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‘I don’t think we’ve ever had a...war in which the work of the intelligence community...(has)
been as important as in this one’ claimed deputy secretary of defence Paul Wolfowitz of the war|
on terrorism." In early 2002 the focus of this new war was shifted clearly from the events of 11th
September onto America’s “rogue states” that seek to develop weapons of mass destruction and
sponsor terrorism that could threaten the US. In his State of the Union address in January,
President Bush announced that the three greatest threats, Iran, Iraq and North Korea, constitute
an ‘axis of evil, arming to threaten the peace of the world.”> However, Wolfowitz’ --- and indeed
the President’s --- assertion that this concept has been defined by the latest intelligence estimates
is somewhat shaky to say the least. If CIA intelligence both pre- and post-9/11 is analysed it
becomes apparent that it provides hardly any justification for Bush’s claims of an imminent|
threat and, in fact, points to arsenals far more dangerous and destructive than those of the ‘axis of]
evil;” and the demands lobbied for by members of the Bush administration since the early
nineties demonstrate that the deposing of Saddam Hussein, as well as a hard line stance towards
Iran and North Korea thus justifying National Missile Defence (NMD) were decided well before
their advocates sat in government. A long-term projection of American power was the aim of the
Bush administration as it took office in January 2001. After 9/11 intelligence has been skewed|
and even invented to cynically manipulate the prevailing environment of fear and create an
atmosphere that is, at last, conducive to those long-standing policy preferences of the Republican
right which failed to gain widespread support at times of international peace and stability.

The Evidence: A Clear and Present Danger?

Since 1997 the CIA has produced a biannual Report to Congress on the Acquisition off
Technology Related to Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) and Advanced Conventional
Munitions (ACM)* as well as National Intelligence Estimates* and a lengthy study, Global
Trends 2015, which all deal with the acquisition of WMD, ACM and chemical and biological
weapons (CBW) by several rogue states, including Iran, Iraq and North Korea.

Iran is always labelled ‘one of the most active countries seeking to acquire WMD’ with a goal of]
self-sufficiency.® It has purchased dual-use biotechnology equipment for civilian uses which
could be converted for weapons programmes.’ Iran already has a stockpile of chemical weapons.®
Since 1997 it has been building a 1,000-megawatt nuclear power reactor in Bushehr which is
subject to International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards and which Tehran claims is
for civilian uses.’ In early 1998 it successfully tested the Shahab 3 medium range ballistic missile
(MRBM) and leaders have publicly mentioned the possible development of Shahab 4 and 5."
Tehran will ‘probably’ have an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) by 2015 but it would
‘less reliable’ than missiles currently possessed by Russia and China and would be viewed ‘more
as (a) strategic weapon of deterrence...than as (a) weapon of war,”'" a long-standing commitment
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from Tehran.'? The country is partially dependent on external sources of material for WMD and
has undertaken ‘sustained co-operation” with Russia, China and North Korea."” During the US-
China summit of October 1997, China pledged not to engage in any new nuclear co-operation
with Iran, an agreement that appears to be holding."* However, equipment for Atomic Vapor|
Laser Isotope Separation (AVLIS), which could provide weapons grade uranium, was to be
delivered to Iran from Russia in late 2000, but is currently held up due to US protests."

Iraq has also purchased ‘numerous dual-use items for legitimate civilian projects that could also
be diverted for WMD purposes,” although in principle they are subject to U.N. scrutiny.'®
Baghdad is developing two short-range missiles (SRBM) which fall within the UN-allowed|
150km range and has the nerve agent VX but has not fully disclosed its biological weapons
programme. Intelligence reports state that there have been ‘years of denials...(and) withhold(ing)
(of) significant information’ and no UN inspections since December 1998 making it very
difficult to estimate Saddam’s capabilities accurately and consequently the reports on Iraq are
very repetitive, the latest containing no significant new intelligence.'” In December 1998, for
instance, documents which showed that not as many munitions had been used in the Iran-Iraq
war as Baghdad had claimed were seized from UNSCOM, leaving open the possibility of up to
6,000 hidden munitions.' Yet it must be remembered that the CIA’s relationship with UNSCOM
was controversial. The inspectors were subject to the political agendas of the permanent|
members of the Security Council and intelligence was passed back from UNSCOM to western
security agencies including the CIA --- thus very little “pure,” un-politicised intelligence on Iraq
has existed in recent years."” However, in 1999 the CIA conceded that it did not have ‘any direct
evidence that Iraq has used the period since Desert Fox to reconstitute its WMD programmes.’*
Whatever weapons Iraq does seek, the National Intelligence Estimates make it very clear that
they would be for ‘deterrence’ and that ‘regional concerns (are) one of the primary factors in
tailoring (their) programme.’*' In December 2001 (after 9/11) the Agency asserted that Iraq’s
goal is to become a regional power, not to threaten the United States.”? Furthermore, just the
development of a MRBM would require the erosion of sanctions, UN restrictions and political
risks by both Baghdad and an external supplier. Even if there were no prohibitions, it is still
unlikely that Saddam could test an ICBM by 2015. Neither does he possess any fissile material.*

For several years it has been clear that North Korea is the most advanced member of the ‘axis’
with regard to both long-range missiles and missile related technology proliferation. Pyongyang
consistently attaches a very high importance to the export of WMD-related technology and is one
of the key suppliers, along with Russia and China.** It also possesses a wide variety of chemical
weapons.” In August 1999 North Korea launched the Taepo Dong ICBM missile. Although the
third stage failed, the first and second parts were successful and once the final stage is
completed, it should be able to deliver small payloads to ICBM range.*® It is estimated that
Pyongyang has enough plutonium for one or two nuclear weapons, however, in accordance with
the 1994 Agreed Framework between North Korea and the US, Kim Yong Il has frozen the
development of his entire nuclear programme (although this has been both contested and
confirmed by members of the Bush administration). In April 2000 the US and North Korea
completed the canning of spent nuclear fuel from the Yongbyan complex in accordance with the
Framework.”” In December 2001 it was confirmed that North Korea had unilaterally extended to
2003 the missile launch moratorium announced in 1999, as long as the US continued the
negotiations from which Bush walked away after his election.”® Although North Korea should
have an ICBM by 2015, again it is considered to be for deterrence and regional concerns, to
‘deter Washington from pursuing certain objectives’ in the Far East.”

George Tenet, current Director of Central Intelligence, gave his explicit backing to the CIA’s
reporting on WMD in July 1998 when it was challenged by the ‘Commission to Assess the
Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States,” chaired by Donald Rumsfeld, also known as the
Rumsfeld Commission.”® The report was a scathing criticism of contemporary intelligence
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estimates on WMD and ICBM capability, claiming that rogue states could ‘inflict major
destruction on the US within about five years of a decision to acquire such a capability (ten years
in the case of Iraq).” The threat was described as ‘broader, more mature and evolving more
rapidly than has been reported in estimates and reports by the intelligence community.”' Tenet]
totally dismissed this: ‘where the evidence is limited and the stakes are high, we need to keep
challenging our assumptions’ (emphasis added) and in the cases of Iran, Iraq and North Korea he
claimed that ‘all appear more interested at this time in developing regional missile capabilities’
rather than threatening the US.*

Anomalies to the ‘Axis’

Therefore, the intelligence presented by the CIA does not support Bush’s assertion that Iraq, Iran
and North Korea are ‘arming to threaten the peace of the world.” While they certainly aspire to
own certain weapons and are in the process of developing some, the evidence highlights
anomalies to Bush’s simplistic ‘axis of evil’ and a very selective presentation of the facts.

In a link to 9/11, the administration claims that these countries could supply WMD to terrorists
who could threaten the US. There is clear evidence linking Iran to Hezbollah and other groups
opposed to Israel, however this has not come from the CIA but most recently from the State
Department in its Patterns of Global Terrorism 2000 report in which Iran is described as ‘the
primary sponsor of terrorism’ against a US “friend and ally.”® This suggests a widening of]
American interests to include its client states, not just the US mainland. However, the same
report claimed that Iraq has not sponsored an anti-western attack since the 1993 attempted
assassination of George Bush senior.** A concerted effort was made by the current administration
to link Saddam Hussein to the events of 9/11. It was reported that Mohammed Atta met an Iraqi
official in Prague in April 2001 - but there is no evidence of what they discussed, let alone any
connection to terrorism. North Korea did more to counter terrorism than sponsor it, by joining
three rounds of anti-terrorism talks and releasing a joint declaration with the US reiterating its
opposition to terrorism and agreeing to support international actions against terror. Patterns of|
Global Terrorism could only point to communist hijackers of a 1970 flight from Japan to North
Korea who remain in the country.

Moreover, the National Intelligence Council (NIC) states that ‘countries developing missiles
view their regional concerns as one of the primary factors in tailoring their programmes.’** In the
December 2001 National Intelligence Estimate, the CIA asserted that Iraq’s goal is to become
‘the predominant regional power.” As one columnist has commented, the heart of the problem is
that Iraq, Iran and North Korea have opposed US power in their regions for ten, twenty-three and|
fifty two years respectively.’® The Americans have a strong military presence in the Middle East
(there are bases in Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Oman, United Arab Emirates, Bahrain, Qatar and
Kuwait’’), sanctions allow them control over Saddam’s oil and before the 1979 revolution US
intervention had propped up the Shah of Iran since 1953, still a source of bitter resentment.180
bases built during the Korean War remain in place, along with 37,000 troops.*® Consequently, all
three countries would welcome some form of diplomatic leverage to use against the US in their|
own backyards.

The time scale involved and the conditions necessary, particularly for Iraq and Iran, to develop
WMD make the immediacy of the threat claimed by Bush highly unrealistic. Even in comparison
to Russia and China, the weapons of Iraq and Iran seem underdeveloped. There is only aj
possibility that Iraq will have an ICBM by 2015, even if the sanctions and UN restrictions were
lifted and, the latest estimates suggest, it is only a possibility for Iran too, although previously it
was considered a probability.* Both are heavily dependent on foreign assistance. Although
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North Korea is continuing to develop the Taepo Dong-2 that would enable it to target parts of]
America, constructive engagement has also taken place with the US. The language being used by
the Bush administration suggests a much more imminent threat of the kind proposed in the
Rumsfeld Commission’s report. Yet the progress of their WMD programmes does not justify
this.

Perhaps the most salient anomaly to the ‘axis of evil’ is the position of both Russia and China.
Both are second only to the US in the huge amount of weapons that they own and deploy and|
both are major proliferators of technology related to WMD. In 2001 it was reported that Russia
and China ‘already have substantial WMD programmes.’* Until at least 2015 it is Russia that
‘will continue to be the most robust and lethal threat” to the US.*' In December 2001 Russia had|
700 ICBMs with around 3,000 warheads.* Iran, Iraq and North Korea have a combined total of]
none. China is likely to have tens of missiles capable of targeting the US and its ICBM numbers
will increase several fold by 2015. Both are already nuclear powers. Both supply missile
technology to India, Pakistan, Libya, Syria, North Korea and especially Iran. Russian export]
controls on WMD are frequently circumvented* and China is also taking a ‘narrow
interpretation” of its own non-proliferation commitment.* One senior US official who had seen
the intelligence on China’s arms sales admitted to the New York Times that ‘there is a
tremendous skittishness about discussing this plainly...but the important point is that the Chinese
profess to have a policy of non-proliferation, they insist they don’t export missile technology’!
(emphasis added)* The report also points out that American businesses have ‘virtually no
dealings with Iraq, Iran or North Korea by law. But such relationships with China are
blossoming, especially since the country’s recent entry into the World Trade Organisation.’

Russia and China are not the only nations far ahead of the ‘axis’ in their development of WMD.
Pakistani and Indian capabilities have been monitored in the CIA’s Reports to Congress since
1999. Both countries have short and medium range missiles and there are rumours of ICBM
development.”’” Both successfully tested nuclear weapons in May 1998.* The regional power
struggle over Kashmir is unarguably the source of the arms race and it would be completely
untenable to argue that they posed a direct threat to the US since there is no history of overt]
conflict between the US and either country, as there is with Iraq, for example. In this case the
regional concerns of the powers involved are too self-evident to be denied and so neither made it
onto the ‘axis of evil.” Neither do they have the geopolitical importance of, for example, the oil-
rich Caspian basin. Unsurprisingly the CIA reports do not even mention the only nuclear power|
that does exist in the Middle East --- Israel --- whose arsenal easily outguns that of the ‘axis of]
evil.” Thus, the notion of the ‘axis of evil’ is based only to a limited extent on information
provided by the CIA.

A New ‘Preponderance of Power’

The formation of policy under Bush is predominantly a battle between the Departments of State
and Defence with the CIA fitting in with the dominant consensus rather than asserting its own
voice. It has failed to challenge the great politicisation of intelligence that has taken place to fit
specific pre-existing policy preferences and long-standing notions of how these three countries
should be dealt with.

A major long-term aim of right wing Republicans is the projection of US power on a global
scale, into areas that are strategically important, especially those not already under Washington’s
influence. At the dawn of the Cold War, the US strategy was to ensure a ‘preponderance off
power’ by building an ‘empire’ of influence firstly in Europe --- intervention which was largely
sought by European governments.” Since then, the US has continually pursued ‘empires’ for
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itself --- only now the urge to project itself is more important than an invitation to do so. At the
end of the Cold War, hawks within the Republican Party began to nurture ideas about US
dominance in a world where it was no longer constrained by a rival superpower. In 1992 Paul
Wolfowitz and Lewis Libby authored the classified Pentagon document, Defence Planning]
Guidance, which formulated what has since been referred to as the ‘Wolfowitz Doctrine.” They
claimed that the US should prevent any °‘hostile power from dominating regions’ whose
resources would allow it to attain great power status (like Iraq or Iran in the oil-rich Middle
East); should discourage attempts by any other nation to challenge US leadership or upset the
established political and economic order and should prevent the emergence of any potential
competitors.

Over twenty members of the current administration, including Vice-President Dick Cheney, Paul
Wolfowitz, Zalmay Khalilzad, of the National Security Council and now the special envoy to
Afghanistan, Richard Perle, chairman of the Defence Policy Board, an advisory panel to the
Pentagon, Richard Armitage, the Deputy Secretary of State, John Bolton, the Under Secretary of]
State for Arms Control and International Security, Paula Dobriansky, the Under Secretary for
Global Affairs and Donald Rumsfeld were all active members of the right wing lobby group the
Project for a New American Century (PNAC) established in 1997 to promote American global
leadership®’. The founding purpose of PNAC was to ‘make the case and rally support for|
American leadership’ as well as to ‘challenge regimes hostile to our interests and values’ and|
promote ‘the resolve to shape a new century favourable to American principles and interests.’
In 1998 PNAC proposed ‘a Reaganite reassertion of American power...and mastery’ referring
specifically to Iraq and North Korea as well as other rogue states.” The Rumsfeld Commission’s
report chastised ‘those seeking to thwart the projection of US power,” specifically mentioned|
Iraq, Iran and North Korea and expressed concern that ‘a number of countries with regional
ambitions do not welcome the US role...they want to place restraints on the US capability to
project power or influence.”® The hallmark of the war on terrorism so far has been the
establishment of American military bases in areas of geopolitical significance, such as the oil-
rich Central Asia.”® The ‘axis of evil’ is simply another way to project influence and challenge
nations the US sees as a potential threat, whether through diplomatic or military means. The
strategy is also indicative of the recent trend towards “pre-emption” rather than “deterrence.”
During the Cold War both superpowers placed their faith in the doctrine of mutually assured|
destruction (MAD) and the “existential deterrence” of WMD; but the post-Cold War years have
witnessed the ‘dethroning of deterrence theory’ in favour of pre-emptive action against any
potential aggressor.’® The Nuclear Posture Review, which was recently leaked, confirmed that
the Pentagon is developing contingency plans for using nuclear weapons, not as retaliation but as
a first strike, against seven countries, including Iraq and North Korea and in June the President
announced that the US would strike at its enemies ‘before they emerge.””’

National Missile Defence (NMD) was vilified by America’s European allies in the early days of]
the Bush presidency so now Washington has cast it as part of the war on terrorism, a necessary
protection of the homeland in the wake of 9/11. No sooner had Bush mentioned the ‘axis of evil’
in his State of the Union address, he was telling the world that ‘we will develop and deploy
effective missile defences to protect America and our allies from sudden attack...The United
States of America will not permit the world’s most dangerous regimes to threaten us with the
world’s most destructive weapons.” The massive increase in defence spending, which will bring
it to a level 20% higher than the Cold War average by 2007 ** is justified ‘because while the
price of freedom and security is high, it is never too high. Whatever it costs to defend our
country we will pay.’

The Secretary of Defence is a long-time advocate of NMD and rearmament. The report by the
Rumsfeld Commission ‘was seized upon by Republican activists as incontrovertible evidence
that the United States must proceed rapidly with the development of a full-scale missile defence
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system.” Rumsfeld also had a close association with the Centre for Security Policy, a think tank
established by a former Reagan administration official, Frank Gaffney Jnr., to campaign for the

deployment of “Star Wars” defences *°. This vision was set out more specifically in a 1998
article by PNAC in which the group asserted that “We need to spend much more on our armed
forces. We need more money for readiness...more for procurement...more for troops, more for
missile defence, more for everything...Let Clinton be the “cheap hawk.” Republicans should be
the real hawks.”® During his presidential campaign, Bush promised to pursue high-tech
weaponry to defeat any power that threatened US interests. As Bill Clinton has commented, the
Republican obsession with NMD is ‘a matter of theology, not evidence.”® Hence ‘(Bush’s)
rhetorical question asking what if the terrorists had been able to strike with a ballistic missile was
primarily an attempt to steamroller frightened Americans to support missile defence.’®

Plans for Iraq, North Korea and Iran

In particular, it is clear that there was a pre-existing political consensus on Iraq. Despite the
rhetoric about human rights, it is the lure of Saddam’s oil and increased US influence in the
energy producing Middle East that has meant that talk of toppling Saddam has continued since
the last failed attempt to oust him in 1992 by Bush Snr. In 1995, under Clinton, an unsuccessful
Kurdish insurrection was ‘half-heartedly’ backed by the CIA and instigated by the Iraqi National
Congress (INC).® The INC itself has received $12.4 million from Congress since 1998 and small
groups of American diplomats, intelligence analysts and officials periodically infiltrate northern
Iraq to confer with the Kurds and other opponents of the Baghdad government. * The US and
Britain have been bombing the no-fly zone since 1998. That same year Congress passed the Iraq
Liberation Act which allocated $97 million to the training of anti-Saddam guerrilla groups and
confirmed that the ultimate objective of the US is the removal of Saddam and his government.
Ahmed Chalabi, leader of the INC, who lobbied for the act, won the support of many
conservatives, including Wolfowitz and Rumsfeld.” In January 1998 PNAC sent a letter to
President Clinton calling for ‘the removal of Saddam Hussein’s regime’ in order ‘to protect our|
vital interests’ in the Middle East and ensure that Iraq does not pursue WMD programmes.®® The
following September Paul Wolfowitz testified before the House National Security Committee on
Iraq and accused the Clinton administration of being ‘unwilling to pursue a serious policy on
Iraq, one that would aim at liberating the Iraqi people from Saddam’s tyrannical grasp.’®’

It is revealing to witness the extent to which the Clinton administration’s warnings about al-
Qaeda were ignored by the Bush government when it took office in favour of an emphasis on
Iraq. After a concerted effort to capture Bin Laden and disrupt al-Qaeda, the Patterns of Global
Terrorism 2000 report demanded that the Taliban hand over Osama Bin Laden and close all
terrorist training camps in accordance with UN resolutions 1333 passed in December 2000 and
1267 passed in November 1999. But when Bush came to power there was no interest in
splintering al-Qaeda. Negotiations with the Taliban began in earnest to discuss the exploitation
of the oil reserves of the Caspian Sea. The private business interests of members of the
administration, such as Dick Cheney and Condoleeza Rice, determined that it was oil which
would govern the administration’s dealings with Afghanistan. One former FBI agent, John O’
Neill, claimed that the Bush administration had been meeting with the Taliban since January
2001 to discuss the building of a pipeline through Afghanistan. O’Neill later resigned in protest
at the administration’s obstruction into his investigation of Bin Laden.®® Clinton’s concern with
Afghanistan was replaced by Bush’s obsession with Iraq. His ignoring intelligence about al-
Qaeda demonstrated not only that there were other interests at work in Afghanistan which only
the suicide hijackings could change, but also that for the Bush administration the war on Iraq
existed before the war on terrorism.
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The Republican Party platform of 2000 called for ‘a comprehensive plan for the removal off
Saddam Hussein,” and after the election it was reported in the Wall Street Journal that ‘senior
officials...held almost weekly meetings...to discuss whether to push for the Hussein
government’s ouster.”® In February 2001 Bush recommenced funding of the Iragi National
Congress. Before 9/11 there had been much discussion on how to effectively reform the Iraqi
sanctions and Bush also backed an ‘airwaves assault on Saddam.”” According to exclusive
national security files shown to the Washington Post, the Bush administration agreed on 12th
September that it should pursue a general ‘war on terrorism’ wider than just Afghanistan and
there was general agreement that Iraq would be a target eventually.”! PNAC sent yet another|
letter to the president on 20th September which stated that ‘any strategy aiming at the eradication
of terrorism and its sponsors must include a determined effort to remove Saddam Hussein from
power in Iraq.”’* But since al-Qaeda had no connections with Baghdad, the administration had to
invent some in order to include Iraq in the war on terror. Vigorous attempts to link Saddam to
9/11 ensued and unsuccessful efforts were made to link Baghdad to the anthrax outbreak.”
However, the rhetoric was escalated gradually and Iraq eventually became part of the ‘axis of]
evil.” In this context, it becomes discernible why the US continues to reject all Iraqi overtures for|
talks and its offer to allow British weapons inspectors into Iraq, an unprecedented move which
hardly even made the press on either side of the Atlantic.”

Paul Wolfowitz has led attempts to discredit Hans Blick and his UN inspection team in case
inspections do go ahead --- Wolfowitz reportedly ‘hit the ceiling’ when the CIA found
insufficient evidence to undermine him. Similarly the US has ousted José Bustani, head of the
Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons because of fears that his inspectors may
be allowed back into Iraq, as Bustani favoured, (they were allowed to stay when UNSCOM left
in 1998), thus removing a pretext for war.” “Intelligence” about Iraqi chemical arms and nuclear
capability has been conveniently talked up in the press by members of the administration to
garner support for “regime change” in Baghdad, although, interestingly, the fact that the US has
actually known about Saddam’s chemical weapons since the eighties and even turned a blind eye
to their use against his own people is never aired.”® (Similarly, reports of a “dirty bomber” and al-
Qaeda activities in Kashmir have been made to give justification to the continuing war on
terrorism, although both were effectively retracted when the administration was forced to admit
that insufficient evidence could be found.)

This is the culmination a policy which was first formalised in the Iraq Liberation Act and had
been heavily pushed before that particularly by members of the current administration. It poses a
problem for US Allies in the war on terror who are being pressured to support an attack on Iraq
and to trust that the US has sufficient intelligence to justify this. Without access to the
intelligence in its raw form it remains difficult to oppose the US. Prime Minister Tony Blair
recently promised to publish a dossier of evidence against Saddam but has so far failed to do so.
But while Blair (although perhaps not all of his Labour Party) will remain “shoulder to shoulder”
with the US for other political reasons --- such as the preservation of the hallowed “special
relationship” --- there is a massive strain on the rest of the coalition. Germany’s Gerhard
Schréder has refused to support an attack and the last vestiges of multi-lateralism are
disappearing rapidly.

There is also evidence of pre-existing plans among Republicans on how to deal with Iran and
North Korea, although the cases were never as clearly stated or as detailed as the plans for Iraq.
Nevertheless, the Bush administration has overlooked the co-operation that previously took place
between the US and North Korea, although they accuse Kim Jong Il of violating the Agreed
Framework and he accuses the US of ‘failure to live up to its obligation.””” The Clinton
administration undertook a policy of engagement with North Korea but Bush failed to continue
the ongoing talks, to the irritation of Pyongyang. North Korea also signed two anti-terrorism
conventions post-9/11 and has not sponsored terror for fifteen years according to the Council on
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Foreign Relations.” In January 2002 a team from the International Atomic Energy Agency
visited North Korea announcing that it was ‘a small but welcome step towards a return to full-
fledged inspections required under North Korea’s safeguards agreement.”” Prior to this, PNAC
had been highly critical of Madeleine Albright’s visit to Pyongyang in October 2000. It claimed|
that global security ‘has (never) been achieved by appeasing communist tyrannies...Cold Warj
divisions end when the communist governments that gave rise to them collapse.”® In Wolfowitz’
testimony to the House National Security Committee of September 1998, he complained that the
Clinton administration was ‘going through semantic contortions to explain that North Korea is
not in violation of the Framework Agreement.”® North Korea’s inclusion in the ‘axis’ was
foreshadowed in November when Bush demanded that Pyongyang open its entire territory to
weapons inspectors, even though some members of the government believe Kim Jong I is
complying with the Agreed Framework.*> North Korea is still viewed by Republican hawks as a
rogue state, a communist relic from the Cold War - the traditional foe - which also happens to
proliferate more WMD than any of the other rogues. It also occupies a strategic position close to
China, Taiwan, Japan and the Pacific Ocean.

Iranian co-operation with the US post-9/11 has also been ignored. On 10th November
Mohammed Khatami gave his first interview to a western publication since 1997 when he told|
the New York Times that Iran rejected Osama bin Laden’s group as ‘a cult of fanatics.”® Iran
received Jack Straw, the first British foreign secretary to visit Tehran since 1979, and agreed to
end its insistence that military action be backed by UN approval®*. However, in the lead up to the
‘axis’ speech the Bush administration has chosen to concentrate on reports of Iranian political
meddling and weapons distribution on the Afghan-Iranian border.** Yet this served simply make
Iran’s inclusion in the ‘axis’ tenable. Once again, there are more established US concerns about
Iran and its relationship with Israel. The Karine-A affair in early January 2002 provided a telling
insight into this. Israel claimed that this Iranian ship carrying 50 tons of weapons was destined
for Gaza, a claim vehemently and repeatedly denied by several members of the Iranian
government. Afterwards Shimon Peres asked the international community to label Iran a
‘terrorist nation.”®® In March, US and Israeli intelligence claimed they had uncovered a
Palestinian alliance with Iran, personally approved by Arafat, to transfer heavy weapons and|
millions of dollars to the Palestinians.®” Israel ‘has long portrayed the Islamic Republic as its
gravest long term threat, rogue state at its most menacing.’®® While it is plausible that Iran could|
be sending weapons to anti-Israel groups it is also possible that this is a product of Israeli
lobbying of the US, within the context of America’s special security guarantee. As former CIA
political analyst on the Middle East, Kathleen Christison, put it: ‘I think it’s entirely possible that
Israel has manufactured this so-called evidence,’ citing the inaccuracies in the documents Israel
released and Washington’s refusal to comment on them.*

Iran is not only seen as a threat to Israel, but also to the US plans to exploit Central Asian energy
supplies. For several years American oil companies have been anxious to take advantage of the
greatest source of untapped fuel in the world.” However, the boundaries of the Caspian Sea
remain disputed, particularly by Iran and Russia. On 23rd July 2001 an Iranian gunboat and two
jets challenged a research vessel working on behalf of BP, which subsequently suspended all
exploration of the Caspian, pending a resolution of the boundaries. On 10th August the Iranian
deputy foreign minister announced that further energy development in disputed areas was
impermissible.”’ At about this time, observers expressed concern that ‘a continued lacklustre
international response to Iranian provocations could invite further steps by Tehran, endangering
promising energy projects’ into which billions of dollars had already been invested.”” Where as
Iran would like to divide the Caspian equally, Washington wants to limit the energy influence off
Tehran. As a former vice-chairman of the NIC has commented, ‘whoever has control over
certain kinds of pipelines and certain kinds of investments in the region does have a certain
amount of geopolitical clout. Such clout is something of a commodity itself.””® Thus, the
inclusion of Iran in the ‘axis of evil’ was also a warning that the US will not permit it to become
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a regional power, threaten the use of force or challenge long-standing US interests in Central
Asia.

Bypassing the CIA

Throughout the war on terror, the main bureaucratic wrangling within the Bush Administration
has been between the departments of Defence and State. The dynamic between these two
departments, along with the National Security Council (NSC) and the CIA has differed from
president to president. However, under Bush, the views of the CIA (and the NSC for that matter)
are not prominent and are rarely seen in the press. Newspaper reports demonstrate the dominance
of State and Defence: when the Los Angeles Times reported in February that Iraq would be the
target of a military campaign, its most important point was that ‘voices of caution fell silent’
because Rumsfeld had finally got Powell ‘on board.”* The initiative for policy is undoubtedly
with these two departments, with Defence normally gaining the upper hand. Rumsfeld and|
Wolfowitz make a formidable team and appeal to the Cold War mindset of Bush who, not being
the brightest of American presidents and with a delegatory style, defers to his cabinet for advice.
The unfinished business of his father in Iraq means the belligerent ideas from Defence appeal to
Bush more than Colin Powell’s caution. Moreover, the president agrees with the vision of aj
unilateral, preponderant America so well envisioned by senior members of his team. The only
argument is how and when to carry out these policies now that they finally can.

The administration is dominated by well-known hawks: the President, himself, the many active
in PNAC as well as Condoleezza Rice of the NSC. Morcover, Bush has reinstated several
members of the Reagan administration such as John Negroponte, the new ambassador to the UN,
Otto Reich, the assistant Secretary of State for Western Hemisphere Affairs and Elliott Abrams,
the head of the Office of Human Rights - all of whom were involved in the Iran-Contra]
scandal.” This makes George Tenet a very lonely Democrat within the administration and it is
unclear why he was even kept on.”® Even if he tried to promote a more moderate approach to
foreign policy, none of the most influential members of the administration would listen and he
could risk the CIA being frozen out completely from operations as well as policy making. Since
the demands of private networks such as PNAC dominate over intelligence, Tenet has
pragmatically fitted the CIA in with the administration’s plans in order to promote his Agency as
much as possible, to play a role and avoid being completely sidelined. Neither is it the first time
that the Agency has taken such a stance.

In 1976 outside experts, known as the B Team were hired to examine Soviet air defences, missile
accuracies and strategic objectives since the deputy secretary for defence, Robert F. Ellsworth,
believed that the CIA (the A Team) was underestimating the Soviet threat. The B Team
estimated that the Soviets no longer agreed with the MAD doctrine and were attempting to
overtake the US in the arms race. Under pressure, the CIA began to revise its estimates of Soviet]
military spending. In 1976 it estimated that the Soviet Union spent 11-13% of its GNP on
defence rather than the 5-7% it had previously estimated.”” Similarly, in the eighties the Reagan
administration showed scant regard for intelligence estimates that did not support its chosen
political course, for instance the warnings of Robert Gates’, the Deputy Director of Central
Intelligence, that the administration was grossly exaggerating Soviet defence spending. Reagan’s
response was to continue to hammer home again and again the exaggerated estimates of Soviet]
power to encourage the public to actually believe it.”® Perhaps mindful of the disregard for|
intelligence in the past, George Tenet has not voiced an independent opinion since 9/11 but has
fitted in with the consensus within the administration. This has meant ignoring much of the
evidence cited in recent CIA reports, including those presented after 9/11, that he once defended
against the Rumsfeld Commission and making the most of the CIA’s role in Afghanistan.

http://www.49thparallel.bham.ac.uk/back/issue10/mariaryan.htm 21/07/2014



Maria Ryan - Inventing the 'Axis of Evil': The Myth and Reality of Intelligence and... Page 10 of 17

In Tenet’s testimony to the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, a week after the ‘axis off
evil” speech he successfully managed to slot the CIA in with the stance the administration was
taking.” By February it was clear that “regime change” in Iraq is coming'® and Tenet clearly
wants his Agency to play a prominent role stating: ‘Let me be clear: Saddam remains a threat.’
Despite the lack of evidence linking Baghdad to terrorism, he refused to dismiss the link: ‘was
there a convergence of interest here between al-Qaeda and the Iraqis? Don’t know the answer to
that question yet - pursuing it very, very carefully.” He speculated that ‘linkage’ between Iraq|
and any group of terrorists was ‘possible’ because of ‘mutual antipathy towards the United|
States’ but no evidence was given. The DCI also managed to turn around criticism that the CIA
had failed to predict 9/11 by focusing attention onto its successful role in the Afghan campaign.
Furthermore he confirmed that the CIA considers Iran to be ‘the foremost state sponsor of]
terrorism in the world.” This stance may be new for George Tenet, but it is indicative of major|
policy preferences that hard line Republicans have held for the last decade.

‘Puritans on the Warpath’

Yet there is something above the CIA, above the bureaucracy, which, always closely allied with
geopolitical and strategic considerations, influences every case of US intervention. The
undisputed ideological superiority of American values, which was confirmed by the US
“victory” in the Cold War, has led to a new imperialism whereby the US interventions in other
sovereign nations are both justified and caused by ideological rhetoric about American freedom
and democracy.'"”! Since its inception the nation has been imbued with a sense of its own
“exceptionalism” and moral propriety sanctioned by God: America is the home of freedom, the
protector of democracy and, from its puritan founders, it has inherited a missionary-like zeal to
make the rest of the world over in the image of itself.'”> US exceptionalism constitutes an integral
part of the country’s national identity and has been particularly strong post-9/11. Bush’s State of]
the Union address was full of the language of crusade and exceptionalism: ‘Our cause is just and|
it continues...History has called America ...it is both our responsibility and our privilege to fight
freedom’s fight.” There is currently widespread public support for a very hawkish agenda.
Furthermore, the focus on Osama bin Laden, followed by the ‘axis of evil’ provides the country
with something that has been inconsistent since the end of the Cold War: an external enemy
against which to construct its own identity.'” The Cold War provided certainty for fifty years
that America was the polar opposite to ‘the focus of evil in the modern world.”'** By the time that
state reached its anti-climactic end in 1989, the habit of ‘negative self-definition’ had become
entrenched.'” Tt left a political and psychological void, which the country looked to Panama,
Iraq, Somalia, Haiti, China, Kosovo and Iraq again to fill, interventions all cloaked in ideological
rhetoric. The war on terrorism provides an all-embracing struggle, the ideological and
psychological replacement for the Cold War, which provides a plethora of new enemies, such as
Osama, Saddam, terrorism and more. American interventions are always framed as such so it is
unsurprising that Bush used this kind of language. The underlying causes of terrorism remain
beyond scrutiny and the threat is largely manufactured and packaged in the language of Good|
and Evil. Indeed ‘as long as the consensus of an American supremacy of values goes
unchallenged, the United States will march into new battles against new enemies.”'”

When Paul Wolfowitz spoke of the importance of intelligence in the war on terror, he cannot|
have been referring to the CIA. While it is true that Iran, Iraq and North Korea aspire to regional
power status and to develop certain weapons of mass destruction, something which has
preoccupied successive US administrations, the most recent CIA intelligence simply does not|
support the hawkish, hard line stance taken by Bush. Instead, the Agency, led by a Democrat, has
been sidelined as far as policy is concerned and the departments of State and Defence vie for
influence on implementing their long-standing policy preferences by fashioning the post-9/11
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war on terrorism to fit them. If the aim was to prevent the production of WMD, then Russia and
China and, indeed, many Western countries, including the US itself should be on the list, but the
‘axis of evil’ is simply a way for the US to further its preponderance in these strategically
important areas. The CIA has always slotted into the approach that its parent administration has
chosen on foreign policy and this case is no different, with George Tenet recognising that this
time the Agency can have a prominent role in operations, but not in policy making - the policies
were already decided before the Republicans came to power. 9/11 provided fertile ground to
implement them both practically and ideologically.
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