
 
 
TEXAN? SIMPLETON? REAGANITE? 
 



 



 
 
 
Structure: 
Born 1946 
Family 
Dynasty like the Kennedy clan 
 
Underachiever/comparison with his Dad 
 
Wayward 20s – so what? 
 
National Guard service 
 
Marriage 
 
1978 election campaign 
 
Oil Business Midland 
 
40th Birthday/ Midland Bible group 
 
1988 campaign – Atwater and Religious Right 
 
Texas Rangers – profile, personal fortune (state subsidized ball park Arlington) 
 
1994 election – Richards 
 



Record as Governor – executions, environment, health and safety, tort reform, 
education 
 
2000 campaign 
Compassionate conservative 
Foreign policy knowledge – THE TEAM 
Wooed press 
Dirty campaign in South Carolina  
 
The 2000 Election: 
 
An unfair outcome? 
 
Reminds one of the 1876 election between Rutherford B Hayes (R) and 
Samuel Tilden (D): 
 

• Election won by Hayes by just 1 Electoral College vote. 
 

• Undecided outcome from Nov 8, 1876 to March 2, 1877. 
 

• Florida was hotly disputed. 
 

• President Grant sent troops to the South to calm Tilden supporters. 
 

• There was fraud and corruption in the vote counting. 
 

• Ultimately Hayes won after a committee voted along partisan lines 
to declare him the official winner.  

 
 
2000 Campaign 
 
Al Gore VP considered a shoe-in during a time of strong economic 
performance. Bush seen as unexperienced but the GOP party favourite. 
 
In the debates Gore was unable to overwhelm Bush. In fact Bush 
performed well above expectations and Gore well under expectations 
(VIDEO). 
 
Results 

• Gore won the popular vote 
• Bush won the vote in 30 states (counting Florida) and Gore in 20 

states (plus Washington DC) 



• Gore didn’t win single Southern State, not even Tennessee, his 
home state (see election map       
:http://uselectionatlas.org/USPRESIDENT/) 

• Election came down to Florida, where the result was extremely 
close. 

 
The Florida Recount 
On election night TV stations had predicted on air that Bush would win 
Florida based on exit polling. One of the first to call Florida as a Bush 
win was FOX NEWS’ John Ellis, a cousin of President George W. Bush. 
Initially Gore conceded the election on the night to Bush, but then later in 
the evening withdrew his concession. 
 
The extremely close vote required a state wide machine recount which 
occurred. 
 
However, the Gore team wanted a manual recount in certain counties 
where large numbers of votes were showing up as invalid undervotes, 
many of which came to be known as Hanging Chads. 
 
These invalid votes were the result of faulty equipment, which every year 
cause thousands of votes to be counted contrary to how voters intended 
them.  
 
Another problem was caused by the Butterfly Ballot below: 



 
 
The Butterfly Ballot saw Pat Buchanan win 3,704 votes, nearly 2,700 
more than he received in any other county. In addition there were 19,000 
ballots containing votes for more than one presidential candidate. 
 
Gore challenged the undervotes and overvotes in certain counties. When 
it seemed like the recounts couldn’t occur quickly enough, Gore applied 
for an extension on the state voting deadline. 
 
The Florida secretary of state Katherine Harris (appointed by Florida 
Governor Jeb Bush, G.W. Bush’s brother) opposed these actions. 
 
However, the Florida Supreme Court issued an opinion allowing the 
recounts and extending the deadline for them to be completed.   
 
Bush appealed to the Supreme Court arguing that the decision violated 
Article II of the US Constitution. 
 
Harris certified Bush the winner, leading to another court case (Gore v 
Harris) in the Florida Supreme Court where the court decided in favour of 
an extended deadline and decided that a recount was required in all 
counties, not just the counties Gore had singled out. FAIR DECISION? 
 



The court ordered the counting of undervotes but set no precise directions 
beyond “clear intent of the voter”. This was the Hanging Chad issue. 
When is a Hanging Chad a “clear intention, a mistake, or a moment of 
indecision”? 
 
Bush again appealed to the Supreme Court who voted 5-4 (partisan) in his 
favour to stop the recount.  
 
Reasons: 

• Equal protection grounds 
• What was a valid vote? 
• Recount couldn’t occur within the deadline (ignored that new 

president not inaugurated until January 20, 2001) 
 
Better outcome: 

• Ask the Florida Supreme Court to be more specific about what 
counts as a valid Hanging Chad vote 

• Extend deadline 
 
Concern: 

• Election decided in the House of Representatives as Florida sent 
two sets of delegates. One chosen by the Florida legislature and the 
other the result of Florida Court decisions.  

 
• Leading to a constitutional crisis or vote on the floor of the House 

which would have likely seen Bush chosen as president as John 
Quincy Adams was in 1824. 

 
Other issues: 
 

• Felons can’t vote in Florida, but some people falsely listed as 
felons (largely blacks). Plus other registration irregularities 
concerning black voters in Florida. 

 
• Solution: Touch screen voting? But questions about the lack of a 

paper record and hacking and other corruption possibilities…. 
 
Policies  
Kyoto 
Welfare  
Tax cuts 
Star Wars 
 



After 9/11 super popular 
Iraq (UN negotiations, splits within the administration Powell v Rumsfeld and 
Cheney). 
 
Why war in Iraq: Oil? Terrorism? WMD to Terrorists? War on terror? Afghanistan 
led to overconfidence? Democratize the Middle East? Protect Israel? Geostrategic 
reasons (control Middle East)? 
 
coalition of the willing, short battle, mission accomplished, nation building, lack of 
planning, lack of troops, lack of WMD, lack of links between 9/11 and Saddam.  
 
Wrong war? Bin Laden and Afghanistan/// 
 
CORPORARE LARGEESE  
 
2004 Election 
 
Terrorism 
Security 
Muddled opponent 
GOP campaign organization 
Christian conservative vote and issue on ballot 
Won enough key states and independent voters 
 
Quagmire in Iraq 
Hurricane Katerina 
Surge in Iraq  
 
QUESTIONS 
 

1. Family impact 
2. Religious impact – person and policies 
3. Texas – political culture – true Texan. 

 
 

Bush’s “freedom agenda”  
 
Attacks of 9/11 described as an attack on American freedom 
Bush’s explanation for the American response: 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p6HOcLWP-Ls 
 
“They hate us before of our freedoms” 
 
This has been challenged:  
 
Reasons for the attacks 



 
Freedom??? Questionable logic 
 
Religion? YES, but 
 
Territory? Some explanatory power 
 

Following 9/11 many theories abounded about why the attacks had 

occurred.i Jean Bethke Elshtain noted a tendency to not take Osama bin 

Laden and al Qaeda at their word and instead look for deeper and 

possibly more complicated reasons for the attacks. For Elshtain this 

tendency is largely due to the inability of most commentators to take 

religious messages such as al-Qaeda’s declared jihad against America 

seriously; as a result they see such statements as “window dressing” with 

many commentators seeming to believe that “the heart of the matter lies 

elsewhere, in leftover colonial ire or antiglobalist chagrin”.ii Elshtain’s 

argument that more attention needs to be paid to the statements and 

actions of al Qaeda and other radical Islamic organizations was an 

important intervention in the post-9/11 discourse, too often characterized 

by commentators and politicians bringing their own political baggage to 

bear on why the attacks occurred. More recently Peter Bergen, one of the 

most astute analysts of bin Laden, wrote: “Statements from bin Laden and 

al Zawahiri have always been the most reliable guide to the future actions 

of jihadist movements around the world.”iii  



 

Both Bergen and Elshtain rightly highlight the importance of 

religious motivations in their analyses, something that many other 

analysts of international relations seem ill-equipped to deal with. I argue 

here that it is the intersection of religious and territorial concerns that 

animates most of the statements and actions of anti-American terrorists. 

In bin Laden’s case the territorial grievances he regularly refers to are key 

motivational causes for his followers, but bin Laden’s own antagonistic 

relationship with Saddam and Arafat complicates a territorial 

understanding of his motivations.  

 

In analyzing the 9/11 attacks two key questions are: why did these 

terrorists so hate America? And were there specific US actions that 

directly created this hatred? It seems that both official assessments in 

America, Australia and Britain and radical interpretations from some 

leftist academics cast the net far too wide. George W. Bush, John Howard 

and Tony Blair have all said that those responsible for the 9/11 attacks 

hate America and like-minded nations because of their freedoms and 

liberties – in short because of their way of life. Certain left-wing scholars 

have cited colonialism, poverty, globalization, and twentieth century 

American foreign policy as the causes of the attacks. However, a series of 

speeches, interviews and video comments by Osama bin Laden and other 



al Qaeda leadersiv reveal a seemingly more delimited and specific set of 

reasons for targeting America than is acknowledged by much of the 

standard commentary. These speeches state their grievances directly and 

with considerable repetition; they condemn America for its “occupying of 

the country of the two Holy places”, for its alliance with the Jews in 

oppressing and killing Palestinians and occupying the sacred al-Aqsa 

mosque and Dome of the Rock in Jerusalem, and for its policies in Iraq 

which have supposedly led to the death of 600,000 children (later claimed 

by bin Laden to be one million children).v It is these policies that al 

Qaeda clearly states justify the killing of Americans, with once again the 

clear aim being America’s retreat from the Muslim world. Bin Laden 

bluntly states that “what happened on September 11 is nothing but a 

reaction to the continuing injustice being done to our children in 

Palestine, Iraq, Somalia, southern Sudan, and elsewhere, as well as 

Kashmir and Asia.”vi While this statement refers to a wide variety of 

conflicts, the underlying message is consistent – let Muslims govern their 

societies without outside interference.  

 

Bin Laden and others in the al Qaeda leadership seem to believe 

that America can be forced to retreat and that it has far less stomach for 

war than the Soviets whom al Qaeda helped to defeat in Afghanistan. 

Until the fall of the Soviet Union the Soviets were seen by bin Laden as a 



greater and in fact more formidable enemy than the United States. This is 

not to say bin Laden was a supporter of the US in the 1980s; it is known 

that he personally boycotted US products throughout this period. Bin 

Laden’s view of the Americans as cowards can be seen in his 1996 

statement entitled “Declaration of War”. 

 

When the explosion in Beirut took place [in] 1983…you were 
turned into scattered bits and pieces at that time; 241 mainly 
Marines [and] soldiers were killed. And where was this courage of 
yours when two explosions made you to leave Aden [after the 
attack on the USS Cole] in less than twenty-four hours! But your 
most disgraceful case was in Somalia, where – after vigorous 
propaganda about the power of the United States and its post-cold 
war leadership of the new world order - you moved tens of 
thousands of international force[s], including 28,000 American 
soldiers, into Somalia. However, when tens of your soldiers were 
killed in minor battles and one pilot was dragged in the streets of 
Mogadishu you left the area carrying disappointment, humiliation, 
defeat, and your dead with you.vii 
 

This claim that Americans can be forced to retreat is repeated by 

bin Laden elsewhere and is clearly similar to the belief systems of other 

terrorist organizations that violence is an effective way to gain enemy 

withdrawal.  

In a comprehensive study of suicide terrorism from 1980 to 2001, 

published in the American Political Science Review (APSR) in 2003, 

Robert Pape concludes that the aim in nearly all of the 188 cases during 

this period was territorial. In most attacks territory (or greater self-rule) 



was ceded in a response to the suicide terrorism, further fueling terrorists’ 

belief that terrorism is an effective method of attack.viii However, the 

question of territorial disputes and bin Laden is more complicated than 

Pape’s analysis suggests. Furthermore, Pape’s suggestion that religion 

can be put to one side when explaining al Qaeda’s motivations is 

mistaken. Religious motivation is thoroughly interwoven with bin 

Laden’s main territorial aim which is his fantastic goal of establishing an 

Islamic fundamentalist caliphate that spreads from Spain to Indonesia. 

This goal and his own history complicates his relations with Middle 

Eastern leaders and particular nationalist causes.  

 

The problems with seeing bin Laden simply as an anti-American 

nationalist are firstly that al Qaeda’s relationship with the central 

nationalist issue in the Arab world is complicated by its longstanding 

strained relations with the PLO. Bin Laden’s mentor Abdullah Azzam 

split with the PLO in the 1970s, seeing it as too secular and narrowly 

nationalist. Bin Laden himself also had little regard for Yasser Arafat. 

Secondly, bin Laden was highly suspicious of Saddam Hussein and his 

territorial ambitions. Apart from seeing Saddam as a rival in his bid to 

create a Pan Arab nation, bin Laden also saw the Iraqi leader as too 

secular. When Saddam occupied Kuwait in 1990, bin Laden suggested to 

the Saudi government that he organize a mujahid to fight and expel 



Saddam’s forces. The Saudi government refused, instead letting America 

and other western forces use Saudi Arabia as a launching pad from which 

to attack Saddam’s military in Kuwait. In my estimation, this set of 

events was the major catalyst for bin Laden declaring jihad on America.  

 

To conclude my analysis I will return to Robert Pape’s claim of 

religion as a side issue. Pape’s work has seen him widely cited on 

contemporary terrorism; his work displays some of the strengths of 

contemporary American political science with its emphasis on causation 

and data rather than on speculation and normative assertion.ix In Dying to 

Win (2005), Pape’s database of suicide terrorist attacks now lists 315 

cases. Analyzing these attacks he looks for broad comparative 

understandings of the logic and goals of suicide terrorists. This is classic 

behaviorist research. The first obvious weakness is the lack of attention 

Pape pays to history, particularly the historical and cultural differences 

between various terrorist organizations. His data leads him to conclude 

that “nearly all suicide terrorist attacks have in common a specific secular 

and strategic goal: to compel modern democracies to withdraw from 

territories that the terrorists consider to be their homelands.”x In short 

their goals are nationalist not religious but, to me, such clear-cut 

nationalist goals are more suited to the definition of a group such as the 

Tamil Tigers rather than al Qaeda. Nonetheless Pape claims al Qaeda fits 



his pattern in that they principally want to see the expulsion of US troops 

from the Persian Gulf and the reduction of US power and influence in the 

region. Even if we accept this analysis, it seems reasonable to assert that 

al Qaeda does not only want to simply take over territory but also wants 

to replace the current “US-controlled” regimes in the Middle East with 

Islamic fundamentalist rule. 

Pape also fails to deal with the global nature of al Qaeda’s struggle 

which is another reason why a nationalist or narrowly territorial 

description is ill suited. The connections between Muslims across the 

globe, a subject enticingly written about by Olivier Roy, make al Qaeda 

very different from the Tamil Tigers. If we look at the second generation 

of al Qaeda recruits in particular, many of these people are not born in 

Muslim nations, and some have little or no family connections with 

Muslim countries.xi In summary, anti-American terrorism is a heady mix 

of religious beliefs and territorial grievances, with the power of religion 

as an organizing force for loyalty and outrage crucial to understanding 

bin Laden and al Qaeda. The US has become the chief target of this 

hatred, because of its policies and its association with the “apostate” 

leaders in the Middle East.xii  

Did the 9/11 attacks justify a war in Afghanistan? And the 

invasion of Iraq?  



Prime Minister Gillard to often talks of the need for Australia to be 
fighting in Afghanistan with America to provide our freedoms. Is 
this true? 
 
The group that carried out the 9/11 attacks was Al Qaeda. Forget 
any theories you have read about these attacks not really occurring. 
The World Trade Centre and the Pentagon in Washington DC were 
attacked by people working from Al Qaeda.  
 
As Lawrence Wright shows in his book the Looming Tower if the 
FBI and CIA had have worked more cooperatively together rather 
than often been rivals the attacks MAY have been prevented. The 
US government had information that overseas citizens from the 
Middle East were at flight training school in America and these 
men seemed to have little interest in learning how to actually land a 
plan. The report of the 9/11 makes fascinating reading on this and 
the background of these men (http://www.9-
11commission.gov/report/index.htm)  
 
The attacks had been masterminded by the Al Qaeda leadership 
which was based Afghanistan. Why there? In the late 1980s Al 
Qaeda had been formed by Osama bin Laden in Saudi Arabia. 
They were a radical grouping of Muslims that wanted to see a 
Caliphate across the Middle East. So opposed the kids of current 
rulers they saw as corrupt and insufficiently religious in the Gulf 
States and Iraq. Bin Laden radical Sunni (Wahhabi) different 
from the leaders of Iran that follow radical Shiite Islam.  
 
In 1990-1991 bin Laden wanted to form a band of brothers 
(mujahideen) to fight Saddam Huissen and expel his troops from 
Kuwait which he had invaded. This was blocked by the Saudi 
government and Al Qaeda would have been wiped out (or 
supported by the Americas!). This wouldn’t have been as strange 
as it sounds because Al Qaeda had been supported by the 
Americans in their often very dangerous fighting against the 
Soviets in 1988 and 1989.  
 



In the late 1990s bin Laden moved back to Afghanistan as the 
Soviets and their supported government in Afghanistan had 
collapsed and fundamentalist Taliban came to power. Extremely 
repressive fanatics (stone age values and highly repressive of 
women). So poster children for a war of VALUES. However, 
although Afghan society needed support in hindsight this has been 
a questionable war.  
 
I supported the Americans going after bin Laden but the approach 
in Afghanistan has often been faulty. Possibly the only way to 
really change Afghanistan would be to support development and 
political change there for 100 years. And doing that might work – 
but it is hardly in line with the values of freedom and democracy 
(because of such a long period of occupation).  
 
The other highly controversial thing the war in Afghanistan 
entailed was collecting up suspected members of Al Qaeda and 
transporting them to places like Guantanamo Bay (and much worse 
outside of the US) and torturing them (a very strange thing to do in 
the name of freedom). See: 
http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2007/08/13/070813fa_fact_
mayer?currentPage=all 
At Guantanamo: 
http://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/2005/jul/14/the-new-
world-order/ 
 
On American soil at Guantanamo Bay two arrestees were 
waterboard. One waterboarded 183 times (Khalid Shaikh 
Mohammed).  
 
Prisons urinated on, Quran burnt, rapped in Israeli flag, sexually 
maniliated by female officers.  
 
Tortured at sites away from the US.  

 
Two Australian citizens caught up in this at Guantanamo Bay (David 



Hicks and Mamdouh Habib). Hicks Caught in Afghanistan and Habib in 
Pakistan.  

 
Americans overthrow (seemingly) the Taliban government with 
relative ease (doing what others had failed to do – exceptionalism). 
But real victory an elusive (Taliban still strong, society very hard 
to change, lots of corruption, one main sources of income opium 
which is ultimately used to make heroin.   
 
Toll of war: Over 2000 US military deaths; 39 Australia; 10s of 
thousands of Afghanis. 
Cost to US: 560 Billion dollars. (50-100 billion per year) 
http://www.usatoday.com/news/military/2010-05-12-
afghan_N.htm 
http://costofwar.com/ 
 
The other highly controversial tactic in the War on Terror is drone 
strike which the Obama administration has used more than the 
Bush administration: 
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/29/world/obamas-leadership-in-
war-on-al-qaeda.html?_r=1 
 
http://www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2012/05/27/drones-the-
silent-killers.html 
 
Killer robots and human freedom? 
 
After Afghanistan next stop Iraq 
 
-‐ Official reason was that Saddam Hussein’s government was 

likely to pass WMD (Weapons of Mass destruction) on to Al 
Qaeda or similar terrorist. This argument played on America 
ignorance about the almost non-existent links between Al 
Qaeda and Saddam’s regime. And the erroneous view that 
Saddam was involved in the 9/11 attacks.  
In 2003, one survey showed 70% Americans thought Saddam 
involved in 9/11 attacks 



(http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2003-09-06-poll-
iraq_x.htm 
WRONG 
 
-This view partly the result of propaganda from the White 
House.  
-Similarly the erroneous view that Saddam had WMD the result 
of Bush, Rice, Cheney and other members of the White House 
exaggerate the evidence they received and almost demanding 
evidence from the intelligence agencies to fit with their desire to 
depose Saddam.  
 
- Why was Saddam disliked (his regional ambitions, threat to 
US political and strategic ambitions in the Middle East, threat to 
Israel, threat US oil interests). 
 
-Led to an illegal law (not supported by most of Americans 
European allies or Canada). UK and Australia did.  
-Brutal civil war broke out. Against American and allies. Shiites 
v Sunnis. Al Qaeda Iraq emerges. Attacks on Kurds in north. 
Shiites receive Iranian support. Shiite government emerges as 
this is majority grouping in Iraq.  
-American heavily handedly promote their values (stock market 
in Baghdad; anti-smoking campaign under Paul Bremer when 
lack of blood and other basic supplies in Iraq hospitals)  
 
- No WMD so justified as a fight for democracy and freedom in 
Iraq.  
 

Examples from Bush:  

Sixty years of Western nations excusing and accommodating 
the lack of freedom in the Middle East did nothing to make us 
safe – because in the long run, stability cannot be purchased at 
the expense of liberty. As long as the Middle East remains a 
place where freedom does not flourish, it will remain a place of 
stagnation, resentment, and violence ready for export.... The 



establishment of a free Iraq at the heart of the Middle East will 
be a watershed event in the global democratic revolution.xiii  

 

Once there was a failure to find WMDs in Iraq, bringing democracy and 

freedom to the Iraqis became the most popular official justification for 

the war. It was argued that this in turn would help bring about a 

transformation of the Middle East. This argument was most prominent in 

Bush’s second term but it had always been part of the wider set of reasons 

used to justify the war. For example, a month before the invasion of Iraq 

in 2003 Bush claimed that: “A liberated Iraq can show the power of 

freedom to transform that vital region, by bringing hope and progress into 

the lives of millions. America's interests in security, and America's belief 

in liberty, both lead in the same direction: to a free and peaceful Iraq.”xiv 

At the end of what America called the official combat phase of the Iraq 

invasion Bush states this formulation even more starkly when he claims: 

“American values and American interests lead in the same direction: We 

stand for human liberty.”xv  

 

“The desire for freedom is not the property of one culture,” emphasized 

Bush in a speech to Iraqi exiles, “it is the universal hope of human beings 

in every culture.”xvi This claim was amplified in Bush’s second inaugural 

address where he claims: “America's vital interests and our deepest 

beliefs are now one. From the day of our Founding, we have proclaimed 

that every man and woman on this earth has rights, and dignity, and 

matchless value, because they bear the image of the Maker of Heaven and 

earth.”xvii  

 

Taking the Declaration of Independence global,xviii  Bush essentially made 

the declaration, “We hold these truths to be self-evident,” not just an 



American creed, but an international creed that America can help deliver. 

In Bush’s particular formulation there is a religious element to this stance, 

as we can see in two formative statements: “The liberty we prize is not 

America’s gift to the world, it is God’s gift to humanity.”xix A few 

months later, as victory was soon to be declared in Iraq, Bush similarly 

proclaimed: “We know that freedom is the gift of God to all mankind, 

and we rejoice when others can share it.”xx 

 

 Similarly, democracy is also presented as a condition that all peoples 

desire.  

 

A number of commentators have pointed out the unending – and thus 

worrying – nature of the embrace of democratization driven and backed 

by America. Further, to point to America’s highest values and beliefs to 

justify war was often delusional and hubristic,xxi another example of a 

hearts and minds campaign fought with a deadly military.xxii Interestingly, 

Bush, when reflecting on America’s military past, names the Vietnam 

war as a war “for liberty” like the 2003 Iraq War: “In the trenches of 

World War I, through a two-front war in the 1940s, the difficult battles of 

Korea and Vietnam, and in missions of rescue and liberation on nearly 

every continent, Americans have amply displayed our willingness to 

sacrifice for liberty.”xxiii   It is hard not to be reminded of Orwell’s 

aphorism from 1984, “War is Peace,” when confronted with statements 

from Bush like a war “for liberty” or a later statement of his that: “I 

believe in the transformational power of liberty. That's what I believe. I 

believe the wisest use of American strength is to advance freedom.”xxiv 

For conservatives, such as Fukuyama, the Bush agenda was overly 

idealistic and frequently impractical, thereby breaking the first rule of 

conservativism: prudence.xxv If the security of the US was linked to 



ending tyranny everywhere America’s reach and responsibilities would 

be enormous. In Iraq such neocon claims about bringing peace were often 

contradicted by violent American military actions and the complexities of 

changing any society.xxvi Prudence and evidence were often pushed to the 

side as the climate of the “war on terror” gave license to this very 

expansive logic. A good example is Bush’s statement that: “We are led, 

by events and common sense, to one conclusion: The survival of liberty 

in our land increasingly depends on the success of liberty in other lands. 

The best hope for peace in our world is the expansion of freedom in all 

the world.”xxvii   

 

Robert Jervis writes that “A week after September 11, Bush is reported to 

have told a close adviser: ‘We have an opportunity to restructure the 

world toward freedom, and we have to get it right.’”xxviii  This promotion 

of freedom as a universal and globally aspired to goal is outlined to the 

public for the first time in a direct manner in Bush’s much noted speech 

to the graduating students at West Point military academy in June 

2002.xxix Of the war on terror he states: “This war will take many turns 

we cannot predict. Yet I am certain of this: Wherever we carry it, the 

American flag will stand not only for our power, but for freedom. Our 

nation’s cause has always been larger than our nation’s defense. We fight, 

as we always fight, for a just peace -- a peace that favors human 

liberty.”xxx This theme, that America was fighting a righteous war that 

would help bring about great justice for all, was central to Bush’s 

freedom agenda.xxxi As Quinn argues, “Bush rejected the argument that 

seeking to spread freedom might undermine peace and stability. On the 

contrary, he argued, it would further it, by getting at the roots of 

terrorism.”xxxii  “Thus,” Quinn asserts, “the administration’s strategy 

placed the idea of ‘freedom’ at the heart of its national security policy, 



and argued that applied liberal-democratic peace theory could serve as the 

basis of the nation’s global strategy.”xxxiii  

 

However, this heady rhetoric did not always direct policy. 
Power considerations often guided policy in reality – such 
rhetoric often help justify actions or in fact justify failings in 
Iraq.  
 
Cost of Iraq War: 
Deaths: US 4200 plus; Iraqi death between 100,000 and 
600,000. 
Cost over 800 billion US dollars:  
Contactors abuse of opportunity:  
http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2011/07/30/us-contractor-in-
iraq-charges-pentagon-00-for-7-control-switch-report-finds/ 
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