Arrogance
leads way
in America
during war

By Roland F. Chase

Thirty five years ago, when
the United States was becoming
more and more enmeshed in
Vietnam, Sen. J. William Ful-’
bright published a trenchant
analysis of where we went
wrong, entitled “The Arrogance
of Power.”

He defined the arrogance of
power as “the tendency of great
nations to equate power with
virtue and major responsibili-
ties with a universal mission.”
He argued, in effect, that be-
cause the United States was
overwhelmingly powerful, our
leaders believed our inlerven-
tion in Vietnam was therefore
just, and that our responsibili-
tiesasa great nationgaveusa
universal mission torid the
world of communism.

We seem 1o be going down that
road again, although now the in-
tervention has turned to aggres-
sion— an unprovoked attack on
Irig—and our mission is to rid
"the world of terrorism.

President George W. Bush has
left noone in doubt that he in-
tends to attack and destroy the
present government in Irag. In
my lifetime, I have never experi-
enced such a drumbeat for war.

We were always proud thatour
nation never attacked any other
country We had even changed
the name of our “War Depart-
ment” to the “Defense Depart-
ment” to show our commitment
to be peaceful unless attacked.
Even in Vietnam, we saw our-
selves as coming to the aid of an

ally, South Vietnam, which was
attacked by Viet Cong.

But now Bush misses no op-
portunity Lo label Saddam Hus-
seinasan “evil” man, and of

Roland F. Chase is a
Newport resident and

lawyer.

coursedown through history,
one of the ways of arousinga
populace to a war-like fever is to

. demonize the enemy. They are

notlike us. They are evil.

We would not tnitiate war, of
course, if we were weakeror
Iraq was stronger. But because
wearesostrongandliragisa
pushover, we willdo it. Again,
the arrogance of power

Oneof the main problems is
understanding the logic of the
president’s position. The initial
rationale was part of the waron’
tetrorism, and the president has
striven mightily to connect Iraq,
with its totally secular version of
Islam, with al-Qaida, driven by
virulent fundamentalism. There
doesn’tseem to be any but the re-
motest connection between
them, while there is a far more

dlrect connection belween al-
Qaida and one of our allies,
since most of the terrorists in-
volved in the Sept. 11 attacks
were from Saudi Arabia.

The president triéd to tie [rag
toterrorism by coming up with
an “axisof evil,” which alsoin-
cluded North Korea. But since
then, North Korea has made
known to the world that, yes, it is
developing nuclear weapons,
and what are you going to do
about it? Bush says: “Well, with
North Korea we are going to
talk. But not individually — only
with other countries involved,
too.”

I applaud the president's ap-
proachon North Korea. But why
not apply the same approach to
Iraq? I suppose the obvious an-
swer is that North-Korea hasno
oil.Tdonot like to think that is
the answer, because it smacks ol
cynicism, but it is very difficutt
tosee any other reason for such
widely disparate approaches, a
monomania about war inithe
case of Iragand a willingness to
be exceedingly patient toward
North Korea.

The president says nothing

about oil, of course. He says he is
: convinced that Irag has or isde-
" veloping weapons of mass de-
. struction, and he insists that the

burden is on Iraq to prove that
they do not have them. As
lawyers know, it is very difficult
to prove a negative. That's why if
acriminal defendant says he

* wasn’t present at the scene of

the murder;, the burden of prov-
inghisalibiis onhim, not on the
prosecution.

The Unitet] Nations has 200 to
300 inspectors iniraq, with jeeps
and helicoplers and 24-hour-a-

day unannounced access to vir-

tually any site in the couniry. So
far they have found nothing to
substantiate the president’s
claims. Of course, that doesn’t
mean Iraq has no stockpiles of
banned weapons hidden away;

 wejust haven't found them vet.

S0 why not give the inspectors
more titne? Why is the president
so franticabout hurrying the at-
lack? Why not waii, indefinitely
if necessary, to avoid what is tru-
ly evil, an unnecessary war?
Iraq is not getting any stronger.

-Thereisceriainly no way it can

use its hidden weapons while the
inspectors are combing the
country.

The answer seems to be that
this country is arrogant with
power. Wedon't need to wait and
inconvenience our troops sitting
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out there on the desert. The
peaceful path takes too long; let's
get it over with.

And so the handwriting seeins
to be on the wail. There will be

. war, with or without the support

of most other hations. Theie
will be war because we will at-
lack. We are so strong; we can do
it: the arrogance of power.
Here's what I see as the likely

* results of Bush’s policy on Irag:

a Substantial loss of life (some
American, many Iragis) and
massive destruction of the infra-
structure in Irag.

mExponential increase in the
number of terrorists recruited
throughout the Arab world, par-
ticularly in Pakistan.

mSevere and long lasting anti-
American backlash throughout
much of the world, resulting in
altacks on Americans every-
where, including business men
and women, embassy employ-
ees, missionaries and tourists.

mWeakening of the United
Nations and other international
hodies.

. Finally, there is the moral ar-
gument. If we believe, as many
Americans profess, that we can
supporionly “just wars,” how
can we seriously say that, at this
point, we have a right to attack
Iraq? What are we going to say to -
the victims if we go ahead and
rain bombs on Irag and never do
find any weapons of mass de-
struction there? Qops, sorry?

There may be circumstances
— though 1 cannot conceive of
themnr —when we should initiate
an altack against another coun-
try, but if such circumstances
existin the case of Irag, Bush
has vet toreveal them. That
leaves only one explanation for
launching a war against [rag
now: the arrogance of power
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