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The topic I have chosen may seem provocative, but this is because of the 
supercharged reactions to the presidency of George W Bush. 
 
Tom Wolfe, the distinguished novelist, has described how a positive reference to 
George Bush at a London dinner party attracted a response akin to that meted out to a 
child molester. 
 

The antipathy in America goes far beyond the Republican/Democrat divide. The 
mainstream media there are afflicted with what has been aptly described as "Bush 
Derangement Syndrome". 
 
Our local media is similarly over the top when it comes to George Bush. The 
reactions to his win over John Kerry in 2004 included headlines like "God save 
America from itself", and "'Texas Twit' wins, humanity loses". The Star reported that 
"South Africans are bemoaning a black day for the world and its poorest continent - 
Africa - as George Bush gets ready for another term in office". My favourite was the 
Citizen poster "US gives world finger." 
 
The role of the so-called neoconservatives arouses suspicious comment, sometimes 
darkly conspiratorial. 
 
 

What is neoconservatism? 
 
What is this movement that is now called neoconservatism?  
 
Irving Kristol famously described a neoconservative as "a liberal mugged by reality". 
According to him, it is an impulse or persuasion that emerged amongst a fairly small 
group of scholars and intellectuals who were socialists or New Deal Democrats, but 
became more conservative in reaction to the counter-culture of the 1960s. Their 
conservatism differed from the traditional conservatism of the Republican Party in 
important respects, and most of them supported Democrats before switching to 
Ronald Reagan in the 1980s. 
 



 

 

The "neoconservative" label was at first strenuously resisted, as it was a pejorative by 
leftists used against people who still thought of themselves as liberal. 
Neoconservatives are actually classic liberals, believing in limited government, 
individual rights and a free market economy. On the other hand, they do seek to 
conserve a classic liberal constitution. 
 
In contrast to traditional conservatism, Irving Kristol defines neoconservatism, as 
"forward-thinking, not nostalgic ... cheerful, not grim". In domestic affairs neocons 
tend to accept the need for a strong federal government, not a weak one. In foreign 
policy, they believe in a broad definition of the national interest, not a narrow one; 
they are more willing than most traditional conservatives to commit American power, 
including military power, to such causes as democracy and human rights. 
 
The neoconservatives advocated a firm hand to defeat communism world-wide. They 
were appalled by the isolationism of the McGovern wing of the Democratic Party, 
and lined up with Democrat Senator Henry "Scoop" Jackson in the 1970s who 
aggressively sought measures to pressurise the Soviet Union and its allies. 
 
 

The "Bush Doctrine" 
 
George W Bush was not a neoconservative when he came to power in 2000. He 
promised a "humble" foreign policy, one that would reduce foreign deployments and 
avoid nation building. It would be less activist than President Bill Clinton, who had 
used military power to save Muslims in the former Yugoslavia. His main advisors 
were of the so-called realist school that had guided the senior George Bush when he 
was president. 
 
All this changed with the events of September 11, which gave birth to what has been 
called the Bush Doctrine. Bush's key response was that this attack was not a criminal 
action to be dealt with by police action through international institutions, but that 
America was now at war. 
 
A sharp change of course was required, and the neoconservatives, who had been 
warning for years that terror must not be appeased, stood vindicated - much as 
Churchill was vindicated after Hitler broke the Munich agreement and invaded 
Czechoslovakia. 
 
The best analysis of the emergence of the "Bush Doctrine" is by Norman Podhoretz in 
a series of masterly articles in Commentary magazine. He compares it with the 
Truman Doctrine of 1947, which was born with the announcement that "it must be the 
policy of the United States to support free peoples who are resisting attempted 
subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressure". 
 



 

 

Podhoretz dates the launch of the Bush Doctrine to his speech on 20 September 2001, 
which "put this nation, and all others, on notice that whether or not George W. Bush 
had been a strict conventional realist in the mold of his father, he was now politically 
born again as a passionate democratic idealist of the Reaganite stamp." 
 
Key elements of the Bush Doctrine include the following: 
 
• The promotion of freedom and democracy throughout the world.  
 
•  "Draining the swamps" of political oppression in which terrorists flourish, 
through "regime change" if necessary. This means that governments that aid terrorist 
networks will be held to account. 
 
•  The assertion of the right to pre-emptive action against threats before they emerge 
in catastrophic form. 
 
 
These goals have been set out in the most stirring rhetoric. On 20 September he said: 
 
"Great harm has been done to us. We have suffered great loss. And in our grief and 
anger we have found our mission and our moment ... The advance of human freedom, 
the great achievement of our time and the great hope of every time, now depends on 
us ... We will rally the world to this cause by our efforts, by our courage. We will not 
tire, we will not falter, and we will not fail." 
 
 
In subsequent speeches, Bush has stuck firmly to his rejection of the "realist" school: 
 
"For decades, free nations tolerated oppression in the Middle East for the sake of 
stability. In practice, this approach brought little stability and much oppression, so I 
have changed this policy. 
 
Some who call themselves realists question whether the spread of democracy in the 
Middle East should be any concern of ours. But the realists in this case have lost 
contact with the fundamental reality: America has always been less secure when 
freedom is in retreat; America is always more secure when freedom is on the march." 
 
 
Bush won plaudits from many for the "moral clarity" of his 20 September speech, but 
he provoked dismay and disgust among so-called "advanced" thinkers and 
"sophisticated" commentators. They were further outraged when he went on to single 
out three countries - Iraq, Iran and North Korea - as forming an "axis of evil". He 
followed here in the footsteps of Ronald Reagan, who had denounced the Soviet 
Union as the "evil empire", and received a hysterical outcry from chancelleries, 
campuses and editorial pages all over the world.  
 
Much derision has also been reserved for Bush's declaration that countries are "either 
with us or against us in the war on terror". This is widely regarded as part of his crude 
"we're gonna git 'em" Texas cowboy image. 
 



 

 

Pre-9/ 11: America the "paper tiger" 
 
The perception of American weakness was a major factor that led to September 11. 
This derived from a long series of ineffectual American responses to terrorist 
provocations. In 1983, Hizbollah suicide bombers killed 63 American embassy 
workers in one attack in Beirut, Lebanon, and 241 US marines in another attack that 
year. Reagan's response was to pull his troops out of Lebanon. 
 
There were aircraft hijackings, attacks on US military installations, and a truck bomb 
that exploded in the basement of the World Trade Centre in New York in February 
1993. This could have been even more devastating than the September 11 attack as 
the plan was to collapse one tower over the other during midday when there were 
about 130 000 people in the vicinity. Six people died and 1 000 were injured. The six 
Muslim terrorists were caught and sentenced to long prison terms. 
 
After car bombs went off in August 1998 at the American embassies in Kenya and 
Tanzania, killing more than 200 people, President Bill Clinton responded by firing 
cruise missiles at an al-Qaeda training camp in Afghanistan and a building in Sudan 
that was thought to be involved in manufacturing chemical weapons. He was urged by 
his advisors to take more decisive steps against the terrorist networks, but 
prevaricated. Former CIA Director James Woolsey described Clinton's approach as 
follows: "Do something to show you're concerned. Launch a few missiles in the 
desert, bop them on the head, arrest a few people. But just keep kicking the ball down 
field". 
 
Woolsey's assessment is that American inaction essentially meant hanging a "Kick 
Me" sign on the back. Osama bin Laden thought that America was a nation in decline, 
destined to be defeated by the resurgence of the same Islamic militancy that had 
previously conquered and converted large parts of the world by sword. He wrote off 
Americans as degenerates and cowards, nothing more than what he called a "paper 
tiger". 
 
 

Democracy in Afghanistan and Iraq 
 
George Bush's first target after September 11 was the brutal Taliban regime in 
Afghanistan that sheltered Osama bin Laden and his associates. 
 
It took a mere seven weeks to defeat the Taliban. The campaign had its ups and 
downs, and it did not take long for commentators in papers like the New York Times 
to resurrect the "Vietnam syndrome", the spectre of a "quagmire", before they were 
silenced by American forces entering Kabul. 
 
The next target was Iraq, where Saddam Hussein was dispatched after another short 
war that defied the dire predictions of the naysayers. Surveys showed that the vast 
majority of Iraqis welcomed the US overthrow of Saddam's tyranny. In a poll by the 



 

 

Saudi daily Okaz in December 2003, 83% agreed that they were better off than in the 
past. Another poll by Zogby International showed that seven out of ten expected 
things to be better in five years time. 
 
I must say that I am astonished by the denigration of what has been achieved in 
Afghanistan and Iraq in terms of democratic progress. Fifty million Muslims have 
been given the chance to vote in reasonably free elections. Their leaders have publicly 
thanked George Bush, so why do so many others not give credit where it is due? 
 
South Africans especially should have appreciated the bravery of those Iraqis who 
risked their lives in large numbers to cast their votes in two elections and a 
referendum that endorsed a constitution with 79% of the vote. More than 10 million 
voted in December 2005 for a parliament to sit for four years, which makes the 
current broad-based government the most legitimate government in the entire Arab 
world. 
 
This is as momentous as our own democratic elections in 1994, yet our media give it 
little credit. 
 
The attempts to disrupt the Iraqi elections and the elected government should be seen 
as an attack on democracy, rather than anti-imperialist heroics. Attempts by rightwing 
Afrikaners in South Africa to turn back the clock were resisted fairly easily, but what 
if they had staged suicide bomb attacks such as occurs in Iraq by Sunni reactionaries, 
joined by foreign jihad fighters? 
 
Whatever anti-war enthusiasts say, the reality is that without US action, Saddam 
would still be in power, with every prospect that one of his thuggish sons would 
succeed him in maintaining a very long regime of terror against the Iraqi people. He 
would still be a threat to his neighbours and would be continuing his links with 
international terrorism.  
 
 

Bush didn't lie 
 
The fact that weapons of mass destruction were not found as expected does not 
invalidate the broader strategic rationale. This was to "drain the swamps" of terrorist 
assisting countries and set the entire region on a course towards democratisation. 
Libya got the message and announced that it was dismantling its own nuclear 
weapons programme that had gone far further than anyone had suspected. Another 
achievement was recruiting Pakistan's General Pervez Musharraf as an ally against 
terror, including the dismantling of the world-wide black market in nuclear 
technology run by AQ Khan. 
 
Proponents of the Iraq war listed multiple reasons - the US Senate cited 234 reasons 
and the various UN resolutions on Iraq cited an average of 20 reasons other than 
weapons of mass destruction. Many senior anti-war politicians, like Senator Edward 
Kennedy and French President Jacques Chirac, did believe that Saddam was seeking 



 

 

or already possessed weapons of mass destruction, but they still opposed the war. 
Every intelligence agency in the world was convinced that Saddam maintained an 
arsenal of prohibited weapons. The Iraq Survey Group (ISG) found that Saddam had 
siphoned off money from the Oil-for-Food programme to buy materials for such 
weapons, and had restarted a ballistic missile programme forbidden by the UN. 
Furthermore, according to the former head of the ISG, David Kay, "right up to the 
end" the Iraqis were trying to produce the deadly poison ricin. 
 
Saddam did have links with al-Qaeda and other terrorist groups. This was confirmed 
by both the Senate Committee and the 9/11 Commission, a conclusion also supported 
by the Butler Commission in Britain. He ran three terrorist training centres with some 
8000 trainees specialising in assassinations, kidnapping, and hijackings. 
 
There was a tremendous media hoohah about whether Bush had lied in claiming that 
Saddam Hussein had sought uranium from Africa, but every word that Bush had 
uttered on this matter was true, which was the consensus of the Senate Intelligence 
Committee report, two separate British investigations, and a variety of European 
intelligence agencies including even the French. 
 
In summary, the mantra that "Bush lied" is a media fiction that crumbles on closer 
examination. 
 
 
 

Misreporting Iraq 
 
 
We should recall that Saddam Hussein attacked two neighbouring countries and 
defied 16 UN Security Council resolutions, but most of all, he was a weapon of mass 
destruction to his own people in ways more cruel than the apartheid regime. His 
internal victims numbered over a million people, and probably another million could 
be added from his wars on Iran and Kuwait. His tortures included lowering victims 
into shredder machines, and rapes and murders of prisoners' relatives, including 
children. 
 
Positive news that you won't see reported is that the Iraqi economy is booming. Per 
capita income has doubled since 2003 and is 30 percent higher than it was before the 
war. The economy is projected to grow 17 percent in 2006. I do not know why 
COSATU is not cheering the fact that Iraq now has the only genuinely free trade 
unions in the Arab world. The unemployment rate there has been halved, from 60% to 
30%, which is better than in South Africa. 
 
There are now 3.5 million cellphone users, whereas previously there was no cellphone 
service and possession of satellite phones was a capital offence. There are five times 
more cars on the street than under Saddam Hussein, five times more telephone 



 

 

subscribers and 32 times more Internet users. Whereas not a single independent media 
outlet existed in Iraq before 2003, there are now 44 commercial TV stations, 72 radio 
stations and more than 100 newspapers. 
 
The media misreporting on Iraq is nothing less than criminal. It amazes me that the 
slanted fiction of Robert Fisk, for instance, is taken seriously by anyone. He should 
have been fired long ago if truth meant anything in journalism. Do you recall his 
screaming front page story about the trashing of priceless archaeological treasures at 
the Baghdad Museum? Well it didn't happen. Another myth is that US troops guarded 
the Iraqi Oil Ministry while allowing everything else to be looted. 
 
Many intelligent people will tell you that America invaded Iraq because of oil. It does 
feature, as it is a vital economic resource, but to explain America's actions as simply 
an oil grab explains nothing. Iraq benefits from the extortionate soaring oil prices of 
the OPEC cartel. If America was simply interested in oil it would have lifted 
sanctions against Iraq and dealt with Saddam in the manner of the French 
government. Alternatively, if America was as demonic as portrayed by the ludicrous 
Noam Chomsky world view, it could have simply invaded Venezuela. 
 
Amir Taheri, the former editor of Iran's largest daily newspaper, writes of the 
disorientation he experienced in viewing the grossly distorted US media view of Iraq 
as compared to the reality that he saw as a visitor. Difficulties there are aplenty, but 
he contends that of all the adjectives used by critics and skeptics to describe today's 
Iraq, the only one that has a ring of truth is "messy." As he puts it, births are always 
messy, but since when is that a reason to declare a baby unworthy of life? 
 
The Iraqi doomsayers remind me of certain white South African whingers who 
highlighted every negative and predicted doom for the new ANC government. More 
than 200 000 people have been murdered in South Africa since 1994, but does anyone 
want the return of an apartheid state of emergency? 
 

Bush's freedom agenda 
 
Is there anyone here who is not in favour of greater freedom and democracy in the 
world, not excluding the Arab countries where it is so lacking? Well, then you agree 
with George Bush, who has explicitly declared the spread of freedom to be the central 
principle of American foreign policy. As he puts it, "The defence of freedom requires 
the advance of freedom." 
 
In his second inaugural address, Bush broke the wall between realism and idealism by 
grounding his freedom agenda in terms of American self-interest: "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".  
 



 

 

This is an enormous challenge that requires much skill. Democracy is a difficult plant 
to grow, and elections without entrenched democratic institutions could lead to an 
undemocratic party coming to power. The Palestinian Hamas is a perfect example of 
this. 
 
The risk, as Faried Zakaria puts it, is that "democracy without constitutional 
liberalism is not simply inadequate, but dangerous, bringing with it the erosion of 
liberty, the abuse of power, ethnic divisions, and even war." Elections should occur at 
the end of the process, rather than the beginning, but a start has to be made 
somewhere. 
 
Support for Bush's democracy agenda has come from the Lebanese Druze leader 
Walid Jumblatt. He has been no friend of America for many years, but following the 
so-called Cedar revolution that led to the withdrawal of Syria from his country, he 
said: "this process of change has started because of the American invasion of Iraq. I 
was cynical about Iraq. But when I saw the Iraqi people voting three weeks ago, 8 
million of them, it was the start of a new Arab world. The Syrian people, the Egyptian 
people, all say that something is changing. The Berlin Wall has fallen. We can see it." 
 
The Egyptian democratic activist Saad Eddin Ibrahim, who opposed the invasion of 
Iraq, has admitted that it had "unfrozen the Middle East, just as Napoleon's 1798 
expedition did. Elections in Iraq force the theocrats and autocrats to put democracy on 
the agenda, even if only to fight against us (reformers). Look, neither Napoleon nor 
President Bush could impregnate the region with political change. But they were able 
to be midwives." 
 
The democracy genie has been let out of the bottle, and the greatest power in the 
world has committed itself to this goal. This should be cause for great hope, but 
elements of the left and elements of the right are rallying forces against it. Whereas 
American radicals think that America is bad for the world, American conservatives 
think that the world is bad for America.  
 
 

Cowboy diplomacy? 
 
In evaluating the Bush Presidency, there is a tendency to construct a caricature, and 
then to proclaim that there has been a retreat from this straw man that is largely 
media-created. Time magazine, for instance, recently ran a cover story headlined "The 
End of Cowboy Diplomacy." The tendency also is to blame Bush for deeply-rooted 
events long-predating his presidency. 
 
Time magazine asserts that America's actions in Iraq have "emboldened" Iran and 
North Korea to obtain nuclear weapons. This is simply false. In 2003, the IAEA 
reported that Iran had acknowledged that it had been developing for 18 years a secret 
uranium centrifuge programme, and had even produced small amounts of plutonium, 
generally only associated with nuclear weapons, between 1988 and 1992. 
 



 

 

The North Korean government has admitted that it has been secretly developing 
nuclear weapons for years in violation of international agreements. This is an 
outcome of the Clinton-era multilateralist approach, an approach that Bush has not 
changed much, which made him vulnerable to the charge by Senator John Kerry in 
the presidential campaign that the Bush administration was relying too much on 
multilateralism. 
 
Unilateralism is often charged to be a plank of the Bush Doctrine, but this confuses 
United Nations approval with seeking international allies. The operations in 
Afghanistan and Iraq both garnered large coalitions of support. As Bush pointed out 
in his 2004 State of the Union speech, "There is a difference between leading a 
coalition of many nations, and submitting to the objections of a few. America will 
never seek a permission slip to defend the security of our country." 
 
The "going it alone" accusation gives excessive deference to the United Nations as a 
source of legitimacy for international actions. The Security Council has never been 
accepted as the sole source of international legitimacy, not even by Europeans. The 
demand that the US seek UN authorisation for the Iraq war, and presumably for all 
future wars, was a novel - even revolutionary - proposition. In 1994, the Clinton 
administration sent troops to Haiti without the Security Council's authorisation, which 
came only after the fact. In 1998, it bombed Iraq in Operation Desert Fox over strong 
objections by France and Russia in the Security Council. 
 
When it suited their purposes, Europe also bypassed the Security Council, as with the 
Kosovo war in 1999, arguing that it was legitimate to prevent a genocide. US 
Secretary of State Colin Powell could well argue, as he did in October 2003, that the 
US and its allies possessed the "authority to intervene in Iraq ... just as we did in 
Kosovo". 
 
One of the welcome outcomes of American assertiveness has been a long overdue 
scrutiny of the murky workings of the United Nations. The overthrow of Saddam 
Hussein led to the uncovering of the largest fraud case in history, more than $10 
billion in bribes and kickbacks in the Oil-for-Food programme. Far from "rushing to 
war", the Bush Administration walked the extra mile to get explicit UN Security 
Council authorisation of force against Iraq, but this was never going to happen with 
the French/Russian/Chinese "coalition of the bribed". 
 
The Security Council is bad enough, but the General Assembly is even worse, 
dominated as it is by a majority of undemocratic countries that are given an equal say 
along with everyone else. I am always amazed by how many intelligent people think 
that a decision by a majority of undemocratic countries is actually a decision with real 
legitimacy. 
 
The "going it alone" thesis ignores the 70 countries that have joined the Proliferation 
Security Initiative (PSI), sharing intelligence information, tracking suspect 



 

 

international cargo, and conducting joint military exercises to stop the illegal 
proliferation trade. 
 
In August 2003, NATO took over command of international forces in Afghanistan - 
the first mission in NATO's history outside the euro-Atlantic region. In 2004, NATO 
formally welcomed seven new members from Central and Eastern Europe, as 
advocated by the United States. 
 
America's relationship with Japan has never been better, and a strategic overture to 
India has long-term significance comparable to the 1972 Nixon-to-China 
breakthrough. 
 
On free trade, Bush's record is better than the deal congressional Democrats would 
concede, and he has been remarkably generous in Africa initiatives like the 50% 
increase in development assistance channelled through the Millennium Challenge 
Account and the African Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA) which opened the US 
market to African exports. 
 
The US led in establishing the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, 
to which it is the biggest contributor. About 40 000 South Africans are alive today 
because of George Bush's generosity with funds for HIV/Aids treatment, which has 
amounted to about R3 billion in the last three years. Go see for yourself the US-
funded brand new AIDS unit at Helen Joseph hospital, and at least concede Bush's 
humanity in this regard. He didn't need to do it, but he did. 
 
 

Media bias 
 
One of the reasons for Bush's bad press is the fact that nine out of ten journalists in 
the American media are left-leaning Democrats. This leads to an incredible bias in the 
mainstream media that can only be appreciated if you become a regular browser of 
some alternate internet sites. My favourite is www.realclearpolitics.com, which gives 
you access to sources like the Weekly Standard and the excellent op-ed articles of The 
Wall Street Journal. 
 
I can't touch on all the distortions here, but here is one example from the Katrina 
hurricane devastation of New Orleans for which Bush was pilloried in a myriad of 
unfair ways. Fact: the mortality rates were slightly higher for whites than for blacks in 
New Orleans, in complete contradiction to the claims of racism made against Bush, 
never mind that most of the blame really lay with local Democrat politicians anyway 
(see An Imperfect Storm by Jonah Goldberg on National Review Online for an 
exposé of this scandal of media misreporting). 
 



 

 

What about Bush's intelligence, about which reams of nonsense has been written? 
Based on his military entrance tests, it has been assessed by psychologists at about 
125, which is higher than the IQ of John Kerry as ascertained from a similar military 
test. 
 
So what about his mangled syntax, the famous Bushisms like "misunderestimated"? 
Well, his opponents have misunderestimated him and paid the price. 
 
The editor of the Weekly Standard, Fred Barnes, characterises Bush as an insurgent 
president, a "rebel in chief" who is at odds not only with the Washington 
establishment, but also with the entrenched conventionalism of elements in the State 
Department and the CIA. 
 
Bob Woodward of the Washington Post, one of the famous two reporters on that 
paper who had brought down Richard Nixon over Watergate, has written an admiring 
book on Bush's qualities as a war leader. 
 
Five years after September 11, there has not been any similar attack on the American 
mainland, which has to be counted as a major achievement. 
 

A world at war 
 
Much of the hysterical criticism of George Bush derives from those who do not 
believe that America is really at war with a foe that is diametrically opposed to all the 
freedoms enjoyed by Americans. 
 
If there is no war, then restrictions on civil liberties are sinister and unnecessary. The 
media can then indulge in all kinds of breast-beating and irresponsible disclosure of 
surveillance techniques because they do not believe that ultimately their own 
existence is at stake. The heroism of soldiers in the field is utterly neglected, 
compared to more than 45 front page stories in the New York Times, for instance, on 
the prisoner mistreatment at Abu Graib. 
 
Conditions at Guantanamo Bay are better than those that enemy prisoners faced in the 
Second World War, yet squeals are heard about Geneva Conventions that simply do 
not apply to combatants not in uniform, as well as legal niceties that are only 
applicable to US citizens. 
 
The world war that we face is actually blazingly obvious. It is a war declared by 
radical Islam, and if you can't already see this then I don't know what I can say that 
will change your mind. 
 



 

 

What is it that the following have in common? The Bali nightclub bombings, the 
Madrid train station bombings, the Mumbai train bombings, the Hindu temple 
bombing in Varanasi, the London underground bombings, the September 11 atrocity, 
the Beslan school killings, and all the numerous thwarted bombing plots against 
civilian targets, as in the recent aircraft liquid bombs scare. Note that even after the 
Madrid bombings led to the election of a new government committed to withdraw 
Spanish troops from Iraq, a follow-up train bombing was stopped only because of the 
actions of Spanish police. 
 
What about Buddhist teachers murdered in southern Thailand, the major war in 
southern Philippines that has cost 120 000 lives, ongoing terrorist incidents in 
Kashmir, the 100 lives lost in Nigeria because of riots over cartoons of Mohammed in 
Denmark, the Van Gogh assassination in Holland, the Christian students beheaded in 
Indonesia ...  
 
I could go on and on. All you have to do is connect the dots. As expressed by the 
general manager of Al-Arabiya News, Abdel Rahman al-Rashed: "It is a certain fact 
that not all Muslims are terrorists, but it is equally certain, that almost all terrorists are 
Muslims." 
 
 

Arabic media 
 
The other thing you can do is to take very seriously what the Islamists say, because 
they are remarkably open about achieving Islamic rule over the entire world. 
 
It is a major puzzle why Western media resolutely ignore the Arabic media, even 
though there are excellent translation websites (see www.memri.org). You will be a 
lot less surprised at world events if you follow the Arabic press, which can only be 
described as an alternative universe of hate, conspiracies and inversion of blame fully 
comparable to that of Nazi Germany. 
 
And racism aplenty, not just the wildest antisemitism, but crude racial slurs such as 
those directed against Condoleezza Rice, referred to as the "dark complexioned lady", 
"black spinster" and worse. How about a cartoon in the official Palestinian paper al-
Quds that represents her with a monkey in her womb? 



 

 

 
  

[Text: "Rice speaks about birth of a new Middle East" Al-Quds, July 24, 2006] 
 
It actually shows a huge contempt for Arabs to excuse their gross racism and accord 
lesser weight to what they say amongst themselves than to what they say to Western 
audiences. This is what George Bush has referred to as "the soft bigotry of low 
expectations", and it is high time that the same standards are applied to them as to 
anyone else, especially as they are the first to loudly protest any perceived insults. 
 
The 2006 Global Pew Survey found majorities of people in various Muslim countries 
who believe that Muslims were not responsible for September 11. This is even though 
many of them cheered ecstatically when the twin towers collapsed, and al-Qaeda has 
boasted about its culpability. It gives you an idea of the mass psychosis at work. 
 
If you think that hatred of America is all about its foreign policy, I direct you to the 
sentiment expressed by the former Hezbollah leader  Hussein Massawi: "We are not 
fighting so that you will offer us something. We are fighting to eliminate you". Note 
that the Hezbollah emblem is a rifle poised over the entire globe. 
 

 
Hezbollah Logo 



 

 

 
It's not what America does, it's what America is. According to the Al-Qaeda 
theoretician Yussuf al-Ayyeri: "It is not the American war machine that should be of 
the utmost concern to Muslims. What threatens the future of Islam, in fact its survival, 
is American democracy." 
 
 

Islamo-fascism 
 
There are various Islamic streams with the same overall goal, a world entirely under 
Islam, but they differ on tactics. Al-Qaeda is but one of many interlinked radical 
Islamic groups. Its forté is terrorist theatre, spectacular events that strike 
indiscriminately at civilians.  
 
George Bush has been criticised for casting the enemy as radical Islam, and recently 
used the term Islamo-fascism. This is not a smear word, but an accurate description as 
it describes the 20th century ideological elements that have been grafted onto the 
traditional Islamic imperialist tradition to conquer the world. 
 
Dr Ahmad Al-Rab'i, former Kuwaiti minister of education, has observed that "the 
beginnings of all the religious terrorism that we are witnessing today were in the 
Muslim Brotherhood's ideology." 
 
The Muslim Brotherhood, which has branches in 70 countries around the world, was 
founded in Egypt in 1928 by Hassan Al Banna. During the Second World War, he 
sided with Hitler and Mussolini. "Hitler on earth, Allah in heaven" was a popular 
slogan in the Arab world. The Brotherhood's credo remains the same as that 
proclaimed by its founder, that "it is the nature of Islam to dominate, not to be 
dominated, to impose its laws on all nations and to extend its power to the entire 
planet." 
 
This is the same goal as the Wahhabi creed of Islam that dominates Saudi Arabia, and 
is propagated worldwide in the biggest propaganda campaign in history. More than 
$90 billion has been spent on this by the Saudis since the oil price rise in 1973, 
building mosques and training imams, radicalising formerly quiescent Muslim 
communities everywhere, including South Africa. 
 

September 11, 1683 
 
The other September 11 is that of 1683, when the Ottoman Turks were repulsed from 
the gates of Vienna after overrunning half of Europe. The jihad has never stopped, 
only pausing temporarily when confronted by superior power. 
 



 

 

Al-Qaeda's Musab al-Zarqawi put it as follows: "killing the infidels is our religion, 
slaughtering them is our religion, until they convert to Islam or pay us tribute." 
 
This is derived directly from Verse 9:29 in the Koran, and there are many other verses 
that are easily interpreted as religious sanction for violent world conquest. It is well-
established in Islamic law that the tolerant verses in the early part of the Koran are 
abrogated by the later violent verses, but they are still trotted out by apologists to 
claim that Islam has no expansionist ambitions whatsoever. 
 
The founder of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Ayatollah Khomeini, declared: "Those 
who know nothing about Islam pretend that Islam counsels against war. They are 
witless." According to Khomeini, "Jihad means the conquest of non-Muslim 
territories ... (the) final goal is the domination of Koranic law from one end of the 
earth to the other". 
 
There is a long-standing Shiite doctrine called taqiya, according to which it is 
permissible to lie to achieve the goals of Islam. 
 
If you don't believe that Iran is building a nuclear bomb, then I have a pyramid 
scheme for you to buy into. You are also eligible for the Neville Chamberlain award 
for useless diplomacy.  
 
Do we want to wake up one day with a message from Iranian President Ahmadinejad 
that there are nuclear bombs primed to go off in New York, London and Paris unless 
his demands are met? 
 
The difference with the Cold War is that the deterrence factor of Mutually Assured 
Destruction by nuclear weapons does not apply against an enemy that welcomes 
martyrdom as an entry ticket to eternal bliss in the hereafter. As they put it, "We love 
death, while you love life." 
 
If they have nuclear weapons, they will use them. 
 
 

Defining issue of our time 
 
The potential for nuclear weapons in radical Islamic hands is the defining issue of our 
time, with similar implications to the Czechoslovakia crisis in 1938 where Neville 
Chamberlain caved in to Adolf Hitler at Munich. 
 
In the 1930s, as Germany occupied the Rhineland and rearmed, and as Hitler moved 
forward with his programme of world conquest as explicity outlined in Mein Kampf, 



 

 

virtually all the talking heads, the editorial writers, the church leaders, the famous 
writers, counselled a disastrous appeasement. Winston Churchill was castigated as a 
dangerous warmonger, much as George Bush is abused today. 
 
It is the intellectual class most of all that is afflicted with this peculiar blindness not to 
see the obvious evil, wallowing in gross distortions and immoral equivalences. They 
lap up the idiocies of John Pilger, Noam Chomsky and Michael Moore, and pretend 
that there is nothing to choose between George Bush and Osama bin Laden even as 
they live in countries whose freedoms they scorn. Pilger's defence of Iran's nuclear 
ambitions reminds me of those who evinced understanding of Nazi Germany's 
security fears even as they supposedly did not endorse Hitler's internal policies. 
Objectively, however, they were on his side, and share the guilt for the war that 
followed. 
 

Islamist/Left alliance 
 
Writing about the Iranian Revolution, Tariq Ali attacked the "anti-imperialism of 
fools" expressed by "useful idiots from the western European left" who thought there 
must be something progressive in the Ayatollah because he overthrew America's 
stooge, the Shah. Even more deluded was the Iranian Communist Party which 
climbed on the bandwagon of the Islamic revolution only to be brutally suppressed 
later. 
 
The same pattern seems to be happening again, with the Islamist/Leftwing alliance 
imitating the Hitler-Stalin pact. 
 
 

The "long war" 
 
George Bush has warned that we face a "long war", and that fortitude is required even 
in the face of setbacks. Norman Podhoretz notes that during World War II there was 
scarcely any defeatist sentiment, not even in response to actual defeats. Nor was there 
a fixation on the many mistakes made by Roosevelt and Churchill. Some of their 
mistakes "were so large and consequential that by comparison those of which Bush 
and Rumsfeld stand accused of seem insignificant." Incredible blunders, for instance, 
cost some 20 000 American lives in the Battle of the Bulge. 
 
US Defence Secretary Donald Rumsfeld recently quoted Clemenceau, that "war is a 
series of catastrophes that results in victory". 
 
The present world war is marked by defeatist sentiments much like that in the cold 
war, from critics on both the Left and the Right. Round-the-clock TV coverage gives 
the forces promoting defeatism a far more potent weapon to magnify everything that 
goes wrong, or appears to go wrong. 



 

 

 
Those who counsel the withdrawal of American forces from Iraq ignore not only the 
wishes of its elected government, but face the danger, unlike in Vietnam, that the war 
will follow them home. Al-Qaeda has described Iraq as the epicentre of the struggle, 
and so it is, with very high stakes indeed. They know that a successful Iraqi 
democracy will defeat the jihadists, and provide an alternative model of freedom for 
the region. Why do so many liberal intellectuals not see this as well? The feeling 
seems to be that Iraq must fail so that George Bush is not vindicated. This is 
appallingly irresponsible. 
 
George Bush is playing the diplomatic game now with Iran, going the extra mile to 
satisfy the Europeans, but is absolutely right not to exclude the military option. As US 
Senator John McCain has observed, "there is only one thing worse than the United 
States exercising a military option and that is a nuclear-armed Iran." 
 
 

Bush doctrine will endure 
 
The Bush Doctrine will outlast the presidency of George W Bush because much of it 
is not actually new, it is sensible, and it corresponds to the needs of the times. 
 
The doctrine of pre-emption has been embraced by past US presidents. During the 
Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, President Kennedy said: "We no longer live in a world 
where only the actual firing of weapons represents a sufficient challenge to a nation's 
security to constitute maximum peril. Nuclear weapons are so destructive, and 
ballistic missiles are so swift, that any substantially increased possibility of their use 
or any sudden change in their deployment may well be regarded as a definite threat to 
peace." 
 
Kennedy was prepared to use pre-emptive military strikes to dismantle the 
deployment of offensive nuclear weapons in Cuba. How much more relevant this is 
with an Islamist enemy less deterred than the Soviet Union was to a second-strike 
nuclear Armageddon.  
 
President Kennedy was also prepared to act without the authorisation of the UN 
Security Council, as did Truman who acted unilaterally on the Marshall Plan to aid 
Europe's recovery, and ditto on the 1948-49 airlift to lift the Soviet blockade of 
Berlin. And so did Bill Clinton when he used military force against Saddam Hussein 
in December 1998, bombing sites relating to Iraq's weapons programmes, despite 
shrills from France, Russia and China. 
 
No self-respecting country would hold itself hostage to a UN paralysed by 
bureaucracy and obliged to seek consensus with undemocratic regimes and other 



 

 

countries motivated by narrow interests. This same UN has miserably failed to stop 
genocides in Rwanda and Darfur. 
 
There are degrees of multilateralism, and it cannot be an end in itself, especially if 
this leads to paralysis. Vital interests should not be sacrificed on the multilateralist 
altar. 
 
As far as holding countries to account for their support of terrorism, this principle of 
state accountability is already embedded in the law of nations. After the al-Qaeda 
bombings of US embassies in Africa in 1998, the UN Security Council stressed "that 
every Member State has the duty to refrain from organising, instigating, assisting or 
participating in terrorist acts in another State or acquiescing in organised activities 
within its territory directed towards the commission of such acts...." (RES. 1189). 
 
Then there is the moral dimension of a neoconservative foreign policy, the advance of 
freedom and democracy. As Bush has put it, "We will persistently clarify the choice 
before every ruler and every nation: the moral choice between oppression, which is 
always wrong, and freedom, which is eternally right..." This is a valuable repudiation 
of moral relativism and cynicism in world affairs. 
 
In South Africa, as elsewhere, the phrase "one man's freedom fighter is another man's 
terrorist" is repeated mindlessly even though it is a limited truth. If this moral 
relativism is fully accepted, then you would have to accept that Hitler too, was a 
freedom fighter, and so are the Boeremag.  
 
It is noteworthy that the neoconservatives pushed for the intervention in Bosnia by the 
Clinton administration to save Muslim lives from Serbia's Slobodan Milosevic. 
 
The true neoconservative models are Ronald Reagan, Winston Churchill and 
Democrat Senator Henry Jackson, who all strenuously fought against Hitlerism and 
communism as the pre-eminent enemies of democracy. 
 
The better critique of George Bush is that he is not living up to his own doctrine, that 
he should be more forceful with Iran, for instance, or have more troops in Iraq, to 
stabilise their new democracy. He is working within the constraints of day-to-day 
politics, as did Ronald Reagan before him, but still the Berlin Wall fell. 

 
 
 
 
 

Leftwing neocons 



 

 

 
The essential framework of neocon foreign policy need not and should not be 
confined only to the so-called right. There is an important debate that was sparked by 
the leftwing philosopher Michael Walzer, who asked pointedly after the dismal 
response of the Left to September 11: "Can there be a decent Left?" Islamic 
radicalism is inimical to all that the Left holds dear, so its timidity and appeasement 
mode in combating it is a puzzle. 
 
The British commentator and lapsed Labour Party member Oliver Kamm has written 
a book entitled Antitotalitarianism: The Left-wing Case for a Neoconservative 
Foreign Policy. He argues for a coalition of Left and Right on an interventionist 
foreign policy to promote "global democracy", and appeals to "fellow-leftists to 
acknowledge that the Bush-Blair strategy in foreign affairs accords with our 
movement's ideals." 
 
Kamm is a member of the Henry Jackson Society that has been formed in Britain to 
promote a robust foreign policy against tyranny following the example of this 
Democrat Senator. 
 
There is an exquisite irony that the Republicans under Bush embrace an activist role 
in the world once proclaimed by the Democrats under John F Kennedy, and 
isolationists in both parties find common cause.  
 
 

Other neocon victories 
 
As in the response to previous totalitarian threats, there can be strong disagreement on 
domestic policies, while still supporting a leader such as Bush on foreign policy 
against the greater evil. Winston Churchill could have been described as a political 
dinosaur in the 1930s, with his faith in British imperialism and some quaint Victorian 
notions, but he was the man of the hour, and his leadership was decisive. England 
united behind him for his great wartime mission, and then discarded him at the first 
general election after the war. 
 
The neoconservatives, however, have won not only the battle against those who 
sought to hinder an effective rollback of communism, but have also won virtually 
every significant battle of ideas against the collectivist left. They were right on the 
economic failure of socialism everywhere that it has been tried, and they were right 
on the corollary, that only private property and free markets can create wealth for the 
greatest number of people. Furthermore, that capitalism is necessary but not sufficient 
for democracy. 
 
The perverse effects of the Great Society programmes of the 1960s are increasingly 
recognised largely because of the efforts of neoconservative thinkers like Thomas 



 

 

Sowell and Charles Murray. The welfare reform bill signed in 1996 by Clinton owed 
a lot to Murray's book Losing Ground that was published in 1984. This bill was 
passed over strenuous opposition from American liberals who made dire predictions 
of massive increases in poverty, but it is now widely acknowledged that the reform 
was a fabulous success. By 1999, there were 4.2 million fewer people living in 
poverty than in 1996, including 2.3 million children. The number of people on 
welfare has now been cut by nearly 60 percent, and welfare caseloads have similarly 
declined. 
 
Crime was cut down dramatically in New York by Mayor Rudy Giuliani, utilising the 
"broken windows" insight of James Q Wilson. 
 
George Bush entered office at the start of an economic recession that was preceded by 
declining stock markets and the collapse of the high-tech bubble. The September 11 
attacks in his first year caused an estimated $100 billion in economic losses, and a 
million jobs were shed in the three months thereafter. Bush's response was major tax 
cuts that were as significant as those of Kennedy in the '60s and Reagan in the '80s. 
This supply side intervention has powered the remarkable "Bush Boom" that has 
massively benefited the world economy. 
 
The American economy under Bush has created more jobs than all the countries in the 
Euro zone and Japan combined. It added more than 5.2 million jobs in the last two 
and a half years, with unemployment under 5 percent. 
 
George Bush has not taken all neoconservative positions on board and his budget 
deficits alarm both neoconservatives and traditional conservatives. Nevertheless, the 
dynamism of neoconservative thinktanks has made the Republicans the party of new 
ideas, such as school vouchers, and it is the Democratic Party that clings to the failed 
policies of the past. 
 
 

A neocon foreign policy for South Africa? 
 
South Africa, too, will need to take a stand in the current world war against radical 
Islam. We cosied up to Saddam Hussein with corrupt oil dealings, and currently keep 
bad company with countries such as North Korea and Iran. A misplaced third-world 
solidarity seems to pervade our relations with tyrants all over the world. 
 
The democratic conditionalities in Nepad are promising, but have largely not been 
applied. We sadly fail to live up to the ideals in our constitution in our foreign policy, 
most glaringly in the case of Zimbabwe. We could also be far more forceful in 
preventing the genocide in Darfur, instead of protecting Sudan in the UN Human 
Rights Council. 
 



 

 

We should recall South Africa's own "Iraq moment", in September 1998, when South 
African troops invaded Lesotho to quell the rioting that broke out after their 
parliamentary elections. Maseru was heavily damaged, and the troops withdrew after 
seven months of occupation. President Nelson Mandela described the operation as an 
"intervention to restore democracy and the rule of law. There is a responsibility to 
intervene when democracy is under threat." This is pure Bush doctrine three years 
before Bush himself enunciated it. It could have been handled better, but it is 
noteworthy that the UN was completely ignored in order to get the necessary job 
done. 
 
A tough mixture of realism and idealism in our foreign policy would add to our 
effectiveness in Africa and the rest of the world. 
 
 

Bush's place in history 
 
To the chattering classes, of course, the verdict is already in, and George W Bush is 
the worst American president in history. He is currently weathering a bad patch, but is 
not to be "misunderestimated", neither in the short or the long term. 
 
Truman ended his presidency with abysmal opinion poll figures, as low as 22 percent, 
but historians now rate him amongst the top five US presidents. 
 
The Democratic Party grandee Clark Clifford famously dismissed Reagan as an 
"amiable dunce", but as the former New York Times editor Howell Raines has 
admitted: "Clifford got indicted for bank fraud and the dunce ended the Cold war and 
the entire Soviet era." 
 
Gore Vidal made a similar fool of himself in 1987 when he ridiculed Reagan as being 
out of touch because he had said that communism "was another sad, bizarre chapter in 
human history whose last pages are even now being written." 
 
After the first Iraqi elections, we saw a number of critics in papers such as The 
Independent express what has been called the three most difficult words in the 
English language: "Bush was right". 
 
Well, he is right, and will prove increasingly so as the world war declared by radical 
Islam becomes so manifest that even the most obtuse intellectual will have to 
recognise it. 
 


