Peter Hayes Lyuba Zarsky Walden Bello

Penguin, NY, 1986, p. 20

from E. Converse:United States Plans for a Postwar Overseas Military Base System, 1942-1948

Ph.D. Dissertation, Dept of Hy, Princetin Uni Press, Princeton, New Jersey, 1984. p. 10

 - - - 

The vast U.S. military infrastructure in Northeast Asia is a remnant of the cold war. But it also supports U.S. economic interests like multinational corporations and banks — the primary forces behind globalization. Those interests were neatly defined in the 1997 DOD study, A National Security Strategy for a New Century. In its global security policies, the Pentagon said that the U.S. seeks “a climate where the global economy and open trade are growing.” “The overall health of the international economic environment directly affects our security, just as stability enhances the prospects for prosperity,” the Pentagon contended. “This prosperity, a goal in itself, also ensures that we are able to sustain our military forces, foreign initiatives and global influence,” it added.
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September 11 shocked many Americans into an awareness that they had better

pay much closer attention to what the US government does in the world and

how it is perceived. Many issues have been opened for discussion that were

not on the agenda before. That's all to the good.

It is also the merest sanity, if we hope to reduce the likelihood of future

atrocities. It may be comforting to pretend that our enemies "hate our

freedoms," as President Bush stated, but it is hardly wise to ignore the

real world, which conveys different lessons.

The president is not the first to ask: "Why do they hate us?" In a staff

discussion 44 years ago, President Eisenhower described "the campaign of

hatred against us [in the Arab world], not by the governments but by the

people". His National Security Council outlined the basic reasons: the US

supports corrupt and oppressive governments and is "opposing political or

economic progress" because of its interest in controlling the oil resources

of the region.
Post-September 11 surveys in the Arab world reveal that the same reasons

hold today, compounded with resentment over specific policies. Strikingly,

that is even true of privileged, western-oriented sectors in the region.

To cite just one recent example: in the August 1 issue of Far Eastern

Economic Review, the internationally recognised regional specialist Ahmed

Rashid writes that in Pakistan "there is growing anger that US support is

allowing [Musharraf's] military regime to delay the promise of democracy".

Today we do ourselves few favours by choosing to believe that "they hate us"

and "hate our freedoms". On the contrary, these are attitudes of people who

like Americans and admire much about the US, including its freedoms. What

they hate is official policies that deny them the freedoms to which they too

aspire.

For such reasons, the post-September 11 rantings of Osama bin Laden - for

example, about US support for corrupt and brutal regimes, or about the US

"invasion" of Saudi Arabia - have a certain resonance, even among those who

despise and fear him. From resentment, anger and frustration, terrorist

bands hope to draw support and recruits.

We should also be aware that much of the world regards Washington as a

terrorist regime. In recent years, the US has taken or backed actions in

Colombia, Nicaragua, Panama, Sudan and Turkey, to name a few, that meet

official US definitions of "terrorism" - that is, when Americans apply the

term to enemies.

In the most sober establishment journal, Foreign Affairs, Samuel Huntington

wrote in 1999: "While the US regularly denounces various countries as 'rogue

states,' in the eyes of many countries it is becoming the rogue superpower

... the single greatest external threat to their societies."

Such perceptions are not changed by the fact that, on September 11, for the

first time, a western country was subjected on home soil to a horrendous

terrorist attack of a kind all too familiar to victims of western power. The

attack goes far beyond what's sometimes called the "retail terror" of the

IRA, FLN or Red Brigades.

The September 11 terrorism elicited harsh condemnation throughout the world

and an outpouring of sympathy for the innocent victims. But with

qualifications.

An international Gallup poll in late September found little support for "a

military attack" by the US in Afghanistan. In Latin America, the region with

the most experience of US intervention, support ranged from 2% in Mexico to

16% in Panama.

The current "campaign of hatred" in the Arab world is, of course, also

fuelled by US policies toward Israel-Palestine and Iraq. The US has provided

the crucial support for Israel's harsh military occupation, now in its 35th

year.

One way for the US to lessen Israeli-Palestinian tensions would be to stop

refusing to join the long-standing international consensus that calls for

recognition of the right of all states in the region to live in peace and

security, including a Palestinian state in the currently occupied

territories (perhaps with minor and mutual border adjustments).

In Iraq, a decade of harsh sanctions under US pressure has strengthened

Saddam Hussein while leading to the death of hundreds of thousands of

Iraqis - perhaps more people "than have been slain by all so-called weapons

of mass destruction throughout history", military analysts John and Karl

Mueller wrote in Foreign Affairs in 1999.

Washington's present justifications to attack Iraq have far less credibility

than when President Bush Sr was welcoming Saddam as an ally and a trading

partner after he had committed his worst brutalities - as in Halabja, where

Iraq attacked Kurds with poison gas in 1988. At the time, the murderer

Saddam was more dangerous than he is today.

As for a US attack against Iraq, no one, including Donald Rumsfeld, can

realistically guess the possible costs and consequences. Radical Islamist

extremists surely hope that an attack on Iraq will kill many people and

destroy much of the country, providing recruits for terrorist actions.

They presumably also welcome the "Bush doctrine" that proclaims the right of

attack against potential threats, which are virtually limitless. The

president has announced: "There's no telling how many wars it will take to

secure freedom in the homeland." That's true.

Threats are everywhere, even at home. The prescription for endless war poses

a far greater danger to Americans than perceived enemies do, for reasons the

terrorist organisations understand very well.

Twenty years ago, the former head of Israeli military intelligence,

Yehoshaphat Harkabi, also a leading Arabist, made a point that still holds

true. "To offer an honourable solution to the Palestinians respecting their

right to self-determination: that is the solution of the problem of

terrorism," he said. "When the swamp disappears, there will be no more

mosquitoes."

At the time, Israel enjoyed the virtual immunity from retaliation within the

occupied territories that lasted until very recently. But Harkabi's warning

was apt, and the lesson applies more generally.

Well before September 11 it was understood that with modern technology, the

rich and powerful will lose their near monopoly of the means of violence and

can expect to suffer atrocities on home soil.

If we insist on creating more swamps, there will be more mosquitoes, with

awesome capacity for destruction.

If we devote our resources to draining the swamps, addressing the roots of

the "campaigns of hatred", we can not only reduce the threats we face but

also live up to ideals that we profess and that are not beyond reach if we

choose to take them seriously.

c Noam Chomsky

New York Times Syndicate
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