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that enforcing the FCPA is a top priority of the DOJ Criminal 
Division head Alice Fisher.

Indeed, the Department’s top corruption prosecutor, Mark 
Mendelsohn, a career DOJ professional who is now the depu-
ty chief of the Fraud Section, has a well-established track re-
cord for successfully prosecuting foreign companies that have 
engaged in bribery on U.S. soil. Mendelsohn is also the De-
partment’s representative on the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD) Bribery Working 
Group, an agency already probing the BAE case under the 
OECD Convention on Combatting Bribery.

Furthermore, the evidence about the BAE-Bandar rela-
tionship in the public record already points to crimes beyond 
the scope of the FCPA. According to Washington sources, the 
BAE-Bandar scheme constituted money laundering, under 
the 1997 U.S. law. An estimated $2 billion, which originated 
in Saudi Arabia, was passed through the Bank of England, and 
forwarded to Prince Bandar’s accounts at the now-defunct 
Riggs Bank in Washington.

In 2003-04, the Department of Justice conducted an ex-
haustive probe of Riggs Bank, triggered by revelations that 
$50-70,000 had gone from Prince Bandar’s account to two 
Saudis who were linked to a pair of the 9/11 hijackers. In Feb-
ruary 2005, Riggs was fined $25 million for violating money-
laundering laws, and pled guilty to violating the U.S. Bank 
Secrecy Act. During the course of the probe, the Department 
of Justice confiscated all of the banking records of the Saudi 
Embassy, spanning much of Prince Bandar’s tenure as Am-
bassador to the United States. Those documents, sources indi-
cate, could spell doom for both the Saudi prince and the Vice 
President, because they provide a detailed paper trail of how 
the “Al-Yamamah” funds were spent inside the United 
States.

Demands for Cheney’s Impeachment
One of the clearest indications that politics in the United 

States has gone through a profound phase-change since the 
June 21 LaRouche webcast came on June 28, when ten-term 
Democratic Congressman James McDermott (Wash.) took to 
the House floor to call for Cheney to resign or face impeach-
ment. “Madam Speaker,” he began, “it is time for a new exit 
strategy, one that removes the Vice President of the United 
States from office, voluntarily, if he chooses, but by impeach-
ment if he stonewalls.” Citing the “dire situations in Iraq, 
Iran,” the Congressman charged that Cheney “tramples on 
the Constitution like it was a doormat. . . . America would be 
best served by bringing forth articles of impeachment against 
the Vice President. . . . I believe the evidence is overwhelm-
ing. . . . Tonight it is time to say the impeachment option is on 
the table.” McDermott signed on to H.R. 333, originally in-
troduced by Rep. Dennis Kucinich (D-Ohio), spelling out a 
detailed bill of indictment for high crimes and misdemeanors 
by the Vice President.

In his remarks on the floor, Representative McDer-

mott acknowledged his previous stubborn refusal to join 
the impeach Cheney effort. “As my constituents . . . 
know, I have struggled mightily with this matter for a 
long time.”

Indeed, when LaRouche Youth Movement members, 
backed by a crowd of angry constituents, demanded that Mc-
Dermott endorse H.R. 333 at a May 31, 2007 town hall meet-
ing in the district, he refused, claiming, “We can’t do it, we 
don’t have the votes, and they know we don’t have them,” 
parroting the line coming from Speaker of the House Nancy 
Pelosi.

In his floor speech on June 28, McDermott made it clear 
that he had gotten the message, boldly declaring, “I am adding 
my name to H.R. 333. . . . For the good of the nation, the Vice 
President should leave office immediately. Call it a medical 
condition, call it a political condition, call it what it is: the de-
parture of a person who forgot that he works for the American 
people. The Vice President must either resign or face im-
peachment.”

Documentation

Leading GOP Senators
Urge Iraq Disengagement
On June 25 and 26, two prominent Republican Senators came 
forward to demand that the Bush Administration change pol-
icy in Iraq, inclusive of moving toward gradual military dis-
engagement, as well as increased diplomatic engagement. 
Sen. Richard Lugar (R-Ind.), the ranking Republican on the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and a respected figure 
on both sides of the aisle, made his call in a speech on the Sen-
ate floor. He was followed the next day by Sen. George V. Voi-
novich (R-Ohio), a member of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, who sent a public letter and strategy paper to President 
Bush, outlining a comprehensive plan for gradual reduction 
of U.S. forces.
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Sources on Capitol Hill tell EIR that if Sen. John Warner 
(R-Va.), who publicly praised Lugar’s speech, were to come 
out with a similar demand for reappraisal, the Cheney-Bush 
Administration hammerlock on Iraq policy would be broken.

Particularly notable is the degree to which the proposals 
by Senator Voinovich converge on those put forward by Lyn-
don LaRouche in April of 2004.

We provide here substantial excerpts from Lugar’s speech, 
and Voinovich’s strategy paper. The full texts are available on 
their websites.
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Lugar: Connecting Iraq
To Our Vital Interests

Mr. President, I rise today 
to offer observations on the 
continuing involvement of 
the United States in Iraq. In 
my judgment, our course in 
Iraq has lost contact with 
our vital national security 
interests in the Middle East 
and beyond. Our continu-
ing absorption with mili-
tary activities in Iraq is 
limiting our diplomatic as-
sertiveness there and else-
where in the world. The 
prospects that the current 
“surge” strategy will suc-
ceed in the way originally envisioned by the President are 
very limited within the short period framed by our own do-
mestic political debate. And the strident, polarized nature of 
that debate increases the risk that our involvement in Iraq 
will end in a poorly planned withdrawal that undercuts our 
vital interests in the Middle East. Unless we recalibrate our 
strategy in Iraq to fit our domestic political conditions and the 
broader needs of U.S. national security, we risk foreign poli-
cy failures that could greatly diminish our influence in the 
region and the world.

The current debate on Iraq in Washington has not been 
conducive to a thoughtful revision of our Iraq policy. Our de-
bate is being driven by partisan political calculations and un-
derstandable fatigue with bad news—including deaths and in-
juries to Americans. We have been debating and voting on 
whether to fund American troops in Iraq and whether to place 
conditions on such funding. We have contemplated in great 
detail whether Iraqi success in achieving certain benchmarks 
should determine whether funding is approved or whether a 
withdrawal should commence. I would observe that none of 
this debate addresses our vital interests any more than they are 
addressed by an unquestioned devotion to an ill-defined strat-
egy of “staying the course” in Iraq.

I speak to my fellow Senators, when I say that the Presi-
dent is not the only American leader who will have to make 
adjustments to his or her thinking. Each of us should take a 
step back from the sloganeering rhetoric and political oppor-
tunism that has sometimes characterized this debate. . . . I be-
lieve that we do have viable options that could strengthen our 
position in the Middle East, and reduce the prospect of terror-

Sen. Richard Lugar 
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ism, regional war, and other calamities. But seizing these op-
portunities will require the President to downsize the U.S. 
military’s role in Iraq and place much more emphasis on dip-
lomatic and economic options. It will also require members of 
Congress to be receptive to overtures by the President to con-
struct a new policy outside the binary choice of surge versus 
withdrawal. We don’t owe the President our unquestioning 
agreement, but we do owe him and the American people our 
constructive engagement.

Seeking a Sustainable Policy
In my judgment, the costs and risks of continuing down 

the current path outweigh the potential benefits that might be 
achieved. Persisting indefinitely with the surge strategy will 
delay policy adjustments that have a better chance of protect-
ing our vital interests over the long term.

I do not come to this conclusion lightly, particularly given 
that General Petraeus will deliver a formal report in Septem-
ber on his efforts to improve security. . . . But three factors—
the political fragmentation in Iraq, the growing stress on our 
military, and the constraints of our own domestic political 
process—are converging to make it almost impossible for the 
United States to engineer a stable, multi-sectarian govern-
ment in Iraq in a reasonable time frame.

Iraqis Don’t Want To Be Iraqis
First, it is very doubtful that the leaders of Iraqi factions 

are capable of implementing a political settlement in the short 
run. I see no convincing evidence that Iraqis will make the 
compromises necessary to solidify a functioning government 
and society, even if we reduce violence to a point that allows 
for some political and economic normalcy.

In recent months, we have seen votes in the Iraqi parlia-
ment calling for a withdrawal of American forces and con-
demning security walls in Baghdad that were a reasonable 
response to neighborhood violence. The Iraqi parliament 
struggles even to achieve a quorum, because many promi-
nent leaders decline to attend. We have seen overt feuds be-
tween members of the Iraqi government, including Prime 
Minister Maliki and Vice President Tariq al-Hashimi, who 
did not speak to each other for the entire month of April. The 
Shia-led government is going out of its way to bottle up mon-
ey budgeted for Sunni provinces. Without strident interven-
tion by our embassy, food rations are not being delivered to 
Sunni towns. Iraqi leaders have resisted de-Baathification re-
form, the conclusion of an oil law, and effective measures to 
prevent oil smuggling and other corrupt practices. . . .

American strategy must adjust to the reality that sectarian 
factionalism will not abate anytime soon and probably cannot 
be controlled from the top.

Stress on the Military Instrument
The second factor working against our ability to engineer 

a stable government in Iraq is the fatigue of our military. The 
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window during which we can continue to employ American 
troops in Iraqi neighborhoods without damaging our military 
strength or our ability to respond to other national security pri-
orities is closing. Some observers may argue that we cannot 
put a price on securing Iraq and that our military readiness is 
not threatened. But this is a naive assessment of our national 
security resources. . . .

America’s armed forces are incredibly resilient, but Iraq 
is taking a toll on recruitment and readiness. . . .

Filling expanding ranks will be increasingly difficult giv-
en trends in attitudes toward military service. This has been 
measured by the Joint Advertising Market Research and 
Studies Program, which produced a “Propensity Update” last 
September after extensive research. The study found that 
only 1 in 10 youths has a propensity to serve—the lowest per-
centage in the history of such surveys. 61% of youth respon-
dents report that they will “definitely not serve.” This repre-
sents a 7% increase in less than a year. These numbers are 
directly attributable to policies in Iraq. When combined with 
the Army’s estimate that only 3 of 10 youths today meet basic 
physical, behavioral, and academic requirements for military 
service, the consequences of continuing to stretch the mili-
tary are dire.

The U.S. military remains the strongest fighting force in 
the world, but we have to be mindful that it is not indestructi-
ble. Before the next conflict, we have much to do to repair this 
invaluable instrument. This repair cannot begin until we move 
to a more sustainable Iraq policy.

Constraints of Our Domestic Political 
Timetable

The third factor inhibiting our ability to establish a stable, 
multi-sectarian government in Iraq is the timetable imposed 
by our own domestic political process. The President and 
some of his advisors may be tempted to pursue the surge strat-
egy to the end of his administration, but such a course con-
tains extreme risks for U.S. national security. It would require 
the President to fight a political rear-guard holding action for 
more than a year and a half against Congressional attempts to 
limit, modify, or end military operations in Iraq. The resulting 
contentiousness would make cooperation on national security 
issues nearly impossible. It would greatly increase the chanc-
es for a poorly planned withdrawal from Iraq or possibly the 
broader Middle East region that could damage U.S. interests 
for decades.

The President and his team must come to grips with the 
shortened political timeline in this country for military opera-
tions in Iraq. Some will argue that political timelines should 
always be subordinated to military necessity, but that is unre-
alistic in a democracy. . . .

In short, our political timeline will not support a rational 
course adjustment in Iraq, unless such an adjustment is initi-
ated very soon.
EIR  July 6, 2007

Focusing on Vital Interests
. . .The risk for decision-makers is that after a long struggle 

in Iraq, accompanied by a contentious political process at 
home, we begin to see Iraq as a set piece—as an end in itself, 
distinct from the broader interests that we meant to protect. 
We risk becoming fixated on artificial notions of achieving 
victory or avoiding defeat, when these ill-defined concepts 
have little relevance to our operations in Iraq. What is impor-
tant is not the precise configuration of the Iraqi government or 
the achievement of specific benchmarks, but rather how Iraq 
impacts our geostrategic situation in the Middle East and be-
yond. The President’s troop surge is an early episode in a 
much broader Middle East realignment that began with our 
invasion of Iraq and may not end for years. Nations through-
out the Middle East are scrambling to find their footing as re-
gional power balances shift in unpredictable ways.

Although the Bush Administration has scaled back its def-
inition of success in Iraq, we are continuing to pour our trea-
sure and manpower into the narrow and uncertain pursuit of 
creating a stable, democratic, pluralist society in Iraq. This 
pursuit has been the focal point of the Bush Administration’s 
Middle East policy. Unfortunately, this objective is not one on 
which our future in the region can rest, especially when far 
more important goals related to Middle East security are lan-
guishing. I am not suggesting that what happens in Iraq is not 
important, but the Bush Administration must avoid becoming 
so quixotic in its attempt to achieve its optimum forecasts for 
Iraq that it misses other opportunities to protect our vital inter-
ests in the Middle East.

To determine our future course, we should separate our 
emotions and frustrations about Iraq from a sober assessment 
of our fundamental national security goals. In my judgment, 
we should be concerned with four primary objectives:

First, we have an interest in preventing Iraq or any piece 
of its territory from being used as a safe haven or training 
ground for terrorists or as a repository or assembly point for 
weapons of mass destruction.

Second, we have an interest in preventing the disorder and 
sectarian violence in Iraq from upsetting wider regional sta-
bility. The consequences of turmoil that draws neighboring 
states into a regional war could be grave. Such turmoil could 
topple friendly governments, expand destabilizing refugee 
flows, close the Persian Gulf to shipping traffic, or destroy key 
oil production or transportation facilities, thus diminishing 
the flow of oil from the region with disastrous results for the 
world economy.

Third, we have an interest in preventing Iranian domina-
tion of the region. The fall of Saddam Hussein’s Sunni gov-
ernment opened up opportunities for Iran to seek much great-
er influence in Iraq and in the broader Middle East. An 
aggressive Iran would pose serious challenges for Saudi Ara-
bia, Jordan, Egypt, and other Arab governments. Iran is press-
ing a broad agenda in the Middle East with uncertain conse-
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quences for weapons proliferation, terrorism, the security of 
Israel, and other U.S. interests. Any course we adopt should 
consider how it would impact the regional influence of Iran.

Fourth, we have an interest in limiting the loss of U.S. 
credibility in the region and throughout the world as a result 
of our Iraq mission. Some loss of confidence in the United 
States has already occurred, but our subsequent actions in Iraq 
may determine how we are viewed for a generation.

In my judgment, the current surge strategy is not an effec-
tive means of protecting these interests. Its prospects for suc-
cess are too dependent on the actions of others who do not 
share our agenda. It relies on military power to achieve goals 
that it cannot achieve. It distances allies that we will need for 
any regional diplomatic effort. Its failure, without a careful 
transition to a back-up policy would intensify our loss of cred-
ibility. It uses tremendous amounts of resources that cannot be 
employed in other ways to secure our objectives. And it lacks 
domestic support that is necessary to sustain a policy of this 
type.

A total withdrawal from Iraq also fails to meet our secu-
rity interests. . . .

Shifting to a Sustainable Military Posture
Our security interests call for a downsizing and re-deploy-

ment of U.S. military forces to more sustainable positions in 
Iraq or the Middle East. Numerous locations for temporary or 
permanent military bases have been suggested, including Ku-
wait or other nearby states, the Kurdish territories, or defen-
sible locations in Iraq outside of urban areas. All of these op-
tions come with problems and limitations. But some level of 
American military presence in Iraq would improve the odds 
that we could respond to terrorist threats, protect oil flows, 
and help deter a regional war. It would also reassure friendly 
governments that the United States is committed to Middle 
East security. A re-deployment would allow us to continue 
training Iraqi troops and delivering economic assistance, but 
it would end the U.S. attempt to interpose ourselves between 
Iraqi sectarian factions.

Six months ago, the Iraq Study Group endorsed a gradual 
downsizing of American forces in Iraq and the evolution of 
their mission to a support role for the Iraqi army. I do not nec-
essarily agree with every recommendation of the Iraq Study 
Group, and its analysis requires some updating given the pas-
sage of time. But the report provides a useful starting point for 
the development of a “Plan B” and a template for bipartisan 
cooperation on our Iraq strategy.

We should understand that if the re-deployment of a down-
sized force is to be safe and effective, our military planners 
and diplomats must have as much time as possible to develop 
and implement the details. We will need the cooperation of the 
Iraqi government and key states in the region, which will not 
come automatically. The logistics of a shift in policy toward a 
residual force will test military planners, who have been con-
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sumed with the surge. In 2003, we witnessed the costs that 
came with insufficient planning for the aftermath of the Iraq 
invasion. It is absolutely essential that we not repeat the same 
mistake. The longer we delay the planning for a re-deploy-
ment, the less likely it is to be successful.

Going on the Offensive
The United States has violated some basic national secu-

rity precepts during our military engagement in Iraq. We have 
overestimated what the military can achieve, we have set 
goals that are unrealistic, and we have inadequately factored 
in the broader regional consequences of our actions. Perhaps 
most critically, our focus on Iraq has diverted us from oppor-
tunities to change the world in directions that strengthen our 
national security.

Our struggles in Iraq have placed U.S. foreign policy on a 
defensive footing and drawn resources from other national se-
curity endeavors, including Afghanistan. With few excep-
tions, our diplomatic initiatives are encumbered by negative 
global and regional attitudes toward our combat presence in 
Iraq.

In this era, the United States cannot afford to be on a de-
fensive footing indefinitely. It is essential that as we attempt to 
re-position ourselves from our current military posture in 
Iraq, we launch a multi-faceted diplomatic offensive that 
pushes adversarial states and terrorist groups to adjust to us. 
The best counter to perceptions that we have lost credibility in 
Iraq would be a sustained and ambitious set of initiatives that 
repairs alliances and demonstrates our staying power in the 
Middle East.

The Iraq Study Group report recommended such a diplo-
matic offensive, stating “all key issues in the Middle East—
the Arab-Israeli conflict, Iraq, Iran, the need for political and 
economic reforms, and extremism and terrorism, are inextri-
cably linked.” The report stressed that diplomacy aimed at 
solving key regional issues would “help marginalize extrem-
ists and terrorists, promote U.S. values and interests, and im-
prove America’s global image.”

A diplomatic offensive is likely to be easier in the context 
of a tactical drawdown of U.S. troops in Iraq. A drawdown 
would increase the chances of stimulating greater economic 
and diplomatic assistance for Iraq from multi-lateral organi-
zations and European allies, who have sought to limit their 
association with an unpopular war.

A first step is working with like-minded nations to estab-
lish a consistent diplomatic forum related to Iraq that is open 
to all parties in the Middle East. . . .

The Elephants in the Room
A diplomatic offensive centered on Iraq and surrounding 

countries would help lift American interests in the Middle 
East. But credibility and sustainability of our actions depend 
on addressing the two elephants in the room of U.S. Middle 
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East policy—the Arab-Israeli conflict and U.S. dependence 
on Persian Gulf oil. These are the two problems that our ad-
versaries, especially Iran, least want us to address. They are 
the conditions that most constrain our freedom of action and 
perpetuate vulnerabilities. The implementation of an effective 
program to remedy these conditions could be as valuable to 
our long-term security as the achievement of a stable, pro-
Western government in Iraq.

The Arab-Israeli conflict will not be easily solved. Recent 
combat between the Hamas and Fatah Palestinian factions 
that led to Hamas’ military preeminence in the Gaza Strip 
complicates efforts to put the peace process back on track. But 
even if a settlement is not an immediate possibility, we have 
to demonstrate clearly that the United States is committed to 
helping facilitate a negotiated outcome. Progress in the Arab-
Israeli conflict would not end the sectarian conflict in Iraq, but 
it could restore credibility lost by the United States in the re-
gion. It also would undercut terrorist propaganda, slow Irani-
an influence, and open new possibilities related to Syria.

Clearly, the United States does not have the influence to 
solve the Arab-Israeli conflict unilaterally. In contrast, our de-
pendence on Persian Gulf oil is largely within our capacity to 
fix. Do not underestimate the impact on Iran and other nations 
of a concerted U.S. campaign to reduce our oil consumption. 
A credible, well-publicized campaign to definitively change 
the oil import equation would reverberate throughout the 
Middle East. It would be the equivalent of opening a new 
front in Middle Eastern policy that does not depend on the 
good will of any other country. . . .

Conclusion
Mr. President, the issue before us is whether we will refo-

cus our policy in Iraq on realistic assessments of what can be 
achieved, and on a sober review of our vital interests in the 
Middle East. Given the requirements of military planners, the 
stress of our combat forces, and our own domestic political 
timeline, we are running out of time to implement a thought-
ful Plan B that attempts to protect our substantial interests in 
the region, while downsizing our military presence in 
Iraq. . . .

If we are to seize opportunities to preserve these interests, 
the Administration and Congress must suspend what has be-
come almost knee-jerk political combat over Iraq. Those who 
offer constructive criticism of the surge strategy are not de-
featists, any more than those who warn against a precipitous 
withdrawal are militarists. We need to move Iraq policy be-
yond the politics of the moment and re-establish a broad con-
sensus on the role of the United States in the Middle East. If 
we do that, the United States has the diplomatic influence and 
economic and military power to strengthen mutually benefi-
cial policies that could enhance security and prosperity 
throughout the region. I pray that the President and the Con-
gress will move swiftly and surely to achieve that goal.
EIR  July 6, 2007

Voinovich: The Way  
Forward in Iraq

It is in our nation’s security 
and economic interests to 
begin to change our strate-
gy in Iraq and initiate a plan 
for a responsible military 
disengagement. We have 
lost 3,530 lives to military 
operations in Iraq. We have 
spent over $378 billion plus 
the funds that were appro-
priated in the most recent 
supplemental bill. Our na-
tional debt is rising and our 
government is being forced 
to abandon critical domes-
tic priorities. Our public 
image to the world has deteriorated drastically and continues 
to suffer. If we proceed on the current path, we will endanger 
our nation’s long-term competitiveness and well-being. More-
over, political realities in Washington will force change. As 
we approach the 2008 presidential election campaign, the 
people of the United States may choose to elect a President 
that promises an immediate withdrawal. This could be very 
dangerous for the region and American national security in-
terests. Therefore, it is time to deal with the realities—the in-
evitability of our eventual disengagement—and begin the 
planning for a new way forward in Iraq.

Military Disengagement Does Not Equal 
Abandonment

It is absolutely critical that we avoid being forced into a 
precipitous withdrawal, whether it is because of world events 
or our own political atmosphere at home. The dangers of a 
precipitous withdrawal include the potential destabilization 
of the region; the disintegration of United States relations 
with various allies in the region; the endangerment of vital en-
ergy supplies in the Middle East; and irreparable damage to 
the credibility of the United States throughout the world (es-
pecially if we leave and a humanitarian crisis ensues). If we 
lose the opportunity to implement a responsible military dis-
engagement on our own terms, we may find ourselves unable 
to prevent the aforementioned dangers. Therefore, we must 
formulate a strategy for disengagement that seeks to prevent 
these outcomes and protect our long-term, strategic interests 
in the region.

While our men and women in the field courageously fight 
day in and day out, complex power struggles in the region 

Sen. George Voinovich 
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and among Iraq’s religious sects and political factions con-
tinue to undermine American troops. Iraq’s elected govern-
ment has not yet proved capable of forging a political recon-
ciliation and winning the support of these groups. Following 
the second attack on a Shiite shrine in Samarra, Iraq’s gov-
ernment has grown increasingly nervous as political factions 
split even further. Shiites are now fighting with Shiites in 
neighborhoods that were previously calm. According to the 
testimony of numerous experts and officials who have testi-
fied to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee, Iraq’s problems cannot be 
solved with a military solution alone. Rather, Iraq’s future 
rests largely on political solutions within the Iraqi govern-
ment, its perceived leaders and Iraq’s neighboring countries 
where American influence is limited. Currently, the only le-
verage we have to influence these actors and trigger political 
cooperation is through the presence and/or removal of our 
military forces from Iraq.

Unfortunately, the presence of American forces in Iraq is 
being exploited by Iraq’s political actors, religious sects, and 
militias, as well as al-Qaeda, other foreign fighters, and Iraq’s 
neighboring countries. Their leaders are not moving quickly 
to make responsible decisions and change the situation, be-
cause the continued presence of American forces fuel their 
arguments and make compromise unnecessary. Therefore, 
our best chance of stabilizing Iraq is to develop and imple-
ment a strategy for United States military disengagement that 
is coupled with a robust diplomatic effort to contain instabil-
ity and protect our interests in the region. It is time the Iraqi 
government and its regional neighbors take a greater respon-
sibility in stabilizing this situation. Military disengagement is 
the only way to force Iraq’s leaders and neighboring countries 
to make the difficult decisions needed to create stability and 
prevent a catastrophe in the region. . . .

Military disengagement cannot be viewed as an abandon-
ment of Iraq or our long-term strategic interests in the region. 
If we pursue a well-developed and comprehensive plan for 
withdrawing U.S. forces, we will have a better chance of 
achieving our goals and sustaining domestic support for a con-
tinued commitment in the future. Drawing out our current ef-
forts indefinitely will deplete our resources and limit our op-
tions when we eventually decide to draw down our forces. By 
forming the strategy now, we have time on our side and can 
mitigate the possible negative consequences of our departure.

What Is the Way Forward?
A Clear Announcement and a Clear 
Commitment

The United States should begin by issuing a clear an-
nouncement about the intention to responsibly withdraw 
our military forces from Iraq, while stressing our commit-
ment to remain engaged in Iraq’s future and the future sta-
bility of the Middle East. The statement should and must go 
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hand in hand with a demonstration of our decision, to en-
sure that it is taken seriously. The demonstration could be to 
draw back a significant number of our forces to major mili-
tary garrisons or to redeploy them to forward operating bas-
es in neighboring countries. The goal would be to reduce 
our visible presence, while sustaining our ability to respond 
immediately to any serious crisis or attack on U.S. soldiers 
or installations.

The announcement should also be coupled with an ex-
pression of our commitment to Iraq’s future and our deter-
mination to stay involved in the region and prevent its de-
stabilization. We must make clear that our decision to leave 
is based on a desire to bring an end to the violence, to force 
out foreign fighters, and to allow Iraqis to reclaim their 
country from terrorists and militants. We must also empha-
size that we will come to Iraq’s assistance if asked, and that 
we will remain in the region to assist our other allies as 
well.

Lastly, we should make clear our pledge to provide 
Iraq with our financial and humanitarian assistance for the 
next several years, including a special program for assist-
ing refugees who have left Iraq and refugees who want to 
return to Iraq when the violence stops. Prior to the an-
nouncement, we should have a plan in place to resettle a 
portion of Iraqi refugees in the United States, especially 
those who helped U.S. forces as linguists, informants, or 
in other ways.

An International Conference and Shuttle 
Diplomacy

Military disengagement must go hand-in-hand with a 
plan for robust diplomatic engagement aimed at preventing 
instability and leveraging Iraq’s neighbors to help us pre-
vent chaos in the region. On the multilateral front, the Unit-
ed States should organize an international conference to 
bring together Iraq’s neighbors, the five permanent mem-
bers of the UN Security Council, and the UN Secretary 
General. The purpose of the conference would be to discuss 
how to maintain stability in the Middle East, manage the 
refugee crisis, and forge a new political compact in Iraq that 
will address key political issues in Iraq, including resource 
allocation, de-Baathification, and reconciliation. The con-
ference should aim to produce an agreement among its par-
ticipants and a subsequent UN Security Council Resolu-
tion. The agreement should establish agreement on a number 
of important issues, including respect for Iraq’s sovereignty 
and its current borders, and any arrangement to provide an 
international peacekeeping force if sectarian conflict leads 
to a humanitarian crisis. . . .

A Substantial Package of Foreign Aid
The way forward and out of Iraq will require a sub-

stantial aid package for Iraq. This is an important step and 



EIR  July 6, 2007

Dick Cheney’s War Is
Driving Troops Crazy
by Carl Osgood

Dick Cheney’s war in Iraq is not only imposing life-long 
costs, resulting from the physical injuries that many soldiers 
and Marines are suffering in Iraq, it is also leaving serious 
mental scars on many combat veterans that, like the physical 
wounds, will have life-long implications. The Defense De-
partment’s own reports, which may not even tell the entire 
story, paint a picture of a problem of huge proportions, and 
indicate measures needed to reduce the stress on both the 
force as a whole, and on individual soldiers and Marines. But 
these measures will not be taken unless there is a change in 
leadership and policy at the top.

The mental health implications of the war in Iraq are so 
serious, that House Oversight and Government Reform Com-
mittee chairman Henry Waxman (D-Calif.) called it “a public 
health problem of enormous magnitude,” during a hearing on 
May 24. Waxman put into the hearing record a memorandum 
from the Los Angeles County Department of Mental Health 
that reported that some local providers, who work exclusively 
with veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan, are seeing an incidence 
rate of mental illness as high as 80%. The memorandum cited 
one case of a 24-year-old veteran of two tours in Iraq, who 
came home with post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), “and 
saw his life enter a downward spiral of substance abuse, 
homelessness and crime.” According to the Veterans Health 
Administration, of the 229,015 veterans of the Iraq and Af-
ghanistan wars that have sought medical care at Veterans Af-
fairs facilities, as of December 2006, 83,889, or 37%, received 
a diagnosis of, or were evaluated for, a mental disorder. Steve 
Robinson, an independent consultant on veterans affairs fre-
quently quoted in the press, told EIR on June 27 that “the men-
tal health issues coming out of this war are staggering and will 
outpace anything we’ve seen since Vietnam.”

The military services have been attempting to maintain 
combat operations and occupation forces in Iraq and Afghan-
istan on a manpower pool limited by the strictures of the all-
volunteer force. That policy was questioned in a remarkable 
article that appeared in the July-August 2006 issue of Military 
Review, the professional journal of the U.S. Army Combined 
Arms Center at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, which argued that 
the all-volunteer military is a failure, “that awaits truth or trag-
edy for confirmation.” Maj. Gen. Walter L. Stewart, Jr., wrote 
that the all-volunteer force “relies on fewer and fewer to bear 
the blood burden of defense, absolves the many of any fiscal, 
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will send a clear message that we intend to keep our prom-
ise to the Iraqis and help stabilize their country. We will 
also need to provide foreign aid to key partners in the re-
gion, such as Jordan and Kuwait, who will be impacted 
strategically and economically by military disengage-
ment. This must include refugee assistance and increased 
economic and security assistance to help them deal with 
the thousands of Iraqi refugees and manage security at 
their borders. It is a sign of goodwill that advances U.S. 
interests by helping to protect our partnerships and pre-
vent the spread of instability through the region. Though 
some may balk at the expense of foreign aid to Iraq or oth-
er partners, it is only a fraction of the costs of sustaining 
war operations.

Sustain U.S. Credibility and Bolster Public 
Diplomacy

As a final and critical component of any plan for mili-
tary disengagement, we must find ways to restore our 
credibility and standing in the world. The war in Iraq was 
a major blow to our soft power and public diplomacy. It 
cannot be rebuilt overnight, but steps should be taken to 
prevent the further deterioration of our image in the after-
math of a withdrawal. First, we should follow up our dis-
engagement from Iraq with an announcement of our com-
mitment to remain involved in the greater fight against 
terrorism and to engage more heavily in Afghanistan and 
the Global War on Terrorism. We should devote more re-
sources to strangling terrorist financial networks, promot-
ing international law enforcement cooperation, and rid-
ding countries of dangerous Madrassas that train terrorists. 
Second, we should give a visible priority to the Middle 
East Peace Process and our relations with all countries in 
the Middle East. We must show that our disengagement 
from Iraq does not represent an abandonment of our com-
mitment to stabilize the Greater Middle East. Third, we 
should pursue a significant foreign aid program that will 
draw attention to the United States’ good works and in-
volvement in the world. This could begin with our com-
mitment to pay the full amount of our current outstanding 
dues to the UN for international peacekeeping and other 
arrears, which would send a powerful message to the 
world and bolster the American image tremendously.

Conclusion
I believe that we can set our nation on a new course in Iraq 

that has bipartisan support in Congress and sustains our com-
mitment to the people of Iraq. We can share more of the re-
sponsibility with Iraqis and their neighbors, while protecting 
our vital interests. We must begin the process now. The United 
States is a powerful and principled nation, and we are entering 
just one more phase of our nation’s history. Our courage and 
resolve can carry us through this experience and into a new 
phase of global leadership.


