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Executive Summary

When the United States began transporting troops to the Persian Gulf in the fall of 2002 it was evident that the war against Iraq was underway. This paper was begun in an attempt to answer the question: How did the war against Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda become the war to depose Saddam Hussein?

The effort to understand this change in U.S. policy led to a picture of a relatively small group of persons associated with certain think tanks and other organizations achieving disproportionate influence over the policy formulation process.  The activities of fourteen organizations were coordinated by individuals who comprised a web of interlocking memberships.  Many of these individuals were on record calling for the overthrow of Saddam  Hussein as far back as 1998, in a letter to President Clinton.  This was well before the September 11, 2001 attack on the World Trade Center and before George W. Bush became President.

The main contribution of this paper is the attempt to quantify the inter-linked nature of the 14 organizations by cross-tabulating individuals with memberships in two or more of them.  Examples: Richard Perle was associated with 10 of the 14, Jeane Kirkpatrick with 7, James Woolsey with 6, John Bolton with 4.  Altogether 223 links were found between the 14 groups, where a link is defined as the association of a single individual with two organizations.  Although over 650 individuals associated with the 14 organizations included in the study were analyzed, just 9 individuals formed 121 of the inter-group links, accounting for over half of the total.  This concentration of the inter-group linkages suggests that a small number of individuals could effectively influence and coordinate the foreign policy impact of these organizations.

Using a threshold of at least 3 members in common, a subgroup of 5 organizations was identified as forming a “clique”.  A “clique” is defined as the largest subgroup wherein each is directly related to each of the others.  In this case, this meant that each of the 10 pairs among the five shared at least three members. This clique consisted of The Project for the New American Century (PNAC), The Committee for the Liberation of Iraq (CLI), The Center for Security Policy (CSP), The Defense Policy Board Advisory Committee (DPB), and The Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs (JINSA).

Based upon mission statements and observed actions, the members of the clique appeared to play somewhat specialized and mutually supporting roles in the policy process.  For example, PNAC was instrumental in preparing the over-all plan (Rebuilding America’s Defenses: Strategy, Forces and Resources For a New Century), while the presence of JINSA helped insure the interests of Israel as well as of the United States. The CLI was set up in the fall of 2002, reportedly at the behest of Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, to “engage in educational and advocacy efforts to mobilize US and international support for policies aimed at ending the aggression of Saddam Hussein and freeing the Iraqi people from tyranny.”  That is, the purpose of the CLI was to sell the war abroad as well as to US citizens. The CSP prided itself in expertise and facilities to efficiently disseminate a flood of  position papers and press releases to Congress, the Administration, and the public at large.  The DPB provided a direct link into the bowels of the Pentagon, with its members having access to classified information and the opportunity to make private presentations to the upper echelons of the Department of Defense. 

A diagram is included which visually depicts the interrelations among the 14 organizations.  

The many instances of shared members among these organizations and the numerous instances of ex-members becoming senior officials in the Bush Administration (Cheney, Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, Feith, Wurmser, Abrams, Bolton, among others) ensured a coordinated and effective impact upon the development of U.S. Middle East foreign policy within the Administration. 

So, “How did the war against Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda become the war to depose Saddam Hussein?” The answer appears to be that a relatively small number of individuals who still chaffed over the failure of the first President Bush to finish off the Iraqi leader managed to get themselves into key positions, inside and outside the current Administration.  When the attacks of September 11, 2001 occurred, these persons were able to convince the second President Bush that getting rid of Saddam Hussein would fulfill a number of goals.  It is argued that the rush to do so, in the face of declining US public and world support for such unilateral action, resulted in the failure to adequately plan for the war’s aftermath. This failure is now beginning to catch up with the President as US casualties and the immense costs of the occupation continue to grow.
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Introduction

The Bush administration’s
 determination to remove Saddam Hussein from power had been evident for some time, and by early March, 2003, it was clear that nothing could prevent such U.S. action.  How did this situation come to be?  How had the “War Against Terrorism” come to be focused so intently on the overthrow of Saddam Hussein?

The original purpose of this paper was to trace the evolution in administration policy from the attacks on September 11, 2001, through the war in Afghanistan and the pursuit of Osama Bin Laden, to the eventual fixation on regime change in Iraq.  Immediately upon undertaking this research, largely utilizing information available on the World Wide Web and from other readily available sources such as newspapers and magazines, it became striking how frequently the names of certain individuals cropped up. These persons were associated with various publications, governmental agencies, and public policy institutes or think tanks going back several decades, although the year 1992 became a critical point in time.
  What was also evident was the fact that some of these individuals were affiliated with more than one, sometimes many, of the organizations involved.

As a result of being confronted with the bewildering array of interlinked organizations and key players, the purpose of this paper became one of merely trying to disentangle and make sense of this complex web and its relationship to U.S. foreign policy.

The fact that certain individuals who were members of multiple organizations which contributed to the development of the administration policy pertaining to Iraq was frequently commented upon in various documents that were available on the Web, as well as in books, periodicals, and even television presentations.  Several of these sources are listed in Table 1.

The information contained in these sources gave rise to the following observations:

1. Among many persons within the Bush administration the conviction that Saddam Hussein should be forcibly removed from power had existed well-before  September 11, 2001.












2. Officials in the Bush administration responsible for foreign policy, as well as numerous prominent individuals not formally included in the government, had been or still are affiliated with, in various capacities, a relatively small number of non-governmental organizations all of which are involved in one way or another with U.S. foreign policy issues.

3.  The multiple memberships of numerous individuals among these organizations that contributed to the development, support and promotion of the campaign to oust Saddam Hussein implicitly if not explicitly defined an organizational web with common goals and purposes.

Table 1

Sources Documenting Multiple Organizational Involvement of Key

 Individuals Contributing to the Development of U.S. Policy Towards Iraq

	Book or Article
	Bibliographical citation

	Made in Texas: George W. Bush and the Southern Takeover of American Politics
	Lind (2003)

	War is Sell
	Miller (2002)

	Carving Up The New Iraq
	Mackay (2003)

	The Thirty-year Itch
	Dreyfuss (2003)

	War on Iraq: Conceived In Israel
	Sniegoski (2003)

	Whose War?
	Buchanan (2003)

	Perspective: Who funds Whom?
	Junnola (2003)

	U.S. Think Tanks Give Lessons in Foreign Policy
	Whitaker (2002 A)

	Bush Advisers Planned Iraq War Since 1990s
	Taglieri (2002)

	Selective Memri
	Whitaker (2002 B)


The sources listed in Table 1 trace through many of the interlinking associations among individuals and these organizations, but none was comprehensive.  Of  course, a truly comprehensive view may be impossible, due to shifting positions among the individuals involved, and less-than-complete openness regarding memberships by some organizations.
 But the possibility of creating a single, more comprehensive picture was appealing, and became a major purpose of this paper.

Several weeks were spent gathering data from Websites to try to create a useful view of the interlinked individuals and organizations involved in the development and promotion of the Iraq War. It is suggested that the methodology that was used can form the basis for more extensive efforts, not only to the topic of the development of foreign policy, but to many other policy areas as well. Included would be those situations that involve  interlocking relationships of substantial numbers of organizations and whose members are pursuing a common purpose. In fact, the identification of such a common purpose may only be possible through such analyses, especially if subterfuge is present.

Description of data  

The data consist of published associations between persons involved in the development of the Bush administration policy towards Iraq and various organizations with which they are (or in some cases, were) affiliated. The term “affiliation” is used to include several different types of relationships (see below).

The building of the list of individuals and their organizational associations was an iterative process, relying both upon Web-based resources as well as current newspapers and periodicals. In some cases searches on an individual name that appeared in an article would lead to an organizational affiliation.  Having identified a relevant organization, a search on the organization’s name would lead to a Website that might list, say, the board of directors or resident scholars. The organizations for which data are included in this study are listed in Table 2.  

Table 2

Organizations With Which Individuals Are Associated 

	Organization
	Abbreviation

	The Institute for Advanced Strategic & Political Studies
	IASPS

	The Heritage Foundation
	Heritage

	The Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace
	Hoover

	Ethics and Public Policy Center
	EPPC

	The Middle East Forum
	MEF

	Project for the New American Century
	PNAC

	Defense Policy Board Advisory Committee
	DPB

	The Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs
	JINSA

	The Weekly Standard
	WklyStd

	American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research
	AEI

	Hudson Institute
	Hudson

	The Washington Institute for Near East Policy
	WINEP

	The Committee for the Liberation of Iraq
	CLI

	The Center for Security Policy
	CSP


The organizations in Table 2 are of several different types. While some fit the traditional think tank mold, others were apparently formed with the primary purpose of promoting a particular viewpoint and do not engage in academic-type research. The Weekly Standard, of course, is a weekly newspaper, and the DPB is an official advisory board for the U.S. Department of Defense.  Web addresses to these organizations are included in Appendix I, pointing to locations where descriptions and membership lists can be found.

Lists of persons associated in specific ways with each of these organizations were constructed.  The “association” includes the following types of relationships:

1. Member of board of trustees.

2. Member of board of advisors.

3. Member of a related pool of experts.

4. Major officer.

5. Member of a group sponsored to carry out a specific study.

6. Resident scholar.

7. Regular author or editor.

Not all of the relationship types are relevant to each of the organizations.  In some cases, the individual was listed as a member, but “on leave” (to a government agency).  In other cases a current relationship was not clear, but if it was established from other sources the relationship had existed in the recent past then it was included.  For example, Secretary Rumsfeld may no longer be a member of the board of PNAC, but that past relationship is still included in the data set used.  Recent membership in one organization will still likely influence how one executes his duties in a subsequent organization.  Although the history of memberships is frequently noted in connection with persons who move back and forth between government and private industry, no extensive effort was made here to trace and document memberships at different points of time.

After the lists of members and their associated organizations were assembled they were consolidated into a single spreadsheet. In that spreadsheet, individuals were assigned to rows, organizations to columns. Membership of an individual in a particular organization was indicated with a numeral “1” in the cell at the intersection of the appropriate row and column.  Adding across each row thereby gives the number of organizations each individual person is associated with.  The majority of persons in the original list were associated with only a single organization.  The first 30 rows of this spreadsheet are shown in Table 3, restricted to those individuals who had at least two  organizational associations.

Linkages between organizations

The goal is to quantify the pattern of linkages among the selected organizations that results when many individuals are associated with two or more of them.  For example, if person 1 is a member of organization A and organization B, then organizations A and B are said to be linked by that individual.  It is assumed that the greater the number of persons with common memberships in a specific pair of organizations the more closely they are linked and therefore the greater the degree of mutual influence, coordination, and common purpose between the two organizations. The possibility that any given individual may contribute more to this mutual influence than might another person is not considered. Nor are other types of inter-organizational influences considered.

Table 3

Organizational Associations of Individuals With at Least Two Memberships

	
	
	IASPS
	HERITAGE
	HOOVER
	EPPC
	MEF
	PNAC
	DPB
	JINSA
	WKLY
	AEI
	HUDSON
	WINEP
	CLI
	CSP
	N

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	STD
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(1)
	
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)
	(16)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ABRAMS ELLIOT
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	3

	ALLEN RICHARD V
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	ANDERSON MARTIN
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	BECKER GARY
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	BENNETT WILLIAM
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	3

	BERGNER JEFFREY
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2

	BLECHMAN BARRY
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2

	BOLTON JOHN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	4

	CHENEY DICK
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	CLAWSON PATRICK
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	2

	COHEN ELIOT
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	4

	COLBERT JAMES
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	CROSS DEVON
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	DECTER MIDGE
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	3

	DONNELLY THOMAS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	2

	EPSTEIN JOSEPH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	2

	FEITH DOUG
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	FELDMAN HARVEY AMB*
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	FORBES STEVE
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	FRADKIN HILLEL
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	FRUM DAVID
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	2

	GAFFNEY FRANK
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	GERECHT REUEL MARC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	3

	GINGRICH NEWT
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	5

	GOURE DAN 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2

	HAIG ALEXANDER GEN*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	2

	HILL CHARLES
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2

	HILL FREDERICK
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2

	HORNER CHUCK GEN*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	3

	IKLE FRED
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	4


Note:  This table is not complete, for illustration purposes only.

It happens, of course, that some individuals may be affiliated with several organizations.  Such a person would seem to carry more influence in the degree to which the various organizations work successfully to achieve a common purpose  than would a person who might have membership in only one pair of the same set of organizations.  Multiple memberships or associations result in multiple linkages by the same person. The relationship between the number of organizations with which an individual is involved and the number of linkages he or she provides among those organizations is exhibited in Table 4.

Table 4

The Relationship Between Multiple Memberships and the 

Number of Organizational Linkages Provided by a Single Individual

	Number of Memberships

In Different Organizations

By One Individual (n)
	Number of Linkages

n x (n – 1)/2

	1
	0

	2
	1

	3
	3

	4
	6

	5
	10

	6
	15

	7
	21

	8
	28

	9
	36

	10
	45


The general rule is that an individual with membership in n organizations would personally provide n x (n – 1)/2 linkages among the n organizations. As the number n of organizations in which an individual is involved increases, the number of linkages established by the individual grows rapidly.

In Table 5 the data are sorted in descending order of the number of organizations each individual is associated with (column 16).  All individuals with at least three organizational affiliations are displayed in this table.  The same data, but including all individuals with at least two organizational affiliations are presented in Appendix II. Two additional columns have been added to Table 5. Column 17 shows how many pairs of organizations each individual is associated with, using the relationship shown in Table 4, while Column 18 is a running tally—a cumulative sum—of the figures in column 17. 

With the data in Table 5, it is possible to count how many linkages are provided between any pair of the organizations.  These tallies are presented in Table 6 and should be read as follows: 

Table 5

Organizational Associations and Numbers of Linkages for  Individuals With at Least Two Memberships

(Sorted by number of associations)

	
	
	IASPS
	HERITAGE
	HOOVER
	EPPC
	MEF
	PNAC
	DPB
	JINSA
	WKLY
	AEI
	HUDSON
	WINEP
	CLI
	CSP
	N
	NBR
	CUM

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	STD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LNKS
	LN KS

	(1)
	
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)
	(16)
	(17)
	(18)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PERLE RICHARD
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	45
	45

	KIRKPATRICK JEANE
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	1
	1
	7
	21
	66

	WOOLSEY JAMES
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	6
	15
	81

	GINGRICH NEWT
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	5
	10
	91

	BOLTON JOHN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	4
	6
	97

	COHEN ELIOT
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	4
	6
	103

	IKLE FRED
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	4
	6
	109

	KRISTOL WILLIAM
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	4
	6
	115

	MURAVCHIK JOSHUA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	1
	
	4
	6
	121

	ABRAMS ELLIOT
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	3
	3
	124

	BENNETT WILLIAM
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	3
	3
	127

	DECTER MIDGE
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	3
	3
	130

	GERECHT REUEL MARC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	3
	3
	133

	HORNER CHUCK GEN*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	3
	3
	136

	JACKSON BRUCE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	3
	3
	139

	KAGAN ROBERT
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	3
	3
	142

	QUAYLE DAN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	3
	3
	145

	ROWEN HENRY
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	3
	148

	SCHNEIDER WILLIAM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	3
	3
	151

	SHULTZ GEORGE
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	3
	3
	154

	SOLARZ STEPHEN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	3
	3
	157

	WILSON PETE GOV*
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	3
	3
	160

	ALLEN RICHARD V
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	161

	ANDERSON MARTIN
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	162

	BECKER GARY
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	163

	BERGNER JEFFREY
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	164

	BLECHMAN BARRY
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	1
	165

	CHENEY DICK
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	166

	CLAWSON PATRICK
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	167

	COLBERT JAMES
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	168


Note:  This table is truncated.  Please see Appendix II for the complete table.

Table 6

Number of Membership Links Between Organizations

	
	
	IASPS
	HERITAGE
	HOOVER
	EPPC
	MEF
	PNAC
	DPB
	JINSA
	WKLY
	AEI
	HUDSON
	WINEP
	CLI
	CSP
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	STD
	
	
	
	
	
	

	COL (1)
	
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)
	

	
	ROW
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GTE 2 LINKS
	(1)
	6
	7
	13
	6
	8
	36
	20
	16
	11
	14
	17
	17
	19
	23
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IASPS
	(2)
	
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	3
	

	HERITAGE
	(3)
	0
	
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	

	HOOVER
	(4)
	0
	0
	
	0
	0
	2
	8
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	

	EEPC
	(5)
	0
	0
	0
	
	0
	4
	0
	1
	0
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1
	

	MEF
	(6)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	5
	1
	0
	

	PNAC
	(7)
	1
	3
	2
	4
	1
	
	6
	7
	6
	6
	7
	5
	11
	12
	

	DPB
	(8)
	1
	0
	8
	0
	0
	6
	
	5
	2
	2
	3
	2
	7
	7
	

	JINSA
	(9)
	3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	7
	5
	
	1
	6
	1
	5
	6
	6
	

	WKLY STD
	(10)
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1
	6
	2
	1
	
	3
	3
	1
	4
	1
	

	AEI
	(11)
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	6
	2
	6
	3
	
	1
	4
	5
	5
	

	HUDSON
	(12)
	1
	1
	1
	3
	2
	7
	3
	1
	3
	1
	
	2
	1
	2
	

	WINEP
	(13)
	1
	0
	1
	1
	5
	5
	2
	5
	1
	4
	2
	
	6
	4
	

	CLI
	(14)
	1
	0
	2
	1
	1
	11
	7
	6
	4
	5
	1
	6
	
	4
	

	CSP
	(15)
	3
	4
	1
	1
	0
	12
	7
	6
	1
	5
	2
	4
	4
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NBR OF LINKS
	(16)
	14
	9
	19
	12
	10
	71
	43
	43
	25
	36
	28
	37
	49
	50
	223

	NBR NAMES (TOTAL)
	(17)
	19
	53
	13
	21
	18
	75
	33
	53
	27
	58
	94
	51
	36
	103
	654


Example 1:  The intersection of row 11 (AEI) and column 8 (DPB) indicates that there are two individuals in the data set that are associated with these two organizations.

Example 2:  The intersection of column 7 (PNAC) and row 15 (CSP) indicates that 12 individuals are associated with these two organizations.

Row 1 indicates the number of individuals associated with each organization who also had an association with at least one other organization. Row 16 represents the total number of linkages between each organization and all of the others. That is, it is merely the column sum of rows 2 through 15. It should be noted that if the entries in row 16 are summed horizontally across all organizations (columns 2 through 15) the sum would equal twice the number of total linkages among all of the organizations, as each entry appears twice in the table.  Thus, the total number of linkages among all organizations is obtained by summing the column totals in row 16 and then dividing by 2.  This calculation gives a total number of 223 linkages between the 14 organizations provided by the 85 individuals in the data set who had multiple organizational associations. 

Having established that there are 223 total linkages, the data in Table 5 take on additional meaning.  It is observed  (Table 5, column 17) that Richard Perle accounts for 45 linkages among the 10 organizations with which he is associated.  Thus, fully 20 percent of the personal ties linking these 14 organizations, as represented by our data set, are attributable to this one individual. In the second position is Jeane Kirkpatrick, who is associated with 7 of the organizations, and therefore personally accounts for 21 linkages.  The top nine individuals, in terms of numbers of organizational affiliations, account for 121 linkages, which comprises 54 percent of the total number of 223.  While more than 650 individuals were included in the entire data set of memberships in the 14 organizations, just 9 of them, 1.4 percent, accounted for over half of the personal inter-organizational linkages between them.
  The 22 individuals listed in Table 5, each affiliated with 3 or more organizations, account for over 70 percent of the total number of linkages.

Graphical representation of organizational linkages

The pattern of linkages among the 14 organizations being dealt with is reflected in the data in Table 6.  An entry of “0” at the intersection of the row and column associated with two distinct organizations indicates that those organizations contain no members in common.  An example would be IASPS (column 2) and Heritage (row 3).  The actual numbers of members in common between two organizations vary from 0 through 12. If the degree of mutual coordination and influence is assumed to be proportional to the number of direct linkages, those organizations with only one member in common would be considered to be weakly linked, whereas those with a relatively large number much more closely linked.

These linkages between organizations can be represented in a network type diagram, with the nodes or points representing the organizations, and the lines between them representing the linkages provided by persons affiliated with the two connected organizations.  There are 91 such non-zero linkages represented in Table 6 (avoiding duplicates). If all of these were used in illustrating the interconnections among the 14 organizations the resulting diagram would be very complex, with most of the interconnections represented by relatively weak linkages consisting of just one or two individuals. Therefore, in constructing the diagram based on the linkages represented in Table 6, only those that involve at least three individuals are used. There are 32 such linkages among the data.  The resulting diagram is presented in Figure 1.

Each of the 14 organizations in Figure 1 is represented as an oval or a box.  The linkages between organizations are represented by the connecting lines, and, as stated, include only those that consist of at least three persons with common affiliations in each pair of connected organizations. The number included in each link indicates the number of individuals that make up  that link.  These figures correspond to those shown in Table 6.  

Ideally the diagram would be drawn in such a way that the lines linking the organizations never intersect one another. This is not always possible.  The diagram shown was an attempt to minimize the number of such intersections, although many are present.

A major purpose in creating this diagram was to provide a visual representation of the frequently-referred-to interrelationships of core organizations involved with formulating U.S. policy on Iraq.  A significant amount of this organizational linkage is captured in this diagram.  Adding the other links of degree 1 or 2 would further increase the degree of interconnectedness of these organizations, but at the risk of making the diagram overly- complex, perhaps obscuring some of the major associations apparent in Figure 1.

Following are several specific observations on the configuration shown in Figure 1:

Observation 1:  Two organizations, Hoover and MEF, are each linked to only one other organization.  In both cases, these organizations are not centered in the Washington D.C. area, as are all of the others, nor do they have major branches there.  Beyond that, it is striking that 8 of the 30-odd members of the DPB were selected from the ranks of a single think tank, namely the Hoover Institute, located on the Stanford University campus in Palo Alto, California. The MEF is located in Philadelphia.

Observation 2:  Based on the linkages of degree 3 
 or greater, the largest set of organizations all of which are directly linked to one another consists of PNAC, CSP, CLI, JINSA, and DPB.
 Such a subset of organizations, all directly linked, is referred to as a “clique” in the terminology of mathematical graph theory. These 5 organizations comprise the largest clique among the 14 organizations, based upon degree 3 linkages.

Observation 3. There are 10 direct links among these five organizations.  Eight of these links share 6 or more members, one has 5, and only one as few as 4.  This clique of 5 
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Numbers on linkages indicate the number of persons with affiliations in both of the connected organizations. Only those with at least three members in common are shown.

organizations thus appears to be quite strongly linked together by the various individuals who are mutually associated with them.

Observation 4:  PNAC has the largest number of links  (71 in all, including links of degrees 1 and 2 which are not shown in Figure 1) with the remaining organizations (See row 16, Table 6), followed by CSP with 50 and CLI with 49.  The two other members of the 5-member clique identified above—DPB and JINSA—follow with 43 linkages each.  This is further evidence of the centrality of these organizations within the complete network of 14.

Analysis of the 5-member clique

Attention in this section will be restricted largely to the five identified formally as comprising the largest clique within the total network.
  However, the other non-clique members linked to JINSA also will be discussed, as they, together with JINSA, bring into play an element not otherwise considered, but generally thought to be a significant part of the development of U.S. policy towards the Middle East in general, namely the Israeli connection. Descriptions of the organizations linked to JINSA will help in understanding the Israeli connection.

Within the 5-member clique, henceforth referred to merely as the clique, some degree of specialization of roles is discernible, and acknowledged  in part by the manner in which at least three of the members describe themselves.
 While there is still considerable overlap in functions, the major roles played by each of the 5 members of the clique might be described as follows:

PNAC 

Planning function                              

CLI 

Coordination function

CSP                 Information dissemination function  

DPB

Policy Action                                   


JINSA

Interface with Israel                     

Each of these organizations will be discussed in turn, with a focus on the specialized function they appear to play within the clique.

The Project for the New American Century (PNAC)—Planning function

Since its founding in 1997 PNAC has played a key role in coordinating efforts to move U.S. foreign policy to a more assertive, unilateralist path.  PNAC’s major role in the clique has been (a) to enlist many individuals who later became key players in the development and execution of President Bush’s foreign policy, and (b)  to provide a plan that has guided the further development and execution of those policies.

This plan, Rebuilding America’s Defenses:  Strategy, Forces and Resources For a New Century, was published by PNAC in September 2000.
  The major thrust of this document, and many of its specifics, were incorporated into the official doctrine of the Bush administration, The National Security Strategy of the United States of America (NSS), released September 20, 2002.
 The clique’s plan became official U.S. policy.

Among those closely associated with PNAC as evidenced by inclusion of their names on critical documents issued beneath PNAC’s letterhead, are the following individuals, along with their current position within the Bush administration:

Donald Rumsfeld

Secretary of Defense

Dick Cheney


Vice President of the U.S.A.

Paul Wolfowitz

Deputy Secretary of Defense


I Lewis Libby


Chief of Staff to Dick Cheney

John Bolton


Under Secretary of State, Arms Control and





International Security



Eliott Abrams


NSC, Director Middle East Affairs

Richard Perle


Member Defense Policy Board

Richard L. Armitage

Deputy Secretary of State

A glance at Table 5 shows some of the other organizational affiliations of these individuals.  The main point is that they were, or still are, members of PNAC who moved into powerful positions within the U.S. government, and appear to be carrying out the agenda established by PNAC. In brief, PNAC developed the plan for the clique and many of its key participants now have the responsibility for carrying it out.

Part of PNAC’s plan was regime change in Iraq.  A letter to President Clinton dated January 26, 1998 included the following:

“The only acceptable strategy is one that eliminates the possibility that Iraq will be able to use or threaten to use weapons of mass destruction.  In the near term, this means a willingness to undertake military action as diplomacy is clearly failing. In the long term, it means removing Saddam Hussein and his regime from power.  That now needs to become the aim of American foreign policy.”

This letter was signed by Elliot Abrams, Richard Armitage, John Bolton, Richard Perle, Donald Rumsfeld, Paul Wolfowitz, and James Woolsey, among others. Perle and Woolsey both are associated with all five members of the clique.

Similarly, the following was included in a PNAC letter to President Bush dated September 20, 2001, just nine days following September 11th.

“But even if evidence does not link Iraq directly to the attack, any strategy aiming at the eradication of terrorism and its sponsors must include a determined effort to remove Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq. Failure to undertake such an effort will constitute an early and perhaps decisive surrender in the war on international terrorism.”
 [emphasis added]

This letter was signed by 10 of the 22 individuals listed in Table 5 who had associations with at least 3 of the 14 organizations in the network. Once again Richard Perle, who is associated with all five members of the clique, was a signatory, as was Jeane Kirkpatrick, who is associated with all of the clique members except for the DPB.

Committee for the Liberation of Iraq (CLI)—Coordination function

CLI was set up in the fall of 2002, somewhat late in the game in the run up to the war on Iraq.  Based on the data used here, CLI shared 11 members with PNAC.  Gary Schmitt, the executive director of PNAC, was listed as the secretary of CLI.  According to CLI’s mission statement

“The Committee for the Liberation of Iraq will engage in educational and advocacy efforts to mobilize US and international support for policies aimed at ending the aggression of Saddam Hussein and freeing the Iraqi people from tyranny. The Committee is committed to work beyond the liberation of Iraq to the reconstruction of its economy and the establishment of political pluralism, democratic institutions, and the rule of law.”
 [emphasis added]

This suggests not only a major role in selling the Iraq War to the U.S. people, but to other nations as well. While other members of the clique also engaged in selling the war, this seems to have been the main purpose of the CLI. This was also expressed by Laura Miller of PR Watch:

“The newly-formed Committee for the Liberation of Iraq (CLI) sits at the center of the PR campaign, which is coordinated closely with other groups that are actively promoting an attack on Iraq, including the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, Middle East Forum, Project for a New American Century, the American Enterprise Institute, Hudson Institute, Hoover Institute, and the clients of media relations firm Benador Associations.”

“According to former Secretary of State George Schultz, who chairs CLI’s advisory board, the committee ‘gets a lot of impetus from the White House,’ essentially serving as a public outlet for some of the Bush administration’s more hawkish thinking.”

“CLI is chaired by another PNAC director—Bruce P. Jackson, a former vice president at Lockheed Martin who also served as an aid to former Secretaries of Defense Frank Carlucci and Dick Cheney.” 

An article by Peter Slevin in the Washington Post (11-4-02) quoted Jackson as saying that CLI would be “useful for education, for talking to people about what’s at stake.” Slevin pointed out that the announcement of the formation of the CLI came at a time when U.S. public opinion in favor of a war with Iraq was declining:

“Only 27 percent of 1,751 Pew respondents said they would favor the use of force if the United States were acting alone, down from 33 percent in mid-September.”

In an article about Jackson, “Minister Without Portfolio”, John B. Judis writes (a) that the Bush administration actually “called on Jackson to set up the Committee for the Liberation of Iraq”, (b) that Jackson used the promise of U.S. support for NATO membership among the Eastern European countries known as the “Vilnius Ten” to elicit signatures on documents supporting military action against Iraq, contributing to dissension among the European Countries, and (c) that Jackson was banking upon his earlier work as one of the founders of the US Committee on NATO. The purpose of this committee was to help bring about the expansion of NATO,  which expansion would almost certainly benefit his employer, Lockheed Martin as well as other defense firms who might supply the new NATO members with American arms.

The ties to defense industries by other members of CLI were also pointed out by Mike Zmolek, among others:

“George Schultz, former Secretary of State under Reagan, is Chairman of CLI’s advisory board.  Schultz is also a current board member and former president of  the Bechtel Corporation, a corporate giant in defense, nuclear and oil contracting…Other CLI members with close links to the defense contracting industry include retired General Barry McCaffrey (Ratheon Aerospace) and former CIA Director James Woolsey (The Aerospace Corporation, Booz Allen Hamilton)…At least fifteen of CLI’s members have served in the Department of Defense, many as members of the Defense Policy Board.”

It has also been pointed out that the CLI chairman, Randy Scheunemann “worked for Donald Rumsfeld as a consultant on Iraq policy.”
  

Center for Security Policy (CSP)—Information Dissemination Function

The CSP was founded in 1988 “committed to the time-tested philosophy of promoting international peace through American strength.”
  It should be no surprise that CSP’s goals are closely aligned with PNAC’s, as  they share at least 12 members.  The second paragraph of CSP’s statement of mission suggests its relative advantage to the clique and its specialized role:

“The Center specializes in the rapid preparation and real-time dissemination of information, analyses and policy recommendations, via e-mail distribution; computerized fax; its exciting, redesigned Website; published articles; and the electronic media. The principal audience for such materials is the U.S. security policy-making community (the executive and legislative branches, the armed forces and appropriate independent agencies), corresponding organizations in key foreign governments, the press (domestic and international), the global business and financial community and interested individuals in the public at large.”
 

The Center’s National Security Advisory Council (NSAC) works closely with CSP, its parent organization:

“The NSAC serves as a key instrument for the networking, information sharing, paper production and recommendation dissemination that has been the Center for Security Policy raison d’etre…The Center is delighted that so many members of its Council are now on leave for government service and look forward to working every bit as closely with them in their new capacities.”

Between its expertise in using the latest technology to disseminate its views, and its large number of critically placed advisors, CSP is well suited to playing the major role in getting the view of PNAC and other members of the network disseminated rapidly and efficiently.

Defense Policy Board (DPB)—Policy Action

With the official name of the Defense Policy Board Advisory Committee, its purpose is contained in U.S. law:

B. Objectives and Scope of Activities:

1.  The Defense Policy Board will serve the public interest by providing the Secretary of Defense, Deputy Secretary and Under Secretary for Policy with independent, informed advice and opinion concerning major matters of defense policy.  It will focus upon long-term, enduring research and analysis of topics, long or short range, addressed to it by the Secretary of Defense, Deputy Secretary and Under Secretary for Policy.

The occupants of those positions in the Department of Defense to which the DPB is responsible are:

Secretary of Defense:

Donald Rumsfeld

Deputy Secretary of Defense:
Paul Wolfowitz

Under Secretary for Policy:
Douglas Feith

As pointed out above, both Rumsfeld and Wolfowitz were members or associates of PNAC. Feith was listed as a member of one of the organizations in the clique, namely the Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs (JINSA), and is also associated with another of the14 organizations being considered here, IASPS, which refers to itself as “a Jerusalem-based think tank.”

Until recently, Richard Perle was the chairman of the DPB under Rumsfeld, but resigned the chairmanship earlier this year when it was revealed that he was apparently in a conflict of interest between his private dealings and the Department of Defense.
 Perle remains a member of the DPB, however.

The role of the DPB within the clique is obvious.  It provides a portal through which those in positions of power within the Department of Defense can be accessed.  The close ties between members of the DPB and the other organizations within the clique provide huge advantages in actually impacting U.S. foreign and defense policy. 

Although the non-governmental members of the clique may be able to exert influence upon U.S. foreign policy through the DPB, the influence can also run the other way.  DOD can use the DPB connections to the rest of the clique to get its story out to the American public, and even to influence actions of foreign governments, as in the case of Bruce Jackson mentioned above.

The military-industrial complex is much in evidence in the list of members of the DPB and their affiliations. In addition to listing this information for all members, the Center for Public Integrity put together information that showed that nine DPB members were affiliated with defense firms that had been awarded contracts totaling over $76 billion in the two years 2001 and 2002.

Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs (JINSA)—Interface with Israel

JINSA is the fifth member of the clique. The involvement of JINSA is of a somewhat different nature than the other members of the clique, however.  JINSA, in its public face on its own Website, clearly introduces the fact that it, as an organization, is not only concerned with U.S. interests, but with the interests of a second nation as well, namely the State of Israel.

Referring to Table 5 again, note that many of the individuals who are most tightly linked into the entire web of 14 organizations are (or were) members of JINSA.  These include Richard Perle, Jeane Kirkpatrick, James Woolsey, Newt Gingrich, John Bolton, Fred Ikle, Joshua Muravchik, and Stephen Solarz.

The following are all extracts from JINSA’s Website (www.jinsa.org).

“JINSA has a Two-Fold Mandate:

1. To educate the American public about the importance of an effective U.S. defense capability so that our vital interests as Americans can be safeguarded; and














2. To inform the American defense and foreign affairs community about the important role Israel can and does play in bolstering democratic interests in the Mediterranean and the Middle East.

About JINSA

The Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs (JINSA) is a non-profit, non-partisan educational organization committed to explaining the need for a prudent national security policy for the United States, addressing the security requirements of both the United States and the State of Israel, and strengthening the strategic cooperation relationship between these two great democracies.

Founded as a result of the lessons learned from the 1973 Yom Kippur War, JINSA communicates with the national security establishment and the general public to explain the role Israel can and does play in bolstering American interests, as well as the link between American defense policy and the security of Israel. [emphasis added]
JINSA’s annual programs include sponsoring a trip for retired United States Flag and General Officers to Israel and a study program in Israel for cadets and midshipmen from the U.S. military academies.  JINSA also arranges interchanges between Pentagon officials and Jewish community leadership and sponsors lectures and conferences at the national military academies and leading national security think tanks.  These programs are aimed at facilitating dialogue between security policy makers, military officials, diplomats, and the community at large to increase the understanding of national security issues.

JINSA communicates with the Jewish Community and the national security establishment on behalf of the role Israel can and does play in bolstering American interests, as well as the link between American defense policy and the security of Israel.

A number of high-ranking members of the Bush administration were members of JINSA’s board of advisers, including Dick Cheney, John Bolton, Douglas Feith, and Richard Perle (on DPB).

Tom Neumann, the executive director of JINSA, was one of a “select group of private citizens” invited to witness President Bush’s signing of the 2003 Defense Appropriations Bill, an indication of the standing of JINSA within the administration on matters of national security.

According to Jason Vest JINSA was founded in 1976 “by neoconservatives concerned that the United States might not be able to provide Israel with adequate military supplies in the event of another Arab-Israeli war…”

In addition to the usual networking, information generating and dissemination, JINSA sponsors, and pays for, trips to Israel for persons at both ends of the U.S. military officers’ establishment. One group consists of retiring admirals and generals, who “are selected because they are still connected to the American security establishment.”
  The other group is made up of  young officers-to-be selected annually from among the midshipmen and cadets at the U.S. military academies. 

JINSA’s Website includes the following information and comments regarding the first group, retiring high-ranking U.S. military officers:

In Israel, the Ministry of Defense serves as the group's host, and the itinerary for the 10-day program is arranged cooperatively between JINSA and the MoD [Ministry of Defense]. The group spends time with all of the Israeli military services, prominent scholars, journalists and political figures including the President and the Prime Minister. We have met regularly with the Chief of Staff, the Chiefs of Service, the Minister of Defense, commanders and soldiers in the field, and defense industrialists. 

Upon their return, the officers take a number of active steps to translate their newfound understanding into concrete cooperation and assistance, as a few examples illustrate: 

1. In the early 1980s, JINSA hosted an Army general whose specialty had been air cavalry. He held discussions with Israeli officers concerning the use of helicopters on the battlefield. The Israelis were initially skeptical, but the general persisted and has worked over the years to help the IDF integrate and upgrade its helicopter fleet. 

2. One Air Force general revisited his former command (USAFE), listened to and was dissatisfied with the Air Force briefing on the Middle East. He asked for and received permission to rewrite the briefing book based upon his trip to Israel with JINSA and material he acquired there. 

3. In several instances, JINSA has been made aware by participants of biased or incomplete information being disseminated in military institutions. Our trip "alumni" have used their influence to help JINSA provide additional materials, speakers or other corrective measures.

One of the generals who took advantage of this all-expenses paid trip was General Jay Garner, retired, who was initially in charge of establishing the new civilian government in Iraq. Garner not only accepted the trip to Israel, but later signed a letter praising the restraint of the Israeli military faced with Palestinian violence.
  

The program for the members of the U.S. military academies originally included three weeks in Israel.  They met with the President of Israel and many other civil and military officials, and were provided a heavy schedule of lectures and field trips all designed to clear up their “misconceptions about Israel, its past and recent history.” 

The cadets and midshipmen who participated in this program during the summer of 2002, because of security reasons, did not travel to Israel, but spent two weeks in Washington, D.C. clearing up their “misconceptions.” They were all expected to write a brief evaluation of the program at the end.  The eight evaluations written by U.S. Naval Academy midshipmen were posted to the Web on the Naval Academy’s official site.
 Following are several excerpts from those critiques which give some of the flavor of the program:

Midshipman 2.

“First, if possible, include opposing viewpoints in the prerequisite reading.  The case for the pro-Israeli viewpoint presented in the prerequisite reading for JINSA 2002 was so overwhelming that some participants mistakenly viewed facts as propaganda because they were presented from a pro-Israeli point of view.  To help curb such a negative reaction, an over-emphasis or more obvious stress could be placed on fairness and objectivity.”

Midshipman 3

“The biggest recommendation I can give is to prepare for the program by reading up and understanding some background on the area, and actively listen and engage the speakers, but above all be mindful that the information you are hearing is but one side to a many sided issue.  Although much of the information we heard was fairly objective and accurate, some was also opinion, which is fascinating to listen to and understand, so long as one remembers there is another side that we were not even exposed to.”

Midshipman 4

“Another valuable speaker was historian and author Michael Ledeen whose realist attitude supported his aggressive foreign policy views.  Also pertinent was the discussion on the United Nations Workers Relief Agency (UNWRA) with Representative Cantor’s staff.  This organization was created to assist Palestinian refugees but has allowed for the formation of terrorist camps such as Jenin.”

Midshipman 5

“We heard about why the U.S. has vital interests in the region, why we are key allies with Israel, and how we plan to accomplish our objectives.  We also heard from two speakers representing the Arab point of view, one who is a Palestinian Arafat-opposition leader, and one representative from the Jordanian embassy.  This provided a good break from the heavy pro-Israeli point of view that we had been hearing up to that point.”   

“The one thing I would have liked to hear was more arguments from the Palestinian side of the conflict.  I understand that JINSA is the one paying for the internship, but still, the information we received during the first week was very one-sided.  Even the Palestinian we talked to was in favor of a democracy in Palestine and an advocate of ousting the current regime.  After two weeks of studying this conflict, I still can’t give a solid argument in favor of the Palestinians.”

Midshipman 8

“The JINSA group had the opportunity to meet with curators of the Holocaust Smithsonian as well as privately ask questions and hear their perspective on the historical basis for a Zionist cause.”

On the basis of these excerpts from the cadets’ experiences,  and on some of the actions taken by admirals and generals mentioned above after completing their trip to Israel, the two programs appear to be quite effective in providing the participants an unbalanced view of the situation in the Holy Land. One wonders why U.S. military academies would allow their students to participate, presumably for credit, in such a biased, one- sided program. 

Non-clique organizations linked to JINSA 

Washington Institute for Near East Policy

It has been asserted that JINSA is “the major link between the conservative think tanks and the Israel lobby…”
  What is the basis for this contention?  According to Joel Beinin:

The establishment of the Washington Institute for Near East Policy (WINEP) in 1985 greatly expanded the lobby's [AIPAC] influence over policy as well. WINEP's founding director, Martin Indyk, had previously been research director of AIPAC which, then as now, focuses much of its efforts on Congress. Indyk developed WINEP into a highly effective think tank devoted to maintaining and strengthening the US-Israel alliance through advocacy in the media and lobbying the executive branch.

AIPAC (American Israel Public Affairs Committee) itself is considered to be the principal pro-Israel lobbying group in the U.S.  Mark Milstein reports that 14 of WINEP’s members are on AIPAC’s executive board and “Some are founders or directors of pro-Israel political action committees (PACs) in various parts of the country…”
 

The Website of FAIR (Fairness and Accuracy in Reporting) also contained an article about WINEP in which it was stated that WINEP had a “comfortable relationship with the Israeli military, political and media establishments…”

Middle East Forum

MEF is also a pro-Israel organization strongly tied to WINEP with at least five mutual members.  Daniel Pipes is the director of the MEF, widely known for espousing the notion that 10 to 15 percent of all Muslims are intensely militant and are dedicated to the eventual destruction of the West. 

A prominent part of MEF’s Website is a section named Campus Watch, which is described as follows:

“Campus Watch. This recently established program monitors the often erroneous and biased teachings and writings of U.S. professors specializing in the Middle East, with the goal of improving the scholarly study of the region. A Campus Speakers Bureau provides speakers who can provide accurate and balanced information to American students in the classroom.”

Critics claim that Campus Watch serves to intimidate and blacklist academics who depart from a strict pro-Israeli interpretation of Middle East events.  Particularly galling to them is the “Keep Us Informed” section of the Website, which invites students to submit information on professors who they feel are incorrectly biased in their presentations regarding Middle East affairs and history.
 

Institute for Advanced Strategic and Political Studies

IASPS is another of the 14 organizations not in the clique but also pro-Israel and closely linked to JINSA.  JINSA and IASPS share three members.  IASPS’s Website clearly indicates their close ties with Israel:

“WHAT? The Institute for Advanced Strategic & Political Studies (IASPS) is a Jerusalem-based think tank with an affiliated office in Washington, D.C. 

“HOW?   The Institute pursues its policy initiatives by training Israel's best university graduates in economics and strategic studies. These young people, in addition to serving as research aides in the Israeli parliament (Knesset) and the U.S. Congress, are becoming Israel's first independent policy community.

“WHO & WHEN?     IASPS-Jerusalem was founded in 1984 by its president, Professor Robert J. Loewenberg.  Loewenberg founded IASPS after making aliyah to Israel from the U.S., where he remains a citizen…. Before immigrating to Israel, Loewenberg was a tenured professor at Arizona State University.”

In 1996 IASPS prepared a report intended to provide guidance for the incoming Israeli prime minister, Benjamin Netanyahu, with the title “A Clean Break: A New Strategy for Securing the Realm.” The advice to Netanyahu contained in the report has been succinctly summarized as follows:

"make a clean break from the peace process;" reassert Israel’s claim to its land by rejecting "land for peace" as the basis of peace; strengthen Israel’s defenses to better confront Syria and Iraq; and forge a new and stronger relationship with the United States based on self-reliance and mutual interest.

The authors of the report were listed as follows:

“Participants in the Study Group on "A New Israeli Strategy Toward 2000:" 

Richard Perle, American Enterprise Institute, Study Group Leader 

James Colbert, Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs
Charles Fairbanks, Jr., Johns Hopkins University/SAIS
Douglas Feith, Feith and Zell Associates
Robert Loewenberg, President, Institute for Advanced Strategic and Political Studies
Jonathan Torop, The Washington Institute for Near East Policy
David Wurmser, Institute for Advanced Strategic and Political Studies
Meyrav Wurmser, Johns Hopkins University” 

In addition to Richard Perle (ex-chairman but still member of the DPB), Douglas Feith and David Wurmser both occupy significant policy making positions in the current Bush administration (Department of Defense and Department of State, respectively). It stretches credulity to imagine that this trio can play objective, constructive roles in the implementation of the just-released “road map to peace in the Middle East”.

One final connection to be  pointed out is that the two Wurmsers who appear in the list of authors of the “Clean Break” report are husband and wife.  Meyrav Wurmser also has other connections with Richard Perle:

“Meyrav Wurmser, is a co-founder of the Middle East Media Research Institute (MEMRI), which specializes in translating and distributing articles that present Arabs in a highly negative light... Perle also is on the Board of Trustees of the Indiana-based Hudson Institute, where the Middle East section is run by—guess who—Meyrav Wurmser.”
 

Conclusion

In his book Made In Texas: George W. Bush and the Southern Takeover of American Politics Michael Lind summarizes the foreign policy of the second Bush administration in a single sentence:

“The three pillars of the Wolfowitz-Bush Doctrine were American unilateralism, pre-emptive war, and the alignment of American foreign policy with that of Israel’s right-wing leader Ariel Sharon.”

All three of these elements are clearly contained in, in fact are central to, the interconnected web of relationships among the various organizations shown in Figure 1 above. What Lind terms “the Wolfowitz-Bush Doctrine” is explicitly spelled out in the PNAC publication Rebuilding America’s Defenses: Strategy, Forces and Resources For a New Century,  and later substantially incorporated into the Bush administration’s “National Security Strategy” published in the fall of 2002.  The CLI was established in the fall of 2002 for the express purpose of helping to sell the pre-emptive war against Iraq at a time when U.S. public opinion for unilateral action was flagging.  

The very real likelihood that President Bush is taking the U.S. down the path laid out by PNAC, a path paved with the preemptive exercise of military power, is frightening. Equally frightening is the fact that such a doctrine was not adopted after public debate and discussion, but rather by the cold manipulation of the genuine fear that flowed from the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001.

While this paper was in progress the U.S. carried out the overthrow of the regime of Saddam Hussein.  The reasons for doing so may have been deceitful, but public opinion seems to support that action, at least after the fact. However, the aftermath is not going as smoothly as was predicted.  The difficulty of restoring order and basic services in Iraq is largely due to insufficient planning and availability of peace-keeping forces, which in turn were the results of the rush to initiate the invasion before U.S. public opinion supporting the essentially unilateral action declined even more. Once troops were on the ground inside Iraq, and could be seen live on television around the clock, public opinion coalesced around the action. 

The military action went well, but the aftermath has not. Order has not been established, nor have basic services been restored. The much-heralded weapons of mass destruction said to be in the possession of Saddam Hussein have not been found, the ties to Al Qaeda have not been documented, nor has the damage to relations with our European Allies been healed. In addition, the financial and material costs of the Iraq war have not been totaled yet.  But even without that total, the proposed U.S. defense appropriation for fiscal year 2004 exceeds $400 billion.  Congress is once again faced with the need to raise the debt ceiling, even before new tax cuts, which will primarily benefit the wealthy, are implemented. The lethargic economy is increasing the need for essential social services and causing revenues to state and local governments, largely responsible for providing these services, to fall. The growing Federal deficits make it more difficult for the Federal Government to ease their burden.

This study was undertaken with some degree of optimism.  To the extent that the methodology developed and the knowledge gained has contributed to a better understanding of the development of U.S. policies towards Iraq leading up to the recent war, and to a better appreciation of the predicament in the Middle East in general, that optimism was warranted. The documentation of the roles of several key individuals and organizations has been enlightening. But that same knowledge and understanding have not tempered the feeling that the foreign policies of the Bush Administration are leading the U.S. in a direction that is inimical to many of the ideals which have made Americans proud of their country in the past.

Although the answer to the question “Why are we following this path?” goes beyond the original scope of this paper, a hypothesis does emerge.  The hypothesis is that all of the operative incentives are in the wrong direction.  These incentives include the following:  (a) the political advantages of military actions that appeal to feelings of patriotism; (b) the political advantages of tax decreases for the wealthy, making their future campaign contributions to the party in power more feasible; (c) the economic advantages to major sectors of the economy which benefit from military expansion, from the replacement of expensive high-tech munitions and from the rebuilding of Iraq’s infrastructure; (d) the financial advantages to companies and executives in the energy industry, many of whom have close ties to the Administration and the Pentagon, of greater U.S. control over world oil supplies; and  (e) the informational advantages to the military to be able to test in combat new high-tech weaponry, communications systems, and military strategies and doctrines.

It is difficult to come up with a comparable list of incentives that work against these policies. The distinguishing characteristic of the incentives just listed, which tend to support the Administration’s policies, is that they have well-defined beneficiaries—President Bush, military firms, the wealthy minority.  Incentives that might favor the majority of Americans often have only widely dispersed benefits, insufficiently discernible by a typical beneficiary to generate intense support.  For example, a $100 billion smaller defense budget resulting in a smaller deficit next year might result in slightly lower home mortgage rates. But who can predict how much lower the rates might be, and what that would mean to a family contemplating purchasing a new home next year?  Compare that to an additional $10 billion in proposed spending for more fighter planes.  To the defense firm which manufactures those planes, the benefits are large, obvious, and worth the expenditure of considerable effort and resources to convince Congress to appropriate the funds.
 

It may be that the incentives which drive the U.S. down the path of unilateral military preemption are so closely linked to the current Administration that only regime change in the U.S. itself can alter our course. The knowledge that peaceful political change is still possible, however, is the ultimate source of optimism within our democratic nation, the fundamental reason for our patriotism, and the reason we protest when we see our nation being driven in directions that are inconsistent with our history and our ideals.

Appendix I

Web addresses for information and member lists used to create diagram of interlocking organizations involved in formulating U.S. foreign policy.

The Institute for Advanced Strategic & Political Studies (IASPS)

http://www.iasps.org
The Heritage Foundation (Heritage)


Trustees   
  http://www.heritage.org/About/Departments/trustees.cfm

Fellows  
  http://www.heritage.org/About/Staff/index.cfm

About Heritage http://www.heritage.org/About/index.cfm
The Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace (Hoover)

Only those Hoover scholars were included  which were found in the other 13 organizations.

Home      http://www-hoover.stanford.edu/
Scholars  http://www-hoover.stanford.edu/bios/scollist.html
Ethics and Public Policy Center (EPPC)


About EPPC:   http://www.eppc.org/about/xq/ASP/qx/about.htm

Staff:
          
 http://www.eppc.org/staff/xq/ASP/qx/staf_dir.htm

Board:   
 http://www.eppc.org/staff/board_directors.asp
The Middle East Forum (MEF)


Home page:  
   http://www.meforum.org/

List of experts:   http://www.meforum.org/experts.php
Project for the New American Century (PNAC)


http://www.newamericancentury.org/

http://www.newamericancentury.org/iraqclintonletter.htm

http://www.nationalreview.com/document/document092101b.shtml
http://www.larouchepub.com/other/2002/2933what_is_dpb.html
Defense Policy Board Advisory Committee (DPB)


http://www.odam.osd.mil/omp/pdf/412.pdf

http://www.disinfo.com/pages/news/id3266/pg1/

http://www-hoover.stanford.edu/pubaffairs/newsletter/02winter/defense.html

http://www.public-i.org/dtaweb/report.asp?ReportID=515&L1=10&L2=10&L3=0&L4=0&L5=0
   
Membership lists
http://www.public-i.org/dtaweb/report.asp?ReportID=514&L1=10&L2=10&L3=0&L4=0&L5=0
The Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs (JINSA)


About JINSA/Mandate  http://www.jinsa.org/about/about.html
Mission                          http://www.jinsa.org/about/agenda/agenda.html
The Flag and General Officers Trip to Israel: 


http://www.jinsa.org/about/programs/programs.html
Board of Advisors: 
   http://www.jinsa.org/about/adboard/adboard.html
JINSA Professionals:     http://www.jinsa.org/about/staff/staff.html
The Weekly Standard (WklyStd)


About us: http://www.weeklystandard.com/aboutus/default.asp
American Enterprise Institute (AEI)


AEI Home page:  http://www.aei.org/default.asp?filter=


AEI Scholars:
     http://202.121.129.66/transcend/www.aei.org/scholars/scholars.htm

Re. Bolton  
     http://www.greenwatch.org/search/orgdisplay.asp?Org=AEI100
Hudson Institute (Hudson)


Hudson Scholars http://www.hudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=hudson_scholars

Trustees 
    http://www.hudson.org/learn/index.cfm?fuseaction=board_of_trustees
Center for Mideast Policy

 
    http://mes.hudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=about_detail
The Washington Institute for Near East Policy


http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/
The Committee for the Liberation of Iraq (CLI):

 
Board Members: http://www.endthewar.org/whoiscli2.htm
Center for Security Policy

About CSP: 

                http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/index.jsp?section=static&page=aboutus
Staff:  

    http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/index.jsp?section=static&page=staff
Board of Directors: 

    http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/index.jsp?section=static&page=directors
National Security Advisory Council:

    http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/index.jsp?section=static&page=nsac
Advisory Council members now (4-18-03) in government service:

   http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/index.jsp?section=static&page=nsac-gvtsvc
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Table AII-1

Organizational Associations and Numbers of Linkages for  Individuals With at Least Two Memberships

(Sorted by number of associations)

	
	
	IASPS
	HERITAGE
	HOOVER
	EPPC
	MEF
	PNAC
	DPB
	JINSA
	WKLY
	AEI
	HUDSON
	WINEP
	CLI
	CSP
	N
	NBR
	CUM

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	STD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LNKS
	LN KS

	(1)
	
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)
	(16)
	(17)
	(18)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PERLE RICHARD
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10
	45
	45

	KIRKPATRICK JEANE
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	1
	1
	7
	21
	66

	WOOLSEY JAMES
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	6
	15
	81

	GINGRICH NEWT
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	5
	10
	91

	BOLTON JOHN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	4
	6
	97

	COHEN ELIOT
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	4
	6
	103

	IKLE FRED
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	4
	6
	109

	KRISTOL WILLIAM
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	4
	6
	115

	MURAVCHIK JOSHUA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	1
	
	4
	6
	121

	ABRAMS ELLIOT
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	3
	3
	124

	BENNETT WILLIAM
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	3
	3
	127

	DECTER MIDGE
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	3
	3
	130

	GERECHT REUEL MARC
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	3
	3
	133

	HORNER CHUCK GEN*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	3
	3
	136

	JACKSON BRUCE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	3
	3
	139

	KAGAN ROBERT
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	3
	3
	142

	QUAYLE DAN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	3
	3
	145

	ROWEN HENRY
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	3
	148

	SCHNEIDER WILLIAM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	3
	3
	151

	SHULTZ GEORGE
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	3
	3
	154

	SOLARZ STEPHEN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	3
	3
	157

	WILSON PETE GOV*
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	3
	3
	160

	ALLEN RICHARD V
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	161

	ANDERSON MARTIN
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	162

	BECKER GARY
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	163

	BERGNER JEFFREY
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	164

	BLECHMAN BARRY
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	1
	165

	CHENEY DICK
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	166

	CLAWSON PATRICK
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	167

	COLBERT JAMES
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	168
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Organizational Associations and Numbers of Linkages for  Individuals With at Least Two Memberships
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	IASPS
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	HOOVER
	EPPC
	MEF
	PNAC
	DPB
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	CLI
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	N
	NBR
	CUM

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	STD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	LNKS
	LN KS
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	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)
	(7)
	(8)
	(9)
	(10)
	(11)
	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)
	(16)
	(17)
	(18)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CROSS DEVON
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	169

	DONNELLY THOMAS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	170

	EPSTEIN JOSEPH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	171

	FEITH DOUG
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	172

	FELDMAN HARVEY AMB*
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	173

	FORBES STEVE
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	174

	FRADKIN HILLEL
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	175

	FRUM DAVID
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	176

	GAFFNEY FRANK
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	177

	GOURE DAN 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	178

	HAIG ALEXANDER GEN*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	179

	HILL CHARLES
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	180

	HILL FREDERICK
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	181

	JEREMIAH DAVID ADM*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	182

	KAGAN DONALD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	183

	KAMINSKY PHYLLIS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	184

	KAMPELMAN MAX AMB
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	185

	KLAASSEN PAUL
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	186

	KRAMAER MARTIN
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	187

	KRAUTHAMMER CHARLES
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	188

	LEDEEN MICHAEL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	189

	LEHMAN JOHN 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	190

	LIEBERMAN JOSEPH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	
	2
	1
	191

	LINDBERG TOD
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	192

	LORD CARNES
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	193

	MERRILL PHILIP
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	194

	MIDDENDORF WILLIAM
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	195

	MURAWIEC LAURENT
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	196

	PERETZ MARTIN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	197
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	(12)
	(13)
	(14)
	(15)
	(16)
	(17)
	(18)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PIPES DANIEL
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	198

	PLETKA DANIELLE
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1
	
	2
	1
	199

	PODHORETZ NORMAN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	200

	PREEG ERNEST
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	201

	ROCHE JAMES~
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	2
	1
	202

	RUBIN MICHAEL
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	203

	SATLOFF ROBERT
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	204

	SATTER DAVID
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	205

	SCHANZER JONATHAN
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	206

	SCHEUNEMANN RANDY
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	1
	207

	SCHMITT GARY
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	1
	208

	SCHULTZ RICHARD
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	1
	209

	SKINNER KIRON
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	210

	SLOCOMBE WALTER B
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	211

	STARR RICHARD
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	212

	STELZER IRWIN
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	213

	VANANDEL JAY
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	214

	VANCLEAVE WILLIAM
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	215

	WALDRON ARTHUR
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	216

	WALLOP MALCOLM SEN*
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	2
	1
	217

	WEDGWOOD RUTH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	1
	218

	WEIGEL GEORGE
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	219

	WILLIAMS CHRIS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	2
	1
	220

	WOLFOWITZ PAUL~
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	221

	WURMSER DAVID
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	2
	1
	222

	WURMSER MEYRAV
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	2
	1
	223
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Endnotes

� The term “Bush administration” refers throughout to the administration of the 43rd President of the United States.





�The public statements by the administration attempted to make the case based on the alleged link between Iraq, weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and terrorist links.  They succeeded in convincing the majority of the U.S. public that Saddam Hussein was to some degree responsible for the attacks on September 11 2001, and that if he weren’t removed more such events on U.S. soil, perhaps even more terrible, would follow.





 “ In his prime-time press conference last week, which focused almost solely on Iraq, President Bush mentioned Sept. 11 eight times. He referred to Saddam Hussein many more times than that, often in the same breath with Sept. 11”, Linda Feldman, Christian Science Monitor, March 14, 2003.





� “Paul Wolfowitz, then-under secretary of defense for policy, supervised the drafting of a 1992 policy statement on America's mission in the post-Cold War era. Called the "Defense Planning Guidance," it is an internal set of military guidelines that typically is prepared every few years by the Defense Department. This policy guidance is distributed to military leaders and civilian Defense Department heads to provide them with a geopolitical framework for assessing their force level and budgetary needs.” 





“The 46-page classified document circulated for several weeks at senior levels in the Pentagon. But controversy erupted after it was leaked to The New York Times and The Washington Post and the White House ordered then-Defense Secretary Dick Cheney to rewrite it.” Source:  � HYPERLINK "http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/iraq/etc/wolf.html" ��http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/iraq/etc/wolf.html�





� In response to a request for a list of members of its board of directors AIPAC replied that it did not make that information public.





�Not everyone in each organization was included.  For example, in the case of Hoover, only those with links to the organizations already in the data set were included.  Hoover has many different groups of scholars that are not relevant to the issue of foreign policy or national security.





� These raw statistics, of course, may not accurately reflect the true influence of any given individual, or set of individuals, with respect to coordinating the activities of these organizations in contributing to the development of the administration’s policy on Iraq, but they may provide a starting point for such a determination.





� The branch of mathematics which analyses relationships embodied in network-type diagrams is know as “graph theory.”  One introductory text on graph theory is Balakrishnan (1997).





� This is informal terminology to refer to the number of individuals with associations in the same pair of organizations. Thus ,”degree 3” means three individuals are associated with two given organizations.





�  If all links of at least degree 2 used, AEI and WINEP would then also be included in the clique. Both of these organizations lack being included only in that their links to the DPB are of degree 2, rather than degree 3.





�Many students of the foreign policy development process that impacted the administration’s Iraq policy might argue that two organizations not included in the formal specification of the 5-member clique should also be included in the central core of the 14 member network, namely The Weekly Standard and The American Enterprise Institute. Certainly some of the personalities associated with these organizations, such as William Kristol with The Weekly Standard, have played paramount roles within the 14 member network.  





� McGann, et al (2002) list six distinct functions that may carried out by think tanks. It is argued herein that the members of the clique engaged in some degree of specialization in carrying out some of these functions.





� PNAAC (2000).





� The document “National Security Strategy of the United States of America” is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html" ��http://www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html�





� While a member of the Reagan administration Elliot Abrams plead guilty to two counts of lying to Congress in connection with the Iran-Contra Affair. He later received a Presidential pardon. 





� PNAC (1998).





� PNAC (2000).





�CLI’s Web site at  � HYPERLINK "http://www.endthewar.org/whoiscli2.htm" ��http://www.endthewar.org/whoiscli2.htm�





� Miller (2002).





� Slevin (2002).





� Judis (2003).





�Zmolek (2003).





� Nimmo (2002).  Nimmo also included the interesting fact that former Democratic Senator Bob Kerrey (D-Nebraska) was a CLI member.
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