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Part I – Fall 2004
Step by step, the infrastructure for tyranny is being put into place around the planet.  The “War on Terror” is providing authoritarians worldwide the opening they need to erode liberty and to establish or augment their own power.  This is how the foundations of the New World Order are being laid: the pre-requisite laws are being passed, the bureaucratic procedures are being put into place, and the populace is being domesticated and weaned away from traditions that would impede the erection of the New Babel.  This is being done in the US by all levels of government, and by most governments overseas.  

The erosion of freedom in the US

The trends documented in “When the State Becomes God,” an article in the preceding issue of the Journal of the Spiritual Counterfeits Project, [1] remain in force.  The form of our Constitution remains; all that is needed for it to be overridden “for the duration” is one more major attack against the United States, or for a foreign war to turn massively against us.

The Federal raid on freedom
With wartime necessity as the justification, the Federal government continues dismantling the Bill of Rights.

The Patriot Act allows the Justice Department to “subpoena library records without warrants and demand that the FBI be informed if certain books are checked out.  The same provision of the Patriot Act obligates Internet service providers to turn over individuals’ web browsing records, including terms entered into search engines, pages surfed, session durations and times, and all web purchases or financial transactions conducted.” [2]  Those who receive these search orders are barred from telling the target that he is under investigation.  (In late September 2004, a Federal judge found this provision to be unconstitutional.) [3]  President Bush has insisted that the Patriot Act must be renewed in 2005, with no limitation on the powers it gives to Washington; he also promises to veto any bills that limit the scope of the Act. [4]
In 2002, the Attorney General Ashcroft announced plans to jail American citizens as “enemy combatants,” suspected collaborators with Islamic terrorists who would be “held without bail, criminal charges, access to attorneys or the right to remain silent.” [5]  As a legal analysis for CNN noted in 2002, Jose Padilla (who has been designated as an enemy combatant) “is currently being held in a Naval Brig at Goose Creek, South Carolina. The Goose Creek facility has plenty of vacancies. Indeed, according to a Wall Street Journal report, it has a special wing that could be used to jail up to twenty U.S. citizens deemed ‘enemy combatants’ by the government.  And Goose Creek may not be the only location. An LA Times editorial recently suggested that the proposal for detention camps is broader.  Under one proposal, citizens could be interned and subjected to military detention if a committee – of the Attorney General, the Secretary of Defense and the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency – so decided. Again, no court would be involved at any stage of the process.” [6]  

Two Americans have been dropped into this legal black hole.  One, Jose Padilla, has been held without charges since May 2002, after Ashcroft said that he was considering building a radiation bomb. [7]  The other, Yaser Edam Hamdi, was deported to Saudi Arabia and stripped of his American citizenship by the Justice Department after the Supreme Court held in June that Hamdi was entitled to his day in court. [8]  (Rather than allow Hamdi to confront his accusers, the government cut a deal with him, released him, and booted him out of the country.)

Beginning September 30, 2004, all overseas visitors to the US are to be fingerprinted at the border, and scans of their faces will be taken. [9]  This information, with biographical and travel data, will go into a centralized database; it is to be used for immigration control and can be shared with all law enforcement agencies, domestic and foreign. [10]  There are no meaningful restrictions on how the government will use the data, no limits on how long it is to be kept, and no clear way for those who run afoul of the system to obtain correction of false or misleading data.  

The U.S. Visitor & Immigration Status Indication Technology System (US VISIT) program has led other countries to do the same to US citizens – and the Administration welcomes this spread of the net of control.  As Privacy International reports, “The U.S. has been calling for international co-operation on this scheme. According to Secretary Ridge [the head of the Department of Homeland Security], ‘I think it’s critical that we move this along as quickly as possible, and the best way of facilitating that is not simply on a bilateral-by-bilateral basis, but to get as much multilateral buy-in as soon and as quickly as possible.’  Canada is moving towards fingerprinting and face scanning, as part of its ‘Smartborders’ programme.  Britain is planning a similar system in order to deal with asylum seekers, possibly using iris scanning.  Japan has set up a working group to look into possible biometric solutions.  And the G8 and EU have been working on a standardising policy amongst member states, including the fingerprinting of their own nationals.  The U.S. is in favour of this internationalisation. Even as the New York Times claims that ‘[t]he government has wisely decided that [all visitors to the U.S.] will be included in [VISIT], which checks photographs and fingerprints against watch lists... it is hardly an onerous burden,’ it fails to recognise that soon Americans will be fingerprinted when they travel, all because of the U.S. policy. In yet another case of policy laundering, Department of Homeland Security undersecretary Asa Hutchinson, when warned of retaliatory measures by other countries against US-VISIT by fingerprinting Americans, declared that: ‘We welcome other countries moving to this kind of system. We fully expect that other countries will adopt similar procedures.’  Another U.S. official declared that the U.S. has no problems if similar requirements are imposed elsewhere. ‘We are in favour of these border measures generally. If there was such a requirement we would inform our citizens and it would be up to the traveller to decide.’” [11]  

You read it here first: our officials accept that because of our own restrictive policies, the same will be done to American travelers by foreign governments.  America once set the standard for liberty and freedom of movement; now, we lead the way toward setting up a global registry of all travelers and migrants.

In the fall of 2004, the House and the Senate both drafted bills to implement the recommendations of the 9/11 Commission.  The House version, H. R. 10, which the Republican Speaker of the House has endorsed, contained provisions that would extend the reach of the Patriot Act – and more.  Whatever the fate of this legislation, it is noteworthy that legislative leaders were taking the following ideas seriously:

       “create a de facto national identification card 

       allow employers running a background check on an employee to obtain records of arrests and detentions – not just convictions – without limitation on republishing the information 

       speed up the implementation of the newest airline passenger screening system, Secure Flight, by requiring congressional approval after it is deployed, not before 

       require the State Department to study the feasibility of a worldwide database tracking American citizens’ and foreigners’ ‘lifetime travel history,’ including information on what countries Americans traveled to 

       require the State Department to intervene with foreign media outlets and foreign governments to influence media coverage 

       make it easier for the government to deport immigrants to countries where they might be tortured or to countries to which an immigrant has no relationship 

       expand Patriot Act wiretap provisions and the ban on material support to designated terrorist organizations 

       make it tougher for illegal immigrants to get a hearing to protest deportation.” [12]
The precedent for such law goes at back least as far as the French Revolution.  In late 1789, the Jacobin authorities in Paris established a committee that historian Simon Schama described as “the first organ of a revolutionary police state.  It arrogated to itself all the powers which had been deemed so obnoxious under the old regime: opening letters, creating networks of informers and spies, searching houses without warrants, providing machinery for denunciation and encouraging Patriots to bring any of their suspicions to the attention of the authorities.  This committee … was even empowered to imprison suspects without trial for as long as they were deemed a danger to the patrie.”[13]
To sum up: Journalist Matthew Brzezinski reports that “Attorney General Ashcroft and others in the [George W. Bush] administration frequently cited the specter of terror to justify making the government bigger, more militaristic, intrusive, and activist.  ‘We need to use every tool at our disposal,’ he told a gathering of U.S. Attorneys in New York.”[14]  In this respect, the Administration is keeping its promise.

States and cities join in locking up America

State and local governments have aligned themselves with the illiberal tendencies of Washington D. C.  As the Feds lead, the other jurisdictions follow.

       Every state of the Union, and some cities (notably, including Los Angeles) has emulated the Federal Government, and has set up its own homeland security department. [15]
       In 21 states, police have the power to jail those who refuse to identify themselves when questioned, even though the person has done nothing wrong.  In the summer of 2004, the Supreme Court voted 5-4 to uphold these laws. [16]  Now, “Your papers, please!” is not just a cliché from World War II movies; it’s the law.

       The “Multi-State Anti-Terrorism Information Exchange” (MATRIX) program is “a Federally backed Florida initiative that combined police records and commercially available data on ordinary citizens so that law enforcement officials could, for instance, find every owner of a hang glider, salt water aquarium, or other recently purchased consumer goods within a ten-mile radius of Tampa or Tallahassee with a click of a mouse.  By mid-2003 over 150 police departments in the Sunshine State had signed up for the service, which combines government records with twelve billion pieces of commercial information on ordinary citizens.” [17]  As of the fall of 2004, other participating states include Connecticut, Michigan, Ohio, and Pennsylvania, [18] and its databases contain 20 billion records from government and private sources. [19] Members of the public cannot review their own dossier that may be collected under this program; they must go to each agency or firm that provides the data to MATRIX to request their data. [20]
       In two separate incidents in north Florida in September 2004, elementary school boys (one age 8, and the other 7) were arrested, handcuffed, and booked by police after fighting. [21]  (No weapons were used in either case.)  These were just the cases in one state that have made the news recently, and it is noteworthy that both incidents occurred in Dixie, not the “politically correct” North.  The “zero-tolerance” folly continues; misbehavior that used to be dealt with by a spanking, school detention, or grounding by the parents now results in arrest.

       Chicago is expanding its network of surveillance cameras that watch public places, and by 2006, there will be a command post that can monitor all images from the cameras.  If any suspicious activity (such as anyone who “wanders aimlessly in circles, lingers outside a public building, pulls a car onto the shoulder of a highway, or leaves a package and walks away from it” [22]) is seen, by human viewers or by software that will “view” the images, police will be sent to the scene.  As the New York Times reported, “The surveillance network will embrace cameras placed not only by the police department, but also by a variety of city agencies including the transit, housing and aviation authorities. Private companies that maintain their own surveillance of areas around their buildings will also be able to send their video feeds to the central control room that is being built at a fortified city building.  The 250 new cameras, along with the new system that dispatchers will use to monitor them, are to be in place by the spring of 2006.  …  This project is a central part of Chicago’s response to the threat of terrorism, as well as an effort to reduce the city’s crime rate. It also subjects people here to extraordinary levels of surveillance. Anyone walking in public is liable to be almost constantly watched.  ‘The value we gain in public safety far outweighs any perception by the community that this is Big Brother who’s watching,’ Huberman said. ‘The feedback we’re getting is that people welcome this. It makes them feel safer.’  …  Rather than curb the system’s future expansion, [city officials] have raised the possibility of placing cameras in commuter and rapid transit cars and on the city’s street-sweeping vehicles.  ‘We’re not inside your home or your business,’ Mayor Daley said. ‘The city owns the sidewalks. We own the streets and we own the alleys.’” [23]   Daley is a Democrat – indicating that the lust to watch us all is bipartisan.  The aim seems to be a world like 1984, in which all public spaces are watched 24/7 by the lidless eyes of the telescreen.

       At the Republican National Convention (RNC) in New York City this summer, local police worked hand-in-glove with Federal authorities to restrict protests, legal and illegal alike.  As an eyewitness noted, “Little did I realize that even those not planning on getting arrested could not escape the extralegal tactics of the police. From elderly War Resister League protestors to National Lawyers Guild legal observers to unwitting bystanders, people were unsuspectingly pounced upon and arrested without being given the option to leave the scene. In effect, the criminalization of dissent, nurtured by a repressive government and reinforced by the hysteria created around the ‘war on terror,’ was made operational by the security apparatus of the state, from the Secret Service to the FBI to the New York Police Department (NYPD).  For close to 2 years prior to the RNC the 36,500 strong NYPD received training in what the authorities called ‘rapid response’ policing. In reality, what was occurring was the creation of a militarized police force committed to interdiction of any and all threats, whether legal or not, non-violent or not. Sophisticated surveillance techniques from the air, via the Fuji Blimp, and on the ground kept the cops in their militarized interdiction mode.” [24]
       Mike van Winkle, of the California Anti-Terrorism Information Center, stated the philosophy behind this new police strategy: “If you have a protest group protesting a war where the cause that’s being fought against is international terrorism  …  you might have terrorism at that protest. You can almost argue that a protest against that is a terrorist act.” [25]  

He was speaking in the spirit of Attorney General Ashcroft, who said in late 2001, “We need honest, reasoned debate; not fear-mongering. To those who pit Americans against immigrants, and citizens against non-citizens; to those who scare peace-loving people with phantoms of lost liberty; my message is this: Your tactics only aid terrorists – for they erode our national unity and diminish our resolve. They give ammunition to America’s enemies, and pause to America’s friends. They encourage people of good will to remain silent in the face of evil.” [26]  Ashcroft was echoing what Robespierre, the leader of the Reign of Terror in the French Revolution, had said in 1794: “We shall brave the perfidious insinuations of excessive severity with which some have sought to attack measures prescribed by the public interest.  This severity is redoubtable only to conspirators, only to enemies of liberty.” [27]
The totalitarian mentality lives in grass-roots America, as well as among the New Jacobins of Washington DC.

A new, servile way of life for Americans
As this article went to press in October 2004, the Federal government had used its new powers in relatively few cases.  There had been 113 surveillance warrants sought under the Foreign Intelligence Agents Surveillance Act, and two Americans had been stripped of their rights and classified as “enemy combatants.” [28]  Precedents were being established, and long-established taboos were being broken – but the time had not yet come for a full-scale crackdown similar to what occurred in Germany after the 1933 Reichstag Fire.

Nevertheless, America has changed, and seemingly irreversibly.  Those of us who are old enough to remember traveling before the early 1970s will concur with the comments by Joe Sobran, a traditionalist Catholic writer: “I rarely flew in the old days, but when I did, you just walked onto the plane like a guest. There weren’t even metal detectors! You could smoke on the plane!  It was a different country. You took all sorts of freedoms for granted. It never crossed your mind that they might be taken away. Today you wonder what you are still permitted to do. Things you once did without a second thought may get you arrested, or at least provoke a sharp warning from superfluous airport and airline personnel who think of themselves as government agents – which, after all, is what they have become.  …  Even in the Washington suburbs you can’t enter a courthouse without passing through a metal detector now. Every citizen is a suspect. We’ve come to expect subtle humiliation as a way of life.  Terrorism has become an excuse for government to assert myriad new powers over us, always in the name of security, safety, protection, defense, and even health. Signs advise you that ‘This is a smoke-free airport.’ Smoke-free! Even a prohibition, backed by an implicit threat, is disguised as a freedom. It’s really telling you who’s boss. And these little bans add up to create a new atmosphere, in which we get used to a new relation of subservience to state authority unknown to our American ancestors.  I waited an hour at the airport for the friend who was supposed to pick me up on arrival. I was afraid something had happened to him, because he is never late. It turned out he’d been forced to keep driving around outside, because the security guards wouldn’t let him park on the curb for even a minute while he popped into the baggage claim area. At last I reached him through another friend; luckily they both had cell phones.  A mere inconvenience? Yes, but one of many our new way of life has forced on us.  Just as, under Communism, every citizen became a titular ‘comrade’ but, in fact, a suspected ‘class enemy’ meriting constant surveillance, so the anti-terror regime must regard each of us as a potential enemy. No matter that this is offensive not only to justice but to common sense; to make obvious practical distinctions would be ‘discrimination,’ so enforcement must be universal.  We already joke about the absurdity of strip-searching grannies, but this is where the hysterical logic of ‘security’ leads: to a petty tyranny that spares nobody.” [29]
As the leaders change America from a republic to an empire, the people bleat their approval.  An ABC News poll, taken in September 2003, indicated that 58% of Americans believe that the government is intruding on “some Americans’ privacy rights;” 33% perceive no such intrusions. [30]  Of those who believe that the government is invading our privacy, 63% approve. [31]  (Do the math: this means that 69% of Americans either see no erosion of freedom for some of their fellow-citizens, or they perceive the loss – and approve.)  Some of the new policies have wide acceptance: 65% support allowing investigators to tap phone calls and e-mail messages with a search warrant, and favor holding terrorism suspects without trial at Guantanamo Bay, and are for FBI monitoring of public places, even if this is not related to a specific crime. [32]  However, some practices remain unpopular: only 20% favor torturing terrorism suspects, and 23% accept sending these suspects to foreign countries where they will be tortured.[33]  

Neo-conservative opinion leaders are writing books to re-educate the people about the meaning of liberty.  Michelle Malkin recently wrote In Defense of Internment: The Case for Racial Profiling in World War II and the War on Terror. [34]  She said, “In a time of war, the survival of the nation comes first. Civil liberties are not sacrosanct.” [35]  Malkin added that in “times of crisis, civil rights often yield to security in order to ensure the nation’s survival. What is legal and what is necessary to preserve the Republic sometimes diverge …. In defying a Supreme Court order to restore habeas corpus, Lincoln refused to let the ‘government itself go to pieces’ for the sake a (sic) single law.” [36]  

Malkin was echoing what a Jacobin club had said in 1791 in its address to the citizens of Paris: “the most sacred duty and the most cherished law is to forget the law to save the patrie.” [37]  Likewise, Robespierre said in 1794 at the peak of the Terror: “The government of the Revolution is the despotism of liberty against tyranny,” and the Jacobin Saint-Just said, “what constitutes a republic is the total destruction of everything that places itself in its way.” [38]  

Justifying torture: the road to Abu Ghraib
Police states always use violence against their subjects; the torture chamber and the prison camp are essential to them.  With the “War on Terror,” the U.S. is gaining experience in use of these tools of tyranny.

As the whole world now knows after Abu Ghraib, the U.S. tortures prisoners if it seems necessary to do so.  “Sleep and sensory deprivation are widely acknowledged, even by the CIA, which also uses drugs, hunger, cold, and cramped confinement to disorient subjects.” [39]  Squad leaders at Guantanamo encouraged the guards to “---- with them as much as we could – inflict a little bit of pain.” [40]  Human Rights Watch has found that this was U. S. policy, not the result of some bad soldiers acting on their own initiative: “It is not yet clear which techniques of ill-treatment or torture were formally approved at which levels of the U.S. government and the degree of severity allowed in their application, or whether they were informally encouraged. What is clear is that they were used systematically both in Afghanistan and then in Iraq, and that they were also used on some scale at Guantánamo. It is also clear that the purpose of these techniques is to inflict pain, suffering and severe humiliation on detainees. Once that purpose was legitimized by military and intelligence officials, it is not surprising that ordinary soldiers came to believe that even more extreme forms of abuse were acceptable. The brazenness with which some soldiers conducted themselves at Abu Ghraib, snapping photographs and flashing the “thumbs-up” sign as they abused prisoners, confirms that they felt they had nothing to hide from their superiors.” [41]
Jay S. Bybee, who was then the head of the Justice Department’s office of legal counsel, justified all this in an August 2002 report to the White House counsel.  Bybee said, “Certain acts may be cruel, inhuman, or degrading, but still not produce pain and suffering of the requisite intensity to fall within [a legal] proscription against torture.  …  We conclude that for an act to constitute torture, it must inflict pain that is difficult to endure. Physical pain amounting to torture must be equivalent in intensity to the pain accompanying serious physical injury, such as organ failure, impairment of bodily function, or even death.” [42]  The Washington Post stated that the Bybee report “included the interpretation that ‘it is difficult to take a specific act out of context and conclude that the act in isolation would constitute torture.’ The memo named seven techniques that courts have considered torture, including severe beatings with truncheons and clubs, threats of imminent death, burning with cigarettes, electric shocks to genitalia, rape or sexual assault, and forcing a prisoner to watch the torture of another person.  ‘While we cannot say with certainty that acts falling short of these seven would not constitute torture,’ the memo advised, ‘. . . we believe that interrogation techniques would have to be similar to these in their extreme nature and in the type of harm caused to violate law.  For purely mental pain or suffering to amount to torture,’ the memo said, ‘it must result in significant psychological harm of significant duration, e.g., lasting for months or even years.’  Examples include the development of mental disorders, drug-induced dementia, ‘post traumatic stress disorder which can last months or even years, or even chronic depression.’  Of mental torture, however, an interrogator could show he acted in good faith by ‘taking such steps as surveying professional literature, consulting with experts or reviewing evidence gained in past experience’ to show he or she did not intend to cause severe mental pain and that the conduct, therefore, ‘would not amount to the acts prohibited by the statute.’” [43]  (Since preparing this memo, Bybee has gone up in the world.  In March 2003, the Senate confirmed Bush’s nomination of Bybee to an opening on the Ninth U. S. Circuit Court of Appeals, [44] a bench that has previously been dominated by liberal judges.)

Bush apparently agreed with Bybee, and carved a loophole into the Geneva Convention on treatment of prisoners of war.  In February 2002, the President had written, “I determine that none of the provisions of Geneva apply to our conflict with al-Qaida in Afghanistan or elsewhere throughout the world.” [45]  Around that time, “the president had signed a top-secret finding, as required by law, authorising the defence department to set up a specially recruited clandestine team of special forces operatives and others who would defy diplomatic niceties and international law and snatch – or assassinate, if necessary – identified ‘high-value’ al-Qaida operatives anywhere in the world.  Equally secret interrogation centres would be set up in allied countries where harsh treatments were meted out, unconstrained by legal limits or public disclosure.” [46]  This was known as the “special-access program” (SAP).  We, like the Soviet KGB and Latin American death squads, got into the business of “disappearing” our enemies.

The Abu Ghraib scandal began with a decision by Defense Secretary Rumsfeld to extend the SAP, and its brutal methods, to Iraqi prisoners.  As Hersh notes, “By August 2003, the war in Iraq was going badly and there was, once again, little significant intelligence being generated in the many prisons in Iraq. The president and his national security team turned for guidance to General Miller, the ‘Gitmo’ [Guantánamo] commander.  …  The solution, endorsed by Rumsfeld and carried out by Cambone, was to get tough with the Iraqi men and women in detention – to treat them behind prison walls as if they had been captured on the battlefields of Afghanistan. General Miller was summoned to Baghdad in late August to review prison interrogation procedures.  Rumsfeld and Cambone went a step beyond ‘Gitmoizing’, however: they expanded the scope of the SAP, bringing its unconventional methods to Abu Ghraib. The commandos were to operate in Iraq as they had in Afghanistan. The male prisoners could be treated roughly and exposed to sexual humiliation.  …  A senior CIA official confirmed the details of this account and said that the operation stemmed from Rumsfeld’s long-standing desire to wrest control of clandestine and paramilitary operations from the CIA.” [47]  As Hersh summarized, “The roots of the Abu Ghraib scandal therefore lie not in the criminal inclinations of a few army reservists, but in the reliance of George Bush and Donald Rumsfeld on secret operations and the use of coercion – and eye-for-an-eye retribution – in fighting terrorism.” [48]  

American practice included the rape of women and children prisoners.  The UK Sunday Herald reports, “It was early last October that Kasim Mehaddi Hilas says he witnessed the rape of a boy prisoner aged about 15 in the notorious Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq. ‘The kid was hurting very bad and they covered all the doors with sheets,’ he said in a statement given to investigators probing prisoner abuse in Abu Ghraib. ‘Then, when I heard the screaming I climbed the door … and I saw [the soldier’s name is deleted] who was wearing a military uniform.’ Hilas, who was himself threatened with being sexually assaulted in Abu Graib, then describes in horrific detail how the soldier raped ‘the little kid.’  In another witness statement, passed to the Sunday Herald, former prisoner Thaar Salman Dawod said: ‘[I saw] two boys naked and they were cuffed together face to face and [a US soldier] was beating them and a group of guards were watching and taking pictures and there was three female soldiers laughing at the prisoners. The prisoners, two of them, were young.’” [49]  

Adult women got the same treatment. The UK Guardian reported, “The scandal at Abu Ghraib prison was first exposed not by a digital photograph but by a letter. In December 2003, a woman prisoner inside the jail west of Baghdad managed to smuggle out a note. Its contents were so shocking that, at first, Amal Kadham Swadi and the other Iraqi women lawyers who had been trying to gain access to the US jail found them hard to believe.  The note claimed that US guards had been raping women detainees, who were, and are, in a small minority at Abu Ghraib. Several of the women were now pregnant, it added. The women had been forced to strip naked in front of men, it said. The note urged the Iraqi resistance to bomb the jail to spare the women further shame. Late last year, Swadi, one of seven female lawyers now representing women detainees in Abu Ghraib, began to piece together a picture of systemic abuse and torture perpetrated by US guards against Iraqi women held in detention without charge. This was not only true of Abu Ghraib, she discovered, but was, as she put it, ‘happening all across Iraq.’  In November last year, Swadi visited a woman detainee at a US military base at al-Kharkh, a former police compound in Baghdad. ‘She was the only woman who would talk about her case. She was crying. She told us she had been raped,’ Swadi says. ‘Several American soldiers had raped her. She had tried to fight them off and they had hurt her arm. She showed us the stitches. She told us, ‘We have daughters and husbands. For God’s sake don’t tell anyone about this.’” [50]  

With its practices during the occupation of Iraq, the US has nullified the promise that Bush made to the Iraqi people on the night that he started the war: “We will tear down the apparatus of terror and we will help you to build a new Iraq that is prosperous and free. In a free Iraq, there will be no more wars of aggression against your neighbors, no more poison factories, no more executions of dissidents, no more torture chambers and rape rooms.” [51]
What we don’t do ourselves, we outsource to the Third World.  “Langley [the CIA headquarters] often remands its most pressing al Qaeda cases, however, to Egypt, Syria, or Pakistan, where suspects have allegedly been strung up, been beaten on the soles of their feet, and have received electric shock through their scrotum or anus.  U. S. diplomats even have a sanitized term for the prisoner handovers: rendering.” [52]  (In August 2004, a Federal judge required the Justice Department to “to release information on the treatment of detainees held at military bases or other facilities overseas,” [53] including the Guantanamo Bay camp, Abu Ghraib prison, and other U.S. bases.  The government may still appeal this ruling.)

Immediately after the 9/11 attack on America, the US detained 762 people for immigration violations.  Of those arrested, “not a single one turned out to have any link to terrorism.” [54]  “A June 2003 report by the Justice Department’s own inspector general, Glenn A. Fine, found Ashcroft’s enforcement of immigration laws ‘indiscriminate and haphazard.’  The report noted ‘significant problems’ in the way the INS and FBI arrested and treated the detainees, a number of whom, it said, were physically and verbally abused.” [55]  All these prisoners have now been freed; most have been deported.  However, as of 2004, “the attorney general’s office was fighting court orders to release the names of 9/11 detainees.” [56]
Some might wink at all this, since the US is at war with enemies who slew our civilians en masse without mercy on September 11, 2001.  However, the legal precedents used to justify torture “over there” can be used to justify the same here; all that is needed is a sufficient excuse.  

The 2002 Bybee report began the work of demolishing the old laws.  As Human Rights Watch reported, the Justice Department memo held “that international laws against torture ‘may be unconstitutional if applied to interrogations’ conducted in the war on terrorism.  The memo added the doctrines of ‘necessity and self-defense could provide justifications that would eliminate any criminal liability’ on the part of officials who tortured al-Qaeda detainees.” [57]
A March 2003 analysis by Pentagon lawyers made a series of sweeping claims, including exemption of Presidential acts from legal review and revival of the “I was only following orders” defense.  As the Washington Post stated, “the Pentagon group’s report, prepared under the supervision of General Counsel William J. Haynes II, said that ‘in order to respect the President’s inherent constitutional authority to manage a military campaign . . . [the prohibition against torture] must be construed as inapplicable to interrogations undertaken pursuant to his Commander-in-Chief authority.’  The Pentagon group’s report, divulged yesterday by the Wall Street Journal and obtained by The Post, said further that the 1994 law barring torture ‘does not apply to the conduct of U.S. personnel’ at Guantanamo Bay.  It also said the anti-torture law did apply to U.S. military interrogations that occurred outside U.S. ‘maritime and territorial jurisdiction,’ such as in Iraq or Afghanistan. But it said both Congress and the Justice Department would have difficulty enforcing the law if U.S. military personnel could be shown to be acting as a result of presidential orders.  The report then parsed at length the definition of torture under domestic and international law, with an eye toward guiding military personnel about legal defenses.  The Pentagon report uses language very similar to that in the 2002 Justice Department memo written in response to the CIA’s request: ‘If a government defendant were to harm an enemy combatant during an interrogation in a manner that might arguably violate criminal prohibition, he would be doing so in order to prevent further attacks on the United States by the al Qaeda terrorist network,’ the draft states. ‘In that case, DOJ [Department of Justice] believes that he could argue that the executive branch’s constitutional authority to protect the nation from attack justified his actions.’  The draft goes on to assert that a soldier’s claim that he was following ‘superior orders’ would be available for those engaged in ‘exceptional interrogations except where the conduct goes so far as to be patently unlawful.’  It asserts, as does the Justice view expressed for the CIA, that the mere infliction of pain and suffering is not unlawful; the pain or suffering must be severe.  A Defense Department spokesman said last night that the March 2003 memo represented ‘a scholarly effort to define the perimeters of the law’ but added: ‘What is legal and what is put into practice is a different story.’ Pentagon officials said the group examined at least 35 interrogation techniques, and Rumsfeld later approved using 24 of them in a classified directive on April 16, 2003, that governed all activities at Guantanamo Bay. The Pentagon has refused to make public the 24 interrogation procedures.” [58]  

In March 2003, Bush had warned the Iraqi foe, “War crimes will be prosecuted. War criminals will be punished. And it will be no defense to say, ‘I was just following orders.’” [59]  It appears that this warning applied only to one side of the war.

In 1998, Presidential aide Paul Begala had earned infamy on the Right by exulting in Bill Clinton’s executive orders: “Stroke of the pen. Law of the land. Kinda cool.” [60]  Clinton’s successor is using “stroke of the pen law” on the Constitution, the Bill of Rights, and international law.   The Administration is heedlessly cutting down precedent, law, and tradition, reckless of the fact that the political pendulum always swings.  The tools forged by this faction may soon enough be turned against it, and its own defenses will be rendered naught by the New Code that their own party has put into place.

The erosion of freedom worldwide – West and East

The sunset of freedom in other Western countries
As freedom goes in America, so it is going in Canada, the United Kingdom, and the democratic nations in the European Union.

In Canada:

       The liberal government has proposed its own version of the Patriot Act, Bill C-7, the “Public Safety Act, 2002.”  In March 2004, the Canadian Bar Association said that the bill “poses a serious threat to the privacy, individual rights and freedoms of Canadians, and should not be passed.” [61]
       A similar bill, C-36, the “Anti-Terrorism Act,” passed in December 2001.  The law’s critics have identified these problems: 

· “the definition of ‘terrorist activity’ which could encompass legitimate protest and dissent; 
· the process whereby organisations are put on a public ‘terrorist’ list without procedural protections; 
· the vague definitions of the new terrorist offences of ‘participating, facilitating, instructing and harbouring,’ offences that carry substantial penalties; 
· intrusive new investigative procedures, including a new investigatory hearing that removes the right to silence; 
· important changes to the Privacy Act and the Access to Information Act that would prohibit the disclosure of information to Canadians; 
· the creation of new layers of scrutiny for charities which will significantly hamper their legitimate operations.” [62]
       Additionally, Canada’s “hate speech” laws have already been used to punish those who publicly criticize homosexuality or otherwise offend against “political correctness.” [63]
In the United Kingdom:

       More than 3 million closed-circuit TV monitors are in use in England; in “central London alone, there were 150,000 cameras, and according to the Guardian, a British newspaper, the average Londoner appeared on camera at least three hundred times a day.” [64]
       Since 9/11, the British government has asserted its right to detain foreign nationals indefinitely without charge or trial, if the aliens are suspected of terrorism. [65]  It also has begun using evidence produced as the result of torture performed overseas, and this was upheld in August 2004 by the Court of Appeal.  As of early October 2004, a panel of nine Law Lords was to meet to decide whether these government policies are consistent with British and international law. 

       The Labor Government is planning to phase in a biometric national ID card over the next decade. [66]  It will include fingerprint or iris scan information, and will ultimately be compulsory.  The first step will be to update British passports; the other changes will follow.  “Government sources say that under the new proposals, carrying false identity papers will become a specific offence for the first time, with offenders facing up to 10 years in jail.” [67]  

The British government is acting as predicted in 1951 by P. C. Gordon Walker, who had served as Labor’s secretary of state for Commonwealth relations: “The new State will also directly augment authority and social pressure by new powers of punishment and compulsion.  So far from withering away, as in theory both the individualist and the total State should, the new State, if it is to bring into being and serve the better society, must create new offenses and punish them.” [68]
In Western Europe and the European Union:

       Face recognition software is in wide use, and “had gone a long way toward cutting down on violence at soccer games by comparing shots of fans to archives of known hooligans.” [69]
       As a response to the Madrid bombings of March 2004, the EU is considering its own Patriot Act: “Police, security and intelligence agencies across Europe will have authority to hold and exchange data on individuals – and detain them …  A draft declaration seen by the Guardian contains over 50 proposals which amount to a formidable array of measures in an area of European cooperation – involving the criminal justice system as a whole – in which Britain has hitherto been reluctant to get enmeshed.  …  New proposals include a European register on convictions and disqualifications, a database on forensic material and undefined measures ‘simplifying the exchange of information and intelligence between law enforcement authorities of the member states.’  Another is a British plan to resurrect proposals, previously blocked on civil liberty grounds, to retain ‘communication traffic data’ – a reference to mobile phone records and emails to assist tracking and investigating terrorists.” [70]
Everywhere, governments are responding to terrorism by assuming new powers, and by resurrecting ideas that civil liberties advocates had hitherto blocked.

Communist countries and the Third World: no new birth of freedom

The same ominous trends hold in the former Soviet Empire.  The post-communist regimes rarely put the Communist tyrants and enforcers on trial, and did not uproot the old Red networks in the military and the police.  Now, as economic misery and violence spread, “ex”-Communists have returned to power in these regions, and they are governing in their habitual fashion.

Russia’s flirtation with Western-style liberalization in the 1990s has ended under Putin.

       Putin has recently “proposed to nominate rather than elect regional governors and change the rules of parliamentary polls – moves, criticized in the West, that would strengthen his already tight grip on Russia.” [71]  Part of the motivation is economic: “‘In the eyes of foreign investors, the centralization of political power can make Russia much more similar to China, which has the best investment climate among developing countries,’ the business daily Vedomosti wrote.” [72]  As Reuters reports, in “Putin’s Russia, the idea of swapping political freedoms for security and economic growth is increasingly popular.” [73]
       The Russian response to the Beslan school massacre by Islamic terrorists is to tighten central government control over all spheres of life.  In late September, the Parliament considered allowing “the Kremlin the right to declare a ‘state of war’ in the event of ‘a terrorist action representing a threat to national security.’  At present, a state of war, which rescinds many basic civil rights, can be declared only in response to an armed invasion by another country.” [74]  The head of the FSB, the successor agency to the Soviet KGB, said, “‘To fight terrorism, the state needs a comprehensive system of measures covering all branches of power: legislative, executive and judicial, and, of course, the mass media,’ he told reporters this week.  He has also said that the image of police informers and agents needs to be revamped.  New laws are also being drafted on ‘free movement ... and registration rules.’  At present, Russians and foreigners have to be registered at a particular address, and re-registered if they move. Some MPs want to tighten the restrictions, limiting internal migration, and allowing police to search someone’s home during a routine document check.  …  Stricter punishments for terrorists are also being drafted, although yesterday the parliament rejected one of the harsher proposals – to lift the moratorium on the death penalty.  Measures being considered include the confiscation of property belonging to a terrorist’s family, and the criminalisation of the failure to inform the authorities about a terrorist act.” [75]  It seems that the Putin and Bush Administrations are reading from the same script.

       Most Russians are willing to accept a reduction  of their freedom in exchange for “security.”  A poll conducted in September 2004, soon after the Beslan massacre, “said that 60 percent of respondents were ready to trim some of their freedoms, including freedom of travel inside Russia and abroad.  59 percent said they would support banning anti-Kremlin media and political parties that criticize the authorities’ handling of terrorism. At the same time, the largest group of respondents (35 percent) thinks the rise of terrorism in Russia is connected with the errors of the authorities, the poll results said. 76 percent said the authorities are unable to defend them from terrorism.  57 percent were willing to let the secret services freely eavesdrop on telephone conversations and intercept mail.  About 30 percent disagreed with such severe means.” [76]  Americans pride themselves on dedication to freedom, and look down on Russians for their history of accepting tyranny – but it appears that a similar majority in both countries is willing to trade freedom for safety.  

In China, the Communist Party continues to rule unchallenged.  Repression continues – and American business interests cooperate:

       In 2003, “China’s highest court upheld a death sentence and then allowed the execution on Monday of an alleged gangster despite testimony from eight prison guards that the man had admitted to ordering a mob killing only after lengthy torture.  Legal experts criticized the decision and said the case of Liu Yong underscored serious problems in China’s legal system. Government sources said the Supreme People’s Court reversed a lower-court verdict under orders from the Communist Party’s top law enforcement committee even though several of the judges opposed the decision, illustrating the control the party exerts over court decisions.  Defense attorneys and academics said the reversal despite the torture charges, which were backed up by affidavits from eight security service witnesses, marked a step backward for a country that has been struggling with police brutality for decades. ‘This case is going to set back China’s development of a legal system by 10 years,’ said one of Beijing’s leading lawyers and a senior member of All China Lawyers’ Association. This lawyer, like other lawyers and legal experts, spoke about this case on condition of anonymity because he fears he could lose his job or face more serious punishment from the police.  Under Chinese law, confessions obtained through torture are not admissible in court. Even so, torture is common and, many legal academics argue, it remains the main method used by police to solve cases.” [77]  It’s all there: execution after a confession induced under torture, Communist Party tampering with the courts, intimidation of defense attorneys, and widespread use of torture by the police.

       China is considering requiring political dissenters to carry radio-frequency ID (RFID) chip devices, so that their location may be monitored at all times.  China’s first step in using such chips to monitor people was at the Communist Party Congress in May 2003, where delegates were “required to wear RFID-equipped badges at all times so their movements could be tracked and recorded.” [78]
       Google, the search engine company that promised to “do no evil,” has set up a news service in China.  The news service does not display results from sites that are blocked by the Communist authorities. [79]
Likewise, freedom is not taking hold in the Third World.  In some regions – much of Africa, Afghanistan, Iraq, Haiti, and other “failed states” – there is no effective government.  Warlords, guerrilla armies, criminal gangs, and traffickers in drugs and people contend for power.  Chaos and violence are the norm: a state of affairs that may make those countries yearn for a new strong man to keep the peace.  In the rest of the Third World, autocracy or (at best) “guided democracy” are the rule.  Constitutional government, liberty, due process, and free markets have proven difficult to transplant outside the Western nations where they first arose.

Authoritarianism at the United Nations
Officials at the UN also propose new means of asserting government control.

       At a December 2001 UN meeting in Geneva that dealt with policies for refugees and migrants, the head of Belgium’s asylum review board proposed a global ID system, with fingerprinting and registration for everyone. [80]  Pascal Smet said, “There are no technical problems. It is only a question of will and investment.  …  If you look to our societies, we are already registered from birth until death. Our governments know who we are and what we are. But one of the basic problems is the numbers of people in the world who are not registered, who do not have a set identity, and when these people move with real or fake passports, you cannot identify them.  It’s a basic rule of management that if you want to manage something, you measure it. It’s the same with human beings and migration.  But instead of measuring it, you have to register them.”[81]  This plan did not appear to gain support when Smet proposed it.  Ironically, the same result may be achieved if the U.S. Visitor & Immigration Status Indication Technology System spreads worldwide – as US officials expect it will.

       In April 2004, the UN Global Forum on Internet Governance “delegates called for changes in the way the Internet is run, the way its technical standards are set, and the way the domain name registration is handled. …  UN Secretary General Kofi Annan told delegates gathered at the body’s New York City headquarters that the current system for managing the communications protocol ‘must be made accessible and responsive to the needs of all the world’s people.’  The forum marks the first time the UN has initiated a formal process aimed at exerting control over the Internet’s administration and technical processes. Many of the world’s poorer nations have criticized the operation of Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers, the organization currently responsible for overseeing top-level domains such as .com, .net, and .org, and for allocating Internet Protocol addresses. The developing nations argue that ICANN far too frequently caters to the interests of the United States, where the Internet began as a government-funded project, plus Canada, Europe, and Japan. An oft-noted example is the fact that China, the world’s most populous nation, has been allocated nine million global IP addresses, while IBM and Stanford University in California together have 50 million.” [82]  Forum delegates proposed transferring “at least some of ICANN’s functions to the International Telecommunication Union.”[83] Since the First Amendment (as Americans once knew it) does not apply worldwide, the transfer of Internet regulation from the US to the UN could lead to restrictions on freedom of speech on the Net.

Technologies of domination
Technical change is reducing the cost of building and maintaining the Espionage Society.  

       In Singapore, “every automobile is fitted with a microchip encoded with registration data.  Scanners deduct user fares, which go up at peak traffic hours in the city center.”[84]  With a network of these scanners, the government can track the movement of any individual car in the city-state.

       In Barcelona, an exclusive night club, the Baja Beach Club, “offers its VIP clients the opportunity to have a syringe-injected microchip implanted in their upper arms that not only gives them special access to VIP lounges, but also acts as a debit account from which they can pay for drinks.  This sort of thing is handy for a beach club where bikinis and board shorts are the uniform and carrying a wallet or purse is really not practical.” [85]  The chip is manufactured by Verichip Corporation, a wholly owned subsidiary of Applied Digital (ADSX), the maker of the “Digital Angel.”  This technology, now in wide use to track pets, is being used now as a human dog tag – and thus another salutary taboo is breached. [86]  In  October 2004,  the Food and Drug Administration approved use of this device to store and transmit medical data.[87]
       A Japanese firm has developed a radio-frequency ID chip that “makes possible the embedding of tracking and identification chips in bank notes, tickets and other paper products.” [88]  In 2003, there was discussion of placing such chips into European Union bank notes.  

       In April 2004, George W. Bush set a goal of “assuring that most Americans have electronic health records within the next 10 years. To address issues of privacy, Bush said enrollment would be voluntary: ‘Your records are private if that’s the way you want them to be.’” [89]  (Of course, we know how inventive the government can be in finding justifications to invade privacy when it wants to.)  Bush said that “the federal government will set technical standards for the switch from paper to electronic medical records by the end of the year, so that doctors and hospitals can share patient records nationwide.” [90]  With the proposed uniform standards for record keeping and data transfer, any provider will be able to read medical data sent from any other health care facility in the country.  And – though Bush did not mention this – everyone’s personal medical data (including life-damaging revelations of HIV status, drug abuse, venereal disease, and mental illness) will be one Federal regulation away from storage on a central Federal database.  It will take years – and billions of dollars of investment by a cash-strapped health care sector – to implement this vision.  However, the direction of Federal policy is clear.

As journalist Matthew Brzezinski said, “The technical and legal foundation for blanket surveillance had already been laid by 2003.” [91]  With technical progress, the cost of implementing the Total State will fall, and its capabilities will grow everywhere. 

We should not expect that those who fund, develop, or implement these new technologies will be limited in their actions by humility, or respect for tradition and the created order, or by respect for the God-given dignity of human beings.  The spirit of Eve, Prometheus, and Faust reigns in the laboratories.  

The clearest instance of this is a European Union-funded effort to create artificial life.  The Programmable Artificial Cell Evolution Project states its mission thus: “Life revolves around real-world information processing, but the gap between computers and living systems is still formidable. The European Commission has approved an Integrated Project PACE that will create the foundation for a new generation of embedded information technology using programmable, self-assembling artificial cells.  Distributed intelligent technical systems with self-organizing and evolvable life-like properties are required both to make the next generation of self-repairing computer and robotics technology and to direct all kinds of production and remediation on the nanoscale. The integrated project PACE will focus on the IT potential of truly artificial cells: addressing both the technical opportunities of programmable artificial cells and an evolutionary roadmap to producing them under the control of current computers. Such artificial cells will be useful because of their distinctness from, rather than similarity to current biology.” [92]
Such powers over Nature must be wielded by a few: the technical adepts who have convinced the Corporate or State authorities to fund their research.   As C. S. Lewis warned in the 1940s, “Man’s conquest of Nature, if the dreams of some scientific planners are realized, means the rule of a few hundreds of men over billions upon billions of men.  There neither is nor can be any simple increase of power on Man’s side.  Each new power won by man is a power over man as well.” [93]
Part II – Spring 2005
Can the “War on Terror” be won?
Humanly speaking, there is no security – no matter how many police and soldiers are mobilized.  

If America’s foe is “terrorism,” the US offers a vast array of targets.  Locking them all down cannot be done without turning the US into an open-air maximum-security prison.  As journalist Matthew Brzezinski recently reported, “The United States has 600,000 bridges to protect and 14,000 small airports from which terrorists can wreak havoc.  There are 4 million miles of paved roadways and 95,000 miles of coastline for extremists to escape on.  Eighteen thousand separate law enforcement agencies need to be synchronized in any counter-terror response.  …  The United States boasts a network of 260,000 natural gas wells and 1.3 million miles of pipelines that terrorists can blow up.  …  More than 16 million commercial cargo containers arrive by air, sea, and land every year, and all it would take for a catastrophic disaster would be for one of the steel crates to contain a nuclear device.  If we can’t even put a dent in the flow of thousands of tons of illicit drugs smuggled past customs, how can we hope to stop a fifty-pound suitcase filled with fissionable material from getting through?” [94]  (Additionally, even a American prison is not a “secure” environment; smuggled drugs and clandestine weapons are common inside the walls.)  

In September 2004, the authorities in Paris were surprised to discover “three newly enlarged tunnels underneath the capital’s high-security La Santé prison,” and “a photographer who has published a book on the urban underground exploration movement” told the press that “there were ‘a dozen more where that one came from …  You guys have no idea what’s down there.’” [95]  Many other cities have similar ill-explored networks of underground tunnels and catacombs; how can they be secured?  The warning “You guys have no idea what’s down there” could be an epitaph for all attempts to gain security through policing.  

No amount of surveillance and patrolling can deter a foe that is amorphous, clandestine, and willing to die while executing their mission – especially if, as with some Islamic radicals, they see the opportunity to achieve martyrdom.  

World War III: it can still happen
Terrorism is not our only foe.  The Cold War has ended, but our Great Power rivals still exist.  So do their nuclear arsenals.  

First, Russia.  Her conventional forces are a shadow of what they were in the 1980s, but she still has 6,000 strategic nuclear weapons, bombs that can be launched at the US via ICBMs, nuclear submarines, and long-range bombers. [96]
In September 2004, Sergei Lavrov, the Russian Foreign Minister, warned the West not to interfere in Chechnya, an Islamic state that has been wracked by war due to its post-1991 attempts to secede from Russia.  Sergei Lavrov was incensed by American and British offers of asylum to Chechen rebel leader Aslan Maskhadov; Russia blames Maskhadov and Chechen warlord Shamil Basayev for the Beslan school massacre. [97]  

This is part of an emerging Russian-American conflict over the increased American military presence on Russia’s southern border.  As Christopher Ruddy reported in the spring of 2004, “The U.S. has taken increased interest in several former Soviet Republics as bulwarks against growing Islamic radicalism throughout the Mid-East and Central Asia.  Already, the U.S. has established military bases in the former Soviet republics of Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan.   …  A senior Russian diplomat complained at the recent Washington meeting about the new U.S. interest in working with Russia in dealing with the Republics.  ‘How would you like it for the past 10 years, we were creating anti-American sentiment for you in Mexico and Puerto Rico, and then suddenly saying, we want to be your friends,’ the Russian asked quizzically, according to a source close to the conversation.” [98]  

Following the precedent set by the US, in September 2004 “Defence Minister Sergei Ivanov, a close Putin ally, …  repeated threats to stage pre-emptive strikes on militant bases outside Russia, Russian news agencies said.  ‘Preventive strikes do not mean using navy or air force,’ Interfax news agency quoted him as saying. ‘It will all depend on circumstances ... We will not warn anyone in advance.’” [99]  Russian policy now “allows the use of all possible force, including nuclear weapons, to oppose attacks, if all other methods fail.  Previously, Russia said it would only use nuclear weapons if its national sovereignty was under threat.” [100]
China has about 250 strategic nuclear weapons. [101]  Despite the history of tension between Russia and China from the late 1950s to the late 1980s, Russia is now selling nuclear-capable bombers to China, as well as providing technical assistance. [102]
Russia and China have a common interest in opposing US global power, stopping US deployment of a missile defense system, and sharing technology.  The present regimes in Russia and China view the US as a threat to their vital interests: Russia, because of their belief that the US supports Islamic insurgency in Chechnya and the other republics along their southern border, and China, because of US support for Taiwan.  (China continues to threaten to retake Taiwan by force, unless Taiwan explicitly renounces independence; the US sells billions of dollars of arms to Taiwan, [103] and has warned China against invading the island).  Both regimes are odious: one is a kleptocracy that is veering back toward dictatorship, and the other is an unapologetic Leninist state with a functioning concentration camp system and widespread forced abortion. 

Nevertheless, unless the US means to stumble into an inadvertent war with these nations, it is prudent to view affairs from their perspective: they each see the US as a threat to the unity of their country.  National unity – including the prevention of secession – is a vital interest for all states; Russia and China are no exception.  If Russia and China perceive a joint interest in defending their homelands against what they consider to be a US-supported effort to break up their nations, these powers may give the US an unexpected atomic blow – and explain to the world that they are “pre-empting” American aggression.

There are webs of alliances circling the world, pacts that still make it possible for local conflicts to escalate into a Third World War.  China is still allied with North Korea, and may not accept US “pre-emption” of the North Korean nuclear weapons program.  China is also aligned with nuclear-armed Pakistan. [104] Against Pakistan stands India, who also has nuclear weapons – and India is aligned with Israel, [105] the predominant nuclear power in the Middle East.  Both India and Israel are exploring closer relations with Taiwan – emerging relationships that have the hearty approval of the neo-conservative Project for a New American Century.[106]  India and China have fought against each other in the past, and each power uses the other’s nuclear arsenal to justify its own.  Tensions between Japan and China are increasing, and (due in part to the risk of missile attack from North Korea), Japan is planning “to overhaul its ‘defence-only’ security policy that could enable it to launch pre-emptive strikes on foreign missile bases.”[107]  It seems that politicians everywhere are learning from the Bush administration about the need to be ready to strike first.

Russia and Iran have a “special relationship,” and a recent analysis from Radio Free Europe states, “there are two major factors dictating Moscow’s policy toward Iran on the nuclear issue: First, Russia’s $800 million contract to build the Bushehr nuclear power plant; and second, and more importantly, because of a number of geopolitical considerations, Russia would under no circumstances want to lose its special relationship with Iran.  …  in the case of regime change, a Westernized Iran could upset the geopolitical balance and drag other countries in the region toward the West.”[108]  We can’t assume that Russia would calmly accept an Israeli strike against Iranian nuclear facilities, or that she would fail to respond to US-led “regime change.”  

Russia is re-establishing its trade relationship with Cuba, [109] and is selling arms to the nationalist, anti-US government in Venezuela – which, in turn, seeks closer relations with Cuba, Russia, and China. [110]
To summarize: as was the case in 1914, there are alliances that link all the world’s crisis points to all the nuclear powers.  By reason of miscalculation, passion, provocation by a third party, or deliberation, war could begin anywhere and escalate globally.  We stand in the same peril as we did during the Cold War.  If a new World War occurs, it will be more devastating than the two previous such conflicts.  Both World War I and World War II led to the spread of militant totalitarianism, the weakening of Christian faith, and the discrediting of traditional governments and societies.  The same would occur again, if enough of humanity and an economic base is left for the power-seekers and fanatics to contend for.  A Third World War would complete the collectivization of mankind, a dehumanizing process that is already far advanced due to the prior World Wars.

Notwithstanding these perils, the Bush administration is willing to play with nuclear matches amid the world’s leaking gas tanks.  In early 2002, the Administration set forth new, more aggressive policies for development and use of nuclear weapons.  As the Washington Post reported at the time, “The Bush administration, in a secret policy review completed early this year, has ordered the Pentagon to draft contingency plans for the use of nuclear weapons against at least seven countries, naming not only Russia and the ‘axis of evil’ – Iraq, Iran, and North Korea – but also China, Libya and Syria.   In addition, the U.S. Defense Department has been told to prepare for the possibility that nuclear weapons may be required in some future Arab-Israeli crisis. And, it is to develop plans for using nuclear weapons to retaliate against chemical or biological attacks, as well as ‘surprising military developments’ of an unspecified nature.  These and a host of other directives, including calls for developing bunker-busting mini-nukes and nuclear weapons that reduce collateral damage, are contained in a still-classified document called the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), which was delivered to Congress on Jan. 8.”[111]
A war of religions – and an atheist backlash?

It is also possible that the Third World War will begin with a clash of religions – most likely, escalation of the Muslim/Israeli conflict, or of the American fight against radical Islam.  Some neo-conservative advisers to the Administration are explicitly calling for such a war, a war that they call “World War IV” [112] (since they consider the Cold War to have been World War III).  If an all-out global war arises from either of these religious conflicts, its aftermath might be the discrediting of religion per se.  

Some secularists – elite Westerners, not Marxist diehards – are already making blanket denunciations of “dogmatic” religion.

On October 23, 2001, Antonio Garrigues Walker – deputy chairman of the European branch of the Trilateral Commission – told the International Herald Tribune that “The basic problem resides in the claim by every religion not merely to be the true religion but to be the only true religion.  This claim reduces to a minimum, or eliminates altogether, any possibility of dialogue or understanding.  It leads to an impasse and must be corrected.  … The Christian churches should make every effort to show generosity to other religions by ensuring whenever possible – and it is almost always possible – that no emphasis is placed on questions that separate religions, and by encouraging the vast possibilities of cooperation on issues vital to humanity.  …  Relativism, thank goodness, is advancing.  …  Doors are opening into a new philosophical era in which we will have to survive without dogmatic bases and rid our minds of many traditional isms.  In the end, the idea will prevail that dogmatism is bad and dialogue is essential for peaceful coexistence.” [113]  The title for the Trilateralist’s article says it all: “Church Dogma Harms Quest for Global Peace.”

In like manner, Robert Reich, the former Secretary of Labor in the Clinton Administration recently stated his hatred of religious orthodoxy in a mainstream liberal magazine: “The great conflict of the 21st century will not be between the West and terrorism. Terrorism is a tactic, not a belief.  The true battle will be between modern civilization and anti-modernists; between those who believe in the primacy of the individual and those who believe that human beings owe their allegiance and identity to a higher authority; between those who give priority to life in this world and those who believe that human life is mere preparation for an existence beyond life; between those who believe in science, reason, and logic and those who believe that truth is revealed through Scripture and religious dogma.” [114]  With such logic, proponents of a post-modern form of “tolerance” may repress their religious opponents – and do so with an undisturbed conscience.  

The fragility of the present world order
A sober examination of the facts leads to this conclusion: there is to be no “New American Century.”  The present world order, in which America stands as the sole superpower, is not sustainable.  The US faces opposition from the European Union, Russia, China, the other Communist countries, and most of the Islamic world.  Weapons of mass destruction and terrorist networks spread.  Communist-ruled China is friendly with Russia now, and threatens to recover Taiwan by any means necessary.  Russia retains a huge nuclear arsenal, and is led by a former KGB colonel. [115] Imperialism, terrorism, and sex abuse with a religious cloak are discrediting traditional monotheist religions. Capitalist economies worldwide are built on an unsustainable combination of public and private debt, imbalanced “free” trade, concentration of wealth and power in few hands, and a race for the bottom in labor costs – a trend that may wipe out the middle classes that have been the bulwark of social stability in the industrialized nations.  

Conflict and power-plays can easily spark a chain reaction, leading to results that none of the instigators could have imagined.  In military affairs, the precedent is 1914, when the assassination of an Austrian Archduke set the world aflame.  In economic affairs, the precedent is the 1997 Asian meltdown, when financial maneuvers by speculators started a region-wide depression.  Social, economic, and military disasters with global repercussions can occur anywhere with no warning.  

Meanwhile, global social changes make it ever more difficult to limit the effects of any given disaster.  Traditional societies and traditional beliefs have been undermined everywhere over the last two centuries.  The Enlightenment and other corrosive modern philosophies, the Industrial Revolution, the wars and ideologies of the 20th Century, and globalization (from the colonialism of the 19th century to the “free trade” imperialism of the 21st century) have done their work, cutting people adrift from the faith, family, and community that might once have sustained them and kept them sane during a crisis.  As a result, the whole world is vulnerable to being destabilized via cataclysm.  After one disaster – or a series of them, in quick succession – the world’s people and their leaders may turn to solutions that they would never have accepted before the crisis.

Giving the old world order a shove
The world’s foundations tremble – and some of our religious and political leaders are ready to give the present order a shove in order to foster their own anti-traditional agendas.  

Mikhail Gorbachev, Tony Blair, President Bush’s National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice, and the Episcopal Church’s Bishop Swing seem to share a view of how rapid social change happens: via a dramatic event that shapes a new consensus of what is possible and desirable.  Groups and agencies that act as “the catalyst and an accelerator of this process” [116] (in Gorbachev’s words) can build this new consensus, creating a New World Order from the rubble of the old regime.  

These leaders are following a trail blazed for them by New Age theorists.

Ervin Laszlo, a prominent New Age author and activist, says that changing the world is “no longer utopian for the world is highly unstable and hence changeable, moreover the momentum for change is growing.  The task before us is to reinforce the momentum and inform it so that it will head in a positive direction.” [117]
Dee Hock, the founder of VISA and a key supporter of the United Religions Initiative (URI) warned in 2002: “I think we’re on the knife’s edge where we’re going to undergo cataclysmic institutional failure.  …  I think if we do experience massive institutional failure, the first thing that will emerge, before we see the new forms, is almost total centralization of power and control, which will result in a widespread loss of liberty and freedom.  That will last for a while, but it ultimately will not work, much like the Soviet Union.  And when that collapses, then we’re in for a second period of social carnage that will be unbelievable.  [The interviewer asked: “So you’re talking about a double cataclysm?”] Yes.  And out of that, right from the ashes, may emerge the new forms of organization.” [118]
The State of the World Forum (SWF) is a spin-off from the Gorbachev Foundation. [119]  It was intended by Mikhail Gorbachev to establish “a kind of global brain trust to focus on the present and future of our civilization.” [120]  Since its founding in 1995, the SWF has drawn crowds of current and has-been political leaders, corporate CEOs, social change activists, and New Age gurus to its luxurious meetings.  There, they discuss creation of “an ever more inclusive and holistic approach to global governance.” [121]  At SWF conclaves, shamanism and tantra are “in,” and traditional monotheism is definitely “out.” In 1997, SWF speakers proposed creating a new “integral culture,” saying that “The shift to integral culture must and will take place at all levels of interaction.  All roles and relationships will be redefined: inner spiritual values, intimate family relationships (between men and women, and among adults, children, and elders); communities; nations, ethnic groups, and cultures; global institutions …  and the relationship of humans with the natural world and the larger living system.” [122]  Not even the Soviets went so far.

The same year, participants in the SWF’s “Toward an Integral Global Paradigm” panel proposed a new, relativist definition of truth:  “Meaning and information, grounded in specific contexts, become more significant than objective truths grounded in a view of absolute reality.  …  Truth becomes a way of knowing in which we learn to honor our woundedness and our dependency on others.” [123]
Such a relativist view of truth is a short path to social chaos – but some “advanced” thinkers see the good side of such disorder.

In the view of Bishop Swing – the founder of the URI, who identifies himself as a Republican [124] – chaos is an essential part of creation; it was so at the beginning, and remains so as we approach “a new creation,” a “new order.”  In 2004, he wrote: “In the first words of the Bible we read where the Spirit brooded over the chaos.  …  Chaos is the necessary ingredient that prompts the Creator’s Spirit to be inventive.  High praise for chaos.  If Creation is an ongoing phenomenon and if chaos is a necessary ingredient beckoning to the Spirit, then we must be living on the edge of the Spirit’s Pentecostal blast.  Our world has more than enough of chaos.  Surely the Spirit cannot be far behind.  A new creation must be just ahead.” [125]  He added, “In Eden the Spirit showed us delights and limitations.  In Gethsemane the Spirit showed us restoration and the vast inclusive nature of the worldwide family of gardeners.  Perhaps in the chaos of our own deaths and frightening uncertainties, the Spirit will bring us to a new order, for which at present we have no language or metaphors.” [126]  He got this right, at least: the New World Order, if it comes, will beggar description.  

Gorbachev, the former ruler of the Soviet Union, has proposed a strategy of social change by pressure on the status quo from above and from below.  He said in 1993, “any change in society is the result of the interaction of changes from above and from below. Changes from above are effected by leaders, by parliaments, by those who make decisions and approve laws and rules, who develop and define priorities and adopt budgets. The second category of changes are those implemented by ordinary citizens, social movements in the various parties, philosophers, by all those who accept and develop new ideas, by those who protest and those who defend their dreams, their visions. These changes are not always visible, but through interaction of human beings, through personal contacts and direct influence they transform the spiritual climate. The two lines of change are interrelated. They reinforce each other. The ideas coming from the bottom up must be accepted by the authorities above, but the decisions taken above cannot succeed without support from below. If from this standpoint you look at the ecological situation it becomes apparent that many things must happen along both of those lines of change and particularly in terms of their interaction. Helping to bring about this interaction is what the Green Cross International is going to do.” [127]  Gorbachev’s strategy, combining civil unrest and elite “change agents” to “transform the spiritual climate,” has repeatedly proven effective since 1789.

As Gorbachev has proposed, many have acted.  One of Gorbachev’s allies, Maurice Strong’s Earth Council, has proposed “a number of international campaigns and innovative catalytic programs,” including the Earth Charter, to foster “sustainable development at the global level.” [128]  And in 1998, New Age futurist Barbara Marx Hubbard described the world as “a system awaiting such catalytic action” as could be undertaken by the URI and similar movements “to grow and nurture a new world.” [129]  

The Institutions of a New World Order: Religion, Economics, and Politics
Religion in the New World Order

One part of the New World Order would be a New Religious Order.  Those who are now active in the interfaith movement envision a syncretic New Religion for the world.  

Globalists and interfaith activists alike understand that religion is the basis of an enduring civilization.  As the traditionalist historian Christopher Dawson stated, “It is the religious impulse which supplies the cohesive force which unifies a society and a culture.  The great civilizations of the world do not produce the great religions as a kind of cultural by-product; in a very real sense, the great religions are the foundations on which the great civilizations rest.” [130]  Thus, any stable global “new civilization” [131] must be built upon a new global religion.  Sir Francis Younghusband, who founded the World Congress of Faiths in 1936, wrote during World War II that “A new world order is now the dream of men, but for this a new spirit will be needed.” [132]  At a 1993 interfaith conference in India, held to carry forward the work of the 1893 Parliament of World Religions, the Executive Secretary of the National Spiritual Assembly of the Baha’is in India said, “The new world order, as one can perceive, will need a world religion.  It will seek a new orientation, a new conception of morals, applicable not only to the individual, but also to society as a whole.” [133]  Lally Lucretia Warren, a leader of the 2004 Parliament of World Religions from Botswana, reiterates this insight now: “Religion is the chief instrument through which order is established in the world.” [134]  
Episcopal Bishop William Swing, the founder of the URI, said in early 2004, “I think that all of us have learned our religions in tribal settings, and the day is coming quickly when we’re going to have to understand our religion in global terms, and even in terms of an expanding universe. That is going to cause a radical form [sic] for every religion and in all theological thinking.  …  Therefore a lot of the work we’re doing right now is pioneering for the next religious explosion.” [135]  He thinks all of us have been raised in “tribal” religious settings, and sees radical change, “the next religious explosion,” as the next stage for all religions.

Matthew Fox, a former Catholic priest who now offers Techno Cosmic Masses under the auspices of Bishop Swing, said, “There’s no point in starting a new religion.  That’s the last thing we need.  However, we do need to gather the essence from all the religions we do have, which is what I call ‘deep ecumenism.’  By blending the best of all our world religions, hopefully we’ll distill a more universal truth.  The human race is young, and we evolve as our religious consciousness evolves.” [136]  Likewise, Anglican Bishop Michael Ingham, of New Westminster in Canada, said in his 1999 “Christmas Message” that “I can imagine a time when the founders and saints of all the traditions – Moses, Jesus, Mohammed, Buddha, Guru Nanak, and so on – are honoured and cherished in all of them.” [137]  It adds up to bringing an updated Roman Pantheon into the once-Christian nations, and inducing all to make a symbolic offering to the New Rulers of the New World Order.

If all religions are equally true, and their gods and saints equally holy, then there will be no more justification for evangelization.  As the Dalai Lama said in 2001, “Whether Hindu or Muslim or Christian, whoever tries to convert, it’s wrong, not good  …  I always believe it’s safer and better and reasonable to keep one’s own tradition or belief.”[138]  

In the New Religious Order, religious leaders will shift from serving God to carrying out a political mission.  Bishop Swing stated in 1998 that “The United Religions Initiative will be inevitable when the world has run out of options.  When it is clear that the missing ingredient in authentic diplomacy is religion. …  The only reason there would ever be a United Religions is that the stark world demands it.  The time of that demand is getting close.” [139] Swing did not say what event would evoke the “demand,” why he suspected that “the time of that demand is getting close,” who will make the “demand,” or how it will be enforced.  In the fall of 2001, Bishop Swing said the same to the International Diplomacy Council (IDC): “We will change world history, because the world is going to get impatient with religion;” the world will want religion “to get your act together and make peace in the world.” [140]  

(Depending upon which proponents of a New Religion gain ascendancy, God may not merely play second fiddle to politics; He may be assimilated to Nature.  Such is Gorbachev’s vision.  In 1997, he told a Gorbachev Foundation/Netherlands interviewer, “nature is my god. To me, nature is sacred. Trees are my temples and forests are my cathedrals.” [141])  

The occasion for Swing’s 2001 speech to the IDC was noteworthy in itself.  The IDC, a group with close ties to the US State Department, had given Swing an award for promoting international understanding, and so President George W. Bush sent Swing a letter on November 6, 2001 praising him and the work of the URI. [142]  
In April 2004, an essayist in Public Interest magazine explained the apparent incongruity of an evangelical Protestant president supporting religious syncretism; it is a strategic necessity in the global “War on Terror.”  The commentator says that Bush “has chosen to present America to the world not as the Christian nation for which his religious supporters take it, but as the universal sponsor of liberal democracy, which as such is impartial in principle as between Christianity and Islam.  …  However trying the struggle with Islamism may prove, whatever sacrifices it may demand, he cannot revive Lincoln’s appeal to Christianity, no matter how nondenominational that appeal would be. His religious rhetoric must be ‘inclusive,’ anodyne, and sterile. His administration must become America’s first genuinely Methodist Taoist Native American Quaker Russian Orthodox Buddhist Jewish (and Muslim) one. And so the challenge of Islamic terror will collaborate with other forces to drive official America to ever greater lengths of secularism or syncretism.” [143]  With this imperative, it seems likely that Federal support for the URI and similar ventures will increase.
With a New Religion, there is to be a New Ethic.  As Hans Küng, a world-famous liberal Catholic theologian, wrote in 1998, “There will be no new world order without a new world ethic, a global or planetary ethic despite all dogmatic differences.” [144]  The New Ethic contains a lethal loophole, by design.  As Küng said, a “Global Ethic” must be “capable of producing a consensus.  Hence, statements must be avoided which a priori would be rejected by one of the great religions, and as a consequence disputed moral questions (like abortion or euthanasia) had to be excluded.” [145]  Therefore, in the New World Order, the abortionists and the suicide doctors could continue their deadly trade unhindered.  

The seven capital sins of the New Religion would be pollution, overpopulation, over-consumption, nationalism, patriarchy, capitalism, and “fundamentalism” (which in most cases simply means daring to evangelize for Christ).  The only heresy would be religious orthodoxy. As Fr. Richard Neuhaus, editor of First Things magazine has warned, “Where orthodoxy is optional, orthodoxy will sooner or later be proscribed.” [146]
Economics in the New World Order

Another part of the New World Order would be a New Economy, with the social order reconstructed to solve the ecological crisis.  

In 1993, Mikhail Gorbachev said, “the process of change is proceeding very slowly and from the standpoint of the global ecological situation it is proceeding too slowly. The Green Cross International must become the catalyst and an accelerator of this process.”[147]  Gorbachev established Green Cross in 1993 as an international environmental activist group which “promotes legal, ethical and behavioral norms that ensure basic changes in the values, actions and attitudes of government, the private sector and civil society, necessary to build a sustainable global community.”[148]  

As part of its quest for “basic changes” worldwide, Green Cross supports the Earth Charter Initiative, a drive for UN adoption of a far-reaching environmental ethical code.  Gorbachev has said, “My hope is that this charter will be a kind of Ten Commandments, a ‘Sermon on the Mount,’ that provides a guide for human behavior toward the environment in the next century and beyond.” [149]  Maurice Strong, a multi-millionaire supporter of “global governance” and a former executive director of the United Nations Environment Program,[150] said: “The real goal of the Earth Charter is that it will in fact become like the Ten Commandments, like the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.  It will become a symbol of the aspirations and the commitments of people everywhere.”[151]  He has urged that it be implemented quickly, saying at the 1995 State of the World Forum that “We shouldn’t wait until political democracy paves the way.  We must act now.”[152]  Gorbachev and Strong seem to view themselves as the lawgivers of the future, successors to Moses and Jesus.  

Supporters of the Earth Charter have taken the “Ten Commandments” symbolism further.  In 2001 they built an “Ark of Hope,” a large wooden chest carried on poles and containing a copy of the Earth Charter on a papyrus scroll,[153] and have traveled with it around the world and to UN meetings to build support for the Charter.[154]  Steven Rockefeller, a leader in the Earth Charter movement, extended the apotheosis of the Charter.  He told activists in 1998 that “One can think of the Earth Charter with its tripartite structure as a Tree of Life.” [155]
In 1997, Green Cross offered its totalitarian philosophy for implementation of the Earth Charter: “The protection of the Biosphere, as the Common Interest of Humanity, must not be subservient to the rules of state sovereignty, demands of the free market or individual rights.  The idea of Global Sovereignty must be supported by a shift in values which recognize this Common Interest.”[156] 

Gorbachev’s continued support for collectivism extends beyond the Earth Charter.  He still avows, “The socialist idea has not lost its significance or its historical relevance.”[157]  Gorbachev adds, “I am convinced that a new civilization will inevitably take on certain features that are characteristic of, or inherent in, the socialist ideal;” the “new civilization” will be a synthesis of what has gone before, “conservative and radical, liberal and socialist, individualist and collectivist.”[158]  

In Gorbachev’s view, the creation of a “new civilization” requires a radical change in everyone’s world view and behavior: “we need a radical turnaround in our thinking, one that is global, historically long-lasting, and humanist in the fullest and truest sense of the word.  What is needed is a revolution in consciousness that would provide the grounds for and ensure a new approach to the basic way of life and forms of behavior of human beings in today’s world.”[159]  He does not specify how he would gain popular assent to this all-encompassing “revolution in consciousness.”  In 2000, Gorbachev said: “Obviously, the goals of global management cannot be achieved all at once, in a single leap.  …  Thus it is necessary to approach this goal step by step, to try to enhance the role of existing institutions and encourage the coordination of the efforts of various governments.  Above all, we are thinking about the United Nations.” [160]
Gorbachev’s wealthy allies agree on the need for an international, collectivist regime.  At the 2000 session of the State of the World Forum, billionaire George Soros  criticized Republicans and free markets, and called for international organizations, similar to the World Trade Organization, that can set binding rules for labor relations and environmental protection.[161]  Gorbachev called for new structures to govern the world economy: “Globalization has been privatized.  …  Existing institutions are under the influence of certain powerful interests. We must begin thinking of some kind of government adequate to this changed global world. We need to develop mechanisms of interaction between nation-states and civil society against the maximizing of profits that downgrade the values of the human being.”[162]  

Politics in the New World Order

The third leg of the New World Order would be a new political and security regime.  When Gorbachev founded Green Cross International in 1993, he said:  “The emerging ‘environmentalization’ of our civilization and the need for vigorous action in the interest of the entire global community will inevitably have multiple political consequences.  Perhaps the most important of them will be a gradual change in the status of the United Nations.  Inevitably, it must assume some aspects of a world government.  Indeed, such a process has already begun.” [163]  In 1995, Jim Garrison (the President of the State of the World Forum) spoke more clearly: “Over the next 20 to 30 years, we are going to end up with world government  …  It’s inevitable.”[164] In 2003, the State of the World Forum’s Commission on Global Governance predicted, “As the 21st century unfolds, an ever more integrated global system demands an ever more inclusive and holistic approach to global governance.”[165]  

Decades apart, two European officials set out the idolatrous implications of a political New World Order.  In 1949, Paul-Henri Spaak, of the Council of Europe (a predecessor of the European Union) said, “We do not want another committee. We have too many already. What we want is a man of sufficient stature to hold the allegiance of all people, and to lift us out of the economic morass in which we are sinking. Send us such a man and be he god or the devil, we will receive him.”[166]  In 2000, Chris Patten (the European Union External Relations Commissioner) said, “In any case, like it or not, the Commission has to respond to an active global social conscience. In the past people asked God to deliver them from evil. Today they look to international institutions – and in Europe that means the EU.”[167]
The New World Order will be Machiavellian as well as idolatrous.  Robert Cooper, a senior British diplomat, offered a vision of New Imperialism for the New Millennium in his April 2002 essay, “The post-modern state.”  He described the European Union as “the most developed example of a postmodern system. It represents security through transparency, and transparency through interdependence.  …  European states are not the only members of the postmodern world. Outside Europe, Canada is certainly a postmodern state; Japan is by inclination a postmodern state, but its location prevents it developing more fully in this direction. The USA is the more doubtful case since it is not clear that the US government or Congress accepts either the necessity or desirability of interdependence, or its corollaries of openness, mutual surveillance and mutual interference, to the same extent as most European governments now do.”[168]  He views “modern” states (those such as India, China, Pakistan,[169] and others who pursue their national interest aggressively) and “failed states” – as potential security threats.

Cooper proposes rough handling of those who do not fit the post-modern paradigm: “The challenge to the postmodern world is to get used to the idea of double standards. Among ourselves, we operate on the basis of laws and open cooperative security. But when dealing with more old-fashioned kinds of states outside the postmodern continent of Europe, we need to revert to the rougher methods of an earlier era – force , pre-emptive attack, deception, whatever is necessary to deal with those who still live in the nineteenth century world of every state for itself. Among ourselves, we keep the law but when we are operating in the jungle, we must also use the laws of the jungle.”[170]  If chaotic states such as Afghanistan “become too dangerous for established states to tolerate, it is possible to imagine a defensive imperialism.  … What is needed then is a new kind of imperialism, one acceptable to a world of human rights and cosmopolitan values.”[171]   In the “right” hands, a double standard will be used to justify whatever the rulers of the future wish to do. 
Since 9/11, US, British, and European political leaders have seen an opportunity to build their own variation of a new order.

At a Labor Party conference immediately after the September 11, 2001 terrorist attack, Tony Blair saw hope for global political and economic change: “This is a moment to seize.  …  The kaleidoscope has been shaken, the pieces are in flux, soon they will settle again. Before they do let us reorder this world around us and use modern science to provide prosperity for all.  Science can’t make that choice for us, only the moral power of a world acting as a community can.”[172] 

In an October 2001 speech to the College of Europe, Belgian Prime Minister Guy Verhofstadt said that it “was George Bush senior who, in 1991, two years after the fall of the Berlin Wall and shortly after the victory against Saddam Hussein, issued a call for a New World Order.  America’s involvement in Somalia, in the Middle East peace process, in Bosnia and in Kosovo went above and beyond what was necessary if it were merely defending its own interests.  …  It was too much even for a superpower to take on. A New World Order built or protected by the United States alone turned out to be an illusion.  ... we now need a New World Order more than ever before.  …  We could order the world on the basis of existing regional cooperation organisations: the European Union, ASEAN, Mercosur, NAFTA, the African Union, the Arab League and SAARC in southern Asia. In this context, we should also include countries like China, Russia and Japan, and the whole of Oceania. We need to take a first step down the path towards a global form of federalism, a structure where the reality of an increasingly interactive world is finally made a political reality too.  …  We need a global political vision, a political counterweight capable of reining in uncontrolled forces, be they market forces or ideological forces.  The European Union is the model which shows this is possible.  …  What I have tried to do today is to prove that the European Union is the most generous political project on our continent, a project that can be held up as an example for a New World Order that will truly begin to close the gap between rich and poor.”[173] 

Condoleezza Rice, the National Security Adviser to President George W. Bush,  saw 9/11 as a catalytic event, one which “made possible” social change based on a “new consensus.”  In her April 2004 testimony to the Congressional committee investigating the September 11, 2001 attack on America, Rice said, “Now we have an opportunity and an obligation to move forward together. Bold and comprehensive changes are sometimes only possible in the wake of catastrophic events. Events which create a new consensus that allows us to transcend old ways of thinking and acting. And just as World War II led to a fundamental reorganization of our national defense structure and the creation of the National Security Council, so has Sept. 11 made possible sweeping changes in the ways we protect our homeland.  President Bush is leading the country during this time of crisis and change. He has unified and streamlined our efforts to secure the American homeland by creating the Department of Homeland Security, established a new center to integrate and analyze threat information, terrorist threat information, directed the transformation of the F.B.I. into an agency dedicated to fighting terror, broken down the bureaucratic walls and legal barriers that prevent the sharing of vital information between our domestic law enforcement and foreign intelligence agencies, and working with Congress given [sic] officials new tools, such as the Patriot Act, [174] to find and stop terrorists.”[175]  

Rice said after 9/11 what the Project for a New American Century (PNAC) had said in September 2000: “the process of transformation, even if it brings revolutionary change, is likely to be a long one, absent some catastrophic and catalyzing event – like a new Pearl Harbor.” [176]  (The PNAC, like Rice, Gorbachev, Barbara Marx Hubbard, and the Earth Council, seems to have an affinity for catalysts.)

The World Economic Forum (WEF), founded in 1971, considers itself to be critical in setting each year’s global agenda: “It has become the premier gathering of international leaders from business, government, academia, media, non-governmental and other civil organizations. …  The unique atmosphere of the Annual Meeting creates opportunities for the formation of global partnerships and alliances.”[177]  Forbes reported that the 2004 annual meeting had “2,280 participants from 94 countries, including some 800 chairmen and chief executives, billionaires like Michael Dell and Bill Gates, 203 ambassadors and 31 heads of state and government.”[178]  At a 2002 WEF discussion of “Global Governance: What Needs To Change,” panel participants agreed that “US resistance to global governance slows the system’s progress but expressed hope that the terrorist attacks of 11 September would result in greater commitment to a multilateral system.”[179]  
If there is to be “global governance,” national cultures, boundaries, and traditions will have to be diluted.  One step in this direction is being taken now in Congress.  In the fall of 2004, Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA) introduced a Constitutional amendment to allow anyone who has been a citizen of the U. S. for 20 years or more to run for President.[180]  (Since the drafting of the Constitution, only citizens born in the US have been eligible for this office.)  Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-UT) has introduced a similar measure in the Senate, as he had done in 2003; several Democrats have done the same.[181]  Humorists have called this idea the “Schwarzenegger Amendment,” since it would allow the current Governor of California, an Austrian immigrant and a U. S. citizen since 1983, to run for President if it passes.  The amendment’s supporters claim that the present restriction on the origin of Presidential candidates is “outdated” – as if one’s family roots, place of birth, and the culture within which one is reared and educated are mere accidental, transitory influences on identity and world view.  But if there is to be a New World Order, such ancestral ties will become accidental and unimportant.  Raw ambition, connections, and support for the agenda of the New Rulers will be key to success.

In 2002, Klaus Gretschmann, the Director-General of the Council of the European Union told the World Economic Forum, “For a new world order we need consistent policies, benchmarking of best practice and partnership in leadership.  Law compliance, international standards, guaranteed but fair property rights, absence of bribery and corruption, business and government ethics, and human rights will have to form sound foundations.”[182]  However, in emergencies, the global “networks” might have to take their gloves off.  Gretschmann said, “Rather than working top-down, like an international hegemony, networks are horizontal powers embedded in a system of checks and balances.  This does not fully exclude, however, that in order to prevent barbarism and fend off atrocious fanaticism, networks may need to take on – temporarily and partially – the forms and functions of a – benign – global leviathan.”[183]  
We are accustomed to think that religious, business, and political leaders protect the social order in which they prospered, and uphold the values with which they were raised.  Instead, some of the most influential people on Earth are acting as change agents.  As a result, previously inconceivable events are now possible – including the erection of a New World Order on the rubble of the old.

Contenders for hegemony
The blueprints for the House of Tyranny are drafted; the foundations are being laid; the remaining question is who gets to build the house, furnish it, and rule us from it.  There are many contenders for occupancy, and their agendas for a New World Order are mutually inconsistent.

       The neo-conservative American regime, which seeks a globalized form of capitalism, backed by American cultural, political, and military dominance.  Their aim: “free trade” everywhere, and the export of Western post-Christian culture (including Planned Parenthood clinics and the effluvia from Hollywood) to all countries.  

       The European Union, with its affinity for the welfare state, multi-culturalism, and a stronger United Nations.

       Communists in Russia and China, who remain in the background waiting for their second chance to remake the world.  

All of these political contenders understand that traditional religious belief and mores stand in the way of their project of creating a New Humanity in a New World.  Despite the fundamental differences among the contending secular forces, each will, for their own self-regarding motives, support anything that discredits and marginalizes traditional religions.  That may be the explanation for the bizarre convergence of support for organizations such as the URI and Gorbachev’s State of the World Forum.  What, other than a common target, could align George H. W. Bush with Mikhail Gorbachev, George W. Bush with Gray Davis and George Soros, and the Dalai Lama with the kept churchmen of the Peoples’ Republic of China?  (This convergence of interest need not be conscious; it may be that all are being “drawn to the loadstone rock”[184] by spiritual forces that they do not perceive or understand.)

This coalescence of interest is, in all likelihood, temporary.  It might be that anti-American interests that support a New World Order will cooperate for long enough to take the US down one (or many) notches, and that they will further marginalize traditional Christianity.  However, once these roadblocks are out of the way, it’s reasonable to expect that the various New World Order proponents will turn against each other, as each seeks to impose their own vision on the world.

Radical Islam has its own messianic vision.  However, it lacks the state power, conventional army, and stable economic base that would allow it to do more than to create chaos – chaos that will be exploited by other contenders for world power.  The primary radical Islamic tactic, terrorism, is usually the weapon that the weak use against the strong; it is not the tool of a rising super-power.

All the plans for a New World Order, whether it be neo-conservative, “Third Way,” or socialist, have a common failing: arrogance.  The media billionaire Ted Turner, one of the co-chairs of the State of the World Forum,[185] spoke for supporters of a New World Order when he told E Magazine:  “You’ve got to be hopeful because I think that we’re smarter than the opposition, because we are thinking long term.  We’re better educated and I put my money on the smart minority rather than the dumb majority.  Wouldn’t you?”[186]  
The answer: prayer and repentance
In the face of these long-standing global trends, it is difficult to formulate a promising political counter-strategy.  Nevertheless, if we each turn away from sin, seek God’s guidance and wisdom, discern the signs of the times, do not cooperate with evil or join in the prevailing deceit, and pray for God to have mercy on our foes (and to grant them the grace of amendment of life), we will be doing what Christians are called to do.  Our call is to be faithful to Christ; success against the New World Order, when it comes, will be from an act of God.

However anyone responds to these crises, let it be a response based on love and humility.  Everyone should reflect on the lessons that Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn learned while imprisoned in Stalin’s gulag:  “In the intoxication of youthful successes I had felt myself to be infallible, and I was therefore cruel.  In the surfeit of power I was a murderer, and an oppressor.  In my most evil moments I was convinced that I was doing good, and I was well supplied with systematic arguments.  And it was only when I lay there on rotting prison straw that I sensed within myself the first stirrings of good.  Gradually it was disclosed to me that the line separating good and evil passes not through states, nor between classes, nor between political parties either – but right through every human heart – and through all human hearts.  This line shifts.  Inside us, it oscillates with the years.  And even within hearts overwhelmed by evil, one small bridgehead of good is retained.  And even in the best of all hearts, there remains .  .  . an un-uprooted small corner of evil.  Since then I have come to understand the truth of all the religions of the world: They struggle with the evil inside a human being (inside every human being).  It is impossible to expel evil from the world in its entirety, but it is possible to constrict it within each person.  And since that time I have come to understand the falsehood of all the revolutions in history: They destroy only those carriers of evil contemporary with them (and also fail, out of haste, to discriminate the carriers of good, as well).  And they then take to themselves as their heritage the actual evil itself, magnified still more.”[187]  
Let all of us heed this wisdom, bought by Solzhenitsyn at so high a price!
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