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Nicholas Lemann, entitled “The Next World Order”: “After
the fall of the Berlin Wall, Dick Cheney, then the Secretary of
Defense, setup a ‘shop,’ as they say, to think about American
foreign policy after the Cold War, at the grand strategic level.
The project, whose existence was kept quiet, included people
who are now back in the game, at a higher level: among them,
Paul Wolfowitz, the Deputy Secretary of Defense; Lewis
Libby, Cheney’s chief of staff, and Eric Edelman, a senior
foreign-policy advisor to Cheney. . . . Colin Powell, then the
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, mounted a competing,
and presumably more ideologically moderate, effort to re-

Cheney Invented Today’s
‘Bush Doctrine’ in 1990

by Edward Spannaus and Jeff Steinberg

On Sept. 22, 2002, Lyndon LaRouche issued his first call
for Vice President Dick Cheney to resign (see below). What
triggered LaRouche’s dramatic call for Cheney to step down,

imagine American foreign policy and defense.”
The plan was for each team to brief Cheney for an hour
on May 21, 1990, after which Cheney would brief President

was the accumulated evidence that Cheney and a small grogeorge H.W. Bush (“*41"), and then Bush would make a for-

of hislong-time collaborators, centered around Deputy Secre-
tary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz, and Cheney’s Chief of Staff
Lewis Libby, have willfully lied to the American public, to

eign-policy address unveiling the new grand strategy.
But, according to Lemann, when Wolfowitz and Powell

arrived at Cheney’s office for the May 21 briefing, Wolfowitz

Congress, and to the President himself, about the circumwentfirst, and went far beyond the allotted hour—which Che-
stances under which they have promoted the so-called “war
on terrorism,” the drive for a new war against Iraq, and thethumbs. Powell wasn’t even allowed to present his view until
fraudulent and dangerous new National Security Strategy.

was based largely on Wolfowitz’s material. Bush then pre-

ney permitted him to do, while Powell was left twiddling his

a couple of weeks later. Cheney’s briefing to the President

The 1990 Cheney Task Force
Both the proposed Congressional use-of-force resolution

pared his foreign-policy address, but it was given on Aug.

2, 1990—the day that Iraq invaded Kuwait—without much

on Irag, issued by the White House on Sept. 19, 2002; andttention paid to it.

“The National Security Strategy of the United States of

America,” issued under the signature of President George WL992 Defense Planning Guidance

Bushthe nextday, were presented as a “new” national security

doctrine, made necessary by the events of Sept. 11, 2001. The

The Cheney task force kept at it, and their next effort

was the draft Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) for 1994

common feature of the draft war powers resolution, and th®9, which was leaked to the press in February 1992. The

new National Security Strategy, is that they promote a doc-

current Bush Administration’s National Security Strategy

trine of unilateral pre-emptive military action by the United bears a remarkable resemblance to this draft.

States.

Following are key sections of the leaked draft, as pub-

This is what Lyndon LaRouche said, in his Sept. 22, 2002ished in theNew York Times and theWashington Post at the

statement: “The existing proof is, that neither of these two
documents has been prompted in any way by factually de-
fined, recent developments within the Irag-controlled por-
tions of the area within that nation’s borders, nor the fraudu-
lent claim by the Administration, that the U.S. ‘war on
terrorism’ is a reaction to the attacks on the U.S.A. by any of
the nations or organizations fingered as ‘rogue states’ since
Sept. 20, 2001.

“Thefactis,” LaRouche continued, “that the policies con-
tained within those two fraudulent documents, were first sur-
faced during Spring 1990, as emissions of atask force directed
by then-Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney—atask force then
headed by Paul Wolfowitz, Lewis Libby, and Eric Edelman.
Although unsuccessful until now, they represent the persist-
ing, mad obsession of Dick Cheney and his Chicken-hawk

time (1992):

This Defense Planning guidance addresses the funda-
mentally new situation which has been created by the
collapse of the Soviet Union, the disintegration of the
internal as well as the external empire, and the discredit-
ing of communism as an ideology with global preten-
sions andinfluence. The new international environment
has also been shaped by the victory of the United States
and its coalition allies over Iraqi aggression—the first
post-Cold War conflict and a defining event in U.S.
global leadership. In addition to these two victories,
there has been a less visible one, the integration of Ger-
many and Japan into a U.S.-led system of collective
security and the creation of a democratic “zone of

accomplices over the course of no less than the past dozen peace.”

years.”
The origins of the Cheney task force were described as
follows, in an April 1, 2002New Yorker magazine article by
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Our first objective is to prevent the re-emergence of
a new rival, either on the territory of the former Soviet
Union or elsewhere, that poses a threat on the order
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of that posed formerly by the Soviet Union. Thisisa
dominant consideration underlying the new regional
defense strategy and requires that we endeavor to pre-
vent any hostile power from dominating aregionwhose
resources would, under consolidated control, be suffi-
cient to generate global power. These regions include
Western Europe, East Asia, the territory of the former
Soviet Union, and Southwest Asia

There are three additional aspectsto this objective:
First, the U.S. must show the leadership necessary to
establish and protect anew order that hol dsthe promise
of convincing potential competitors that they need not
aspire to a greater role or pursue a more aggressive
posture to protect their legitimate interests. Second, in
the non-defense areas, we must account sufficiently for
the interests of the advanced industrial nations to dis-
courage them from challenging our leadership or seek-
ing to overturn the established political and economic
order. Finaly, we must maintain the mechanisms for
deterring potential competitorsfrom even aspiring to a
larger regional or global role. . . .

Whilethe U.S. cannot becomethe world’s* police-
man” by assuming responsibility for righting every
wrong, wewill retain the pre-eminent responsibility for
addressing selectively those wrongswhich threaten not
only our interests, but those of our alies or friends, or
which could seriously unsettle international relations.
Varioustypesof U.S. interestsmay beinvolvedin such
instances. accessto vital raw materials, primarily Per-
sian Gulf ail.

‘Preclude Any Futur e Global Competitor’

The scenario blithely assumesthat no matter what type of
government evolvesin post-Soviet Russia, even aresurgent
imperial faction could not pose animmediatethreat to Europe
without the Warsaw Pact. The threat to the Bush Administra-
tion is perceived as coming from other quarters: “There are
other potential nations or coalitions that could, in the further
future, devel op strategic aims and defense posture of region-
wide or global domination. Our strategy must now refocuson
precluding the emergence of any potential future global com-
petitor.”

Pentagon spokesman Pete Williams at the time insisted
to reporters that this referred only to a “hostile power,” an
assertion which may provide small comfort to alieswho are
wondering exactly what that means. The Pentagon insists, for
example, that the United States “must seek to prevent the
emergence of European-only security arrangements which
would undermine NATO.” This posture produced a direct
clash between Secretary of State James Baker and French
officials at the 1992 Brussels meeting of the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council.

The Italian newspaper Corriere della Sera editorialized
at that time, onitsfront page, that the Pentagon document “is
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shocking in many respects, starting from the frankness, to the
brutality with which it theorizesthe permanent subordination
of alies-competitors and explains how to use military power
and nuclear forceto reiterate this subordination.” U.S. corre-
spondent Rudolfo Brancoli went onto call it a“foolish ambi-
tion” that pushes somebody “to design such ambitious plans
while belonging to an administration which is every day
forcedtorealizethat it hasno money to hel pthenew democra-
ciesin the East, no meansto help paying the costs of the UN
peacekeeping missions, and is not even able to pay its own
quotato the international financial organizations.”

L ooking Back

The 1992 draft sparked a major controversy within the
Bush “41" Administration, said author Jim Lobe in the Sept.
10, 2002 Asia Times, and several other online publications.
Lobe wrote: “When excerpts of the document first appeared
inthe New York Timesin the Spring of 1992, Sen. Joe Biden,
now chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
was particularly outraged, calling it a prescription for ‘liter-
ally a Pax Americana,’ an American empire. . . . The docu-
ment argued that the core assumption guiding U.S. foreign
policy in the 21st Century should be the need to establish
permanent U.S. dominance over virtually all of Eurasia.”

Among the strategies spelled out by Wolfowitz and
Libby, asreported by Lobe: “ Deterring potential competitors
from even aspiring to a larger regional or global role,” and
taking pre-emptiveaction agai nst states suspected of devel op-
ing weapons of mass destruction.

Lobe reported, “ The draft, leaked apparently by a high-
ranking sourcein the military, sparked an intense but fleeting
uproar. At the insistence of then-National Security Advisor
Brent Scowcroft and Secretary of State JamesBaker, thefinal
DPG document was toned down beyond recognition.”

L obethen madethecrucial link which Lyndon LaRouche
had el aborated one day earlier during the Sept. 11, 2002 web-
cast (see EIR, Sept. 20) which preceded hiscall for Cheney’s
resignation: “ Through the’ 90sthetwo authorsand their boss,
then-Pentagon chief Dick Cheney, continued to wait for the
right opportunity to fulfill their imperial dreams. Their long
wait came to an end on the morning of Sept. 11, 2001, when
two hijacked commercia airliners ssammed into the World
Trade Center towersin Manhattan and athird into the Penta-
gon outside Washington. And thetiming could not have been
moreideal. Dick Cheney had already becomethemost power-
ful Vice President in U.S. history, while the draft’s two au-
thors, Wolfowitz and Libby, were now Deputy Defense Sec-
retary and Cheney's chief of staff and national security
advisor, respectively.”

L obe noted, “ Advocates of the new paradigm are part of
acoalitionof threemajor political forces, whichincluderight-
wing Machtpolitikers like Rumsfeld and Cheney; mainly
Jewish neo-conservatives closely tied to the Likud Party in
Israel; and leaders of the Christian and Catholic Right.”
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