Faith and Force
Monday January 3, 2005 
By: Peter Schwartz 
Because religion in politics is incompatible with liberty, weakening the church-state separation promotes the very evil we are fighting in our war against Islamic totalitarianism.

America's war on terrorism is being undercut--by the administration's efforts to inject religion into politics.

Our enemy in that war is the ideology of Islamic totalitarianism--an ideology which holds that one's life is to be lived entirely in service to Allah, that the dictates of the mullahs must be unquestioningly obeyed and that jihad must be waged against all who refuse. Islamic totalitarianism, which pervades Muslim societies, is a sweeping repudiation of reason in favor of faith, and of freedom in favor of force. That is what makes it America's deadly enemy.

When reason is categorically abandoned, people can deal with one another only by force. People who accept reason as their sole means of knowledge can settle differences by persuasion; the one with facts and logic on his side will prevail. But if faith--i.e., the embrace of beliefs contrary to reason--is one's ruling principle, there is no peaceful way to resolve conflicts. There can be no appeal to facts, no logic, no rational arguments--there can be only the insistence that some non-provable belief be accepted. And what could back up that insistence other than fists or guns--or airplanes smashing into buildings?

Politically, if religious faith dominates, freedom will not be permitted. If the basic political goal is the secular one of defending individual rights, then each person has sovereignty over his life and is left free by the state to think for himself and to pursue his own values. But if the basic goal is to implement the will of some unfathomable deity, then the citizen cannot be allowed to exercise his own judgment and to challenge divine authority. The religionist believes there is no difference between the crime of, say, murder and the "crime" of uttering some religious heresy--both acts defy God's commandments and so must be punished. The demand for blind faith does not acknowledge the inviolability of man's rational mind.

This clash between faith and freedom is not confined to Islam. When medieval Christianity ruled the West, allowing no dissent from ecclesiastic doctrine, the Crusades and the Inquisition were part of the Church's "holy war" against its infidels. However, this despotism ended when the Enlightenment--which did not penetrate the Muslim world--demonstrated the power and the glory of the human mind, and entrenched reason over faith.

This philosophy led ultimately to the founding of the first free nation: America. At the time, religion had long been an integral part of government throughout the world, with monarchs reigning by "divine right." America's Founding Fathers, products and admirers of the Enlightenment, realized that a nation based on individual liberty had to remove religion's power. So they established the principle--the secular principle--of separation between church and state.

Obviously, there can be secular forms of unreason, which also lead to tyranny (such as Marxism, with its view that "tools of production" control the content of one's mind). Secularism is not a sufficient condition for freedom--but a necessary one. A proper, rational government is limited by the imperative not to violate individual rights. But the government envisioned by religionists--the one for which the Bush administration is laying the groundwork--has unlimited power, to be exercised whenever officials claim to be following divine orders.

Today's religionists want government to discourage research on embryonic stem cells, to promote the Biblical account of life's origins, to urge schoolchildren to pray. Why? Not because these are logically defensible, but because they supposedly represent God's will. The religionists want us to revert to a pre-Enlightenment age, when faith and force--the twin tools of Osama bin Laden and his fellow-jihadists--ruled.

In America, unlike most of the Muslim world, even the religious retain some respect for reason. They generally understand that religion should be a private matter and that church and state should be divorced. They would oppose, say, making the Bible America's official Constitution--as the Koran is officially Saudi Arabia's; they would oppose sentencing apostates to death--as Iran's criminal code demands. The extent to which reason prevails over faith is the extent to which freedom prevails over tyranny.

The presidential election should be taken as a mandate for defeating Islamic totalitarianism. Which means: destroying its practitioners, eliminating its state sponsors and renouncing its ideology of imposing religion by force. But if the election is taken as a mandate to bring faith into politics, America will be cultivating at home the very evil we are supposed to be fighting abroad.



Mr. Schwartz is chairman of the board of directors of the Ayn Rand Institute in Irvine, Calif. The Institute promotes the philosophy of Ayn Rand, author of Atlas Shrugged and The Fountainhead.
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This article hits the nail on the head.  Was this found on a blog?  Where did you find it?  I just stated something similar in my reply to Paul's post.

In the article, Mr. Schwartz points out that Marxism can be a 'secular form of unreason.'  And there is a lot of credibility in this point-of-view.  However, economics (the end-game of production), is the key that 'we the people' have not get obtained control of in order to gain the liberty that Plato says is obtained by the formulation of the city-state.  We've only moved from being the slaves of nature to being the slaves of the machine; though our minds (hence our soul) has for some of us, been given the opportunity to grow.

I am no expert on the ideas of Sarte's humanist Marxism and really have only a second-hand account of this in reading R.D. Laing's essay on this.  But it does seem to me that while Marxism itself, shouldn't become an economic model (the Soviet Union proves its failure on a large scale), there is much that could perhaps be learned as capitalism itself, may yet prove to also fail on a large scale.

In some combination, we may yet create some form of cooperative-ism, rather than competitive system that has yielded so much alienation in our technological culture.  And this doesn't have to defy the Darwinian ideal that has made America so strong.  It can simply implant a dialectic that connects all of us more directly to the economy.  And perhaps this may be the middle ground between the clashing Marxists (those on the left) and Neo-Liberals (those on the right...who would have each individual be an corporate entity unto themselves).
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I actually got that last article because I signed up on www.aynrand.org to receive op-ed pieces. I, as a capitalist, find that all other forms of economics lead only to tyranny and enslavement. As Ayn Rand once said in her essay, Man's Rights (see below), "The man who produces while others dispose of his product, is a slave." This topic is of course very large, and much to talk about :), but on my top 10 recommended reading list is, "Capitalism, the Unknown Ideal" by Ayn Rand. It's a series of short essays (a few even by Alan Greenspan -- http://www.federalreserve.gov/bios/greenspan.htm ) containing the philosophy of Atlas Shrugged. Below is her essay, Man's Rights:
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This is an excellent article.  It very much states my position as a Libertarian.  However, in the Adam Smith-laissez-faire capitalism, the invisible 'hand of God' is implied.  Of course, as Thelemites, we simply see the collective destiny that is the resultant egregore of every individual pursuing the omnipotence of his or her own free and true Will.  And we can be satisfied that others may choose to interpret this as the hand of God in that we ourselves, when it finally comes to the Oath of the Abyss, affirm that we will interpret all that constitutes our lives and the events of our lives as a direct dealing of God upon that life.
This is my one great hope; that Thelema's rallying cry will be heard by more and more...despite the "second-handers" or as I call these so-called Thelemites:  Order-Builders (those who seek to make constitutions rather than do any spiritual work).  And yes, the so-called economic bill of rights and the humanization of the corporation now brings us into a greater tyranny.  As Ms. Rand said in her essay, America thrived on the moral interpretation of human rights for about 150 years.  But since then, we have shown that we have not been able yet, to handle this new evolutionary leap; called the Industrial Revolution.  And the machines we have made, are consuming us (John Henry was right).
The alienation in our technological culture is like a vast cloud of darkness.  As is so evident by the rise of fundamentalism, the Christist Egregore feeds on this.  And the Thelemic community has not yet learned to weild the Knife to cut through this smoke.  There's a strange irony here.  As I look at the Aiwaz-Thelema list, I see these people that assume themselves to be radical individualists; yet by their actions are nothing more than a herd of wolves.  Capitalism provides the opportunity for a true dialectic, but we much of our individuality and of our own liberty, choose to cooperate with each other.  The machine is upon us and we can't fight it alone.
The Minerval initiation in Crowley's O.T.O. clearly states that:
"Noble and valiant guests and comrades! you have arrived amongst us at a time when freedom is about to deliver the decisive combat against the forces of superstition, tyranny and oppression."
It is unfortunate the such bodies of the Caliphate have failed to hear this and have failed to use their wealth to create the Profess Houses that Crowley directed to be established.  They have instead, pursued their own economic bill of rights as they've done little more than engage in copyright wars.
Again, I harp...until we can truly form communities of light, we will never wield the knife to engage in this "decisive battle."  Until these O.T.O.'s fail to realize that they shouldn't even initiate anyone at all, into this Minerval, until they have those that are ready to enlist in the army needed to be created for this battle; that the words of the initiation may be more than just idealistic poetry, until such time and without these communities, we fail.
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I have not read much of Adam Smith (other than heard ramblings from friends who had to read about him in some economics class), but anyone trying to insert God into laissez-faire capitalism is essentially mocking the very philosophy they are preaching. Because we all live in society, we think in terms of individual rights as associated with living in that society. However, nothing could be further from the truth! To think in terms of individual rights, and the individual self, one must think in terms as his/her self being desolated on a desert island removed from anything or anyone else. (or in a spiritual sense, meditation.) In such a scenario, would one have the right to health care? Would one have the right to a job? Would one even have the right to food? Clearly not! The only right you would have, would be to labor and earn (a word that most Americans have seem to forgotten the meaning of) what you required to live. This is were individual rights come from; not from God, but from nature! Nature does not provide health-care, houses or jobs; individual people do through their own efforts!
 

I totally agree with the Thelema list's. I've been reading the Greater Thelema list, and it's full of nothing more than two people bashing everyone else who dares to disagree with them. Their philosophy at the moment seems to just be, "Do what ever you want! Any questions?". As well as their previous gender degrading comments ("Hey females, speak up, I need some estrogene!"), which some females, who I assumed wanted the attention from the almighty alpha's of the group, proceeded to amuse themselves in. Very sickening indeed!
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Yes, it is about earning one's way...we should all see directly, the result of our labor.  This is the existential dialectic.  It requires that we are able to earn and obtain that work, which is in accord each, with our own individual nature.  Yet, while I like your analogy on the surface, man being an island as per the meditative state, we do know that in the meditative state, we lose ourselves.  In that way, we should lose ourselves to the passion of our work and the fulfillment of each, our individual destiny and True Will.  This is real authenticity and comes from the deepest fabric of one's being.  As R.D. Laing says in the quote on the editorial page of the A.M.H.R. site:
"The act that is genuine, revealing, and potentiating is felt by me as fulfilliing.  This is the only actual fulfillment of which I can prroperly sepak.  It is an act that is me: in this action I am myself.  I put myself 'in' it.  In so far as I put myself 'into' what I do, I become myself through this doing."
But again, we are not islands.  Even in meditation, we connect with the Universal Mind.  As we lose ourselves, in reality, we find ourselves.  The Gnostic Jesus said that he who would save his life, will lose it...and he that would lose his life, will gain immortality.  And so as we cooperate with one another, in the capitalist aegis, we benefit from each other's labor as we simultaneously benefit from our own.  In our totality, we are greater than the sum of our parts.  Dignity is the key; this was once expressed through collective bargaining--trade unions, which ultimately became corrupt.
The corporations, the factories of the Robber Barons, were already corrupt and destroyed the totality of the dialectic.  The early part of the 20th Century ev, was a time of massive slavery for this country.  And though there was a temporary adjustment, we are again, seemingly returning to such a time.  Too few are controlling too much wealth.  Opulence is turning into decadence for this class.  And the authentic life has all but vanished in our culture.
To paraphrase Ayn Rand, losing oneself as the spiritual virtue of the Gnostics, has become corrupted into a formulated altruism that does nothing but lead sheep to slaughter.  The Christist Egregore echoes this in its repeated Biblical interpretations that have worked in perfect Goebels like fashion...repeat a lie long enough, and it goes down as truth.  And so the world thinks altruism is virtuous under all circumstances.  Of course, the probationary instruction in the A.'.A.'. involves the adoration of Not-I, which I've always interpreted as service to humanity.  But this is an exercise in seeing beyond one's own narcissism, where most beginning spiritual students exist.
On the other issue, I'm glad to hear about Alamantra's list; same stupidity, different flavor.  For a while there, Alamantra was actually promoting the slogan:  Do what you like-Like what you do.  This perversion of the Liber AL quotes really tells you where he's coming from.  Like so many of these immature egotists, they pretend to be Thelemites and intellectuals...it's just another from of Dungeons & Dragons to them.
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I see your right, I should have taken that further. When one sees that nature is the source of rights, then at very minimum, one needs to stop calling such things as universal health care (which clearly does not grow in nature), a Right. (or for that matter the new word, "entitlement") As you point out, yes, we do live in society, but that just makes our lives even much easier. By becoming part of the capitalist 'machine', (ie: integrating into society, finding a job and cooperating with one another) one no longer has to toil the earth for 18 hours a day to simply make sure that their families do not starve! On a desert island (or before the industrial revolution) you could not eat, have a home, transportation and R&R by simply pushing a stick into the sand, yet today, that simple act is enough to provide for yourself, and even a family, while only working 8-10 hours a day. That being said, this leaves us even more time to pursue what we really want, as well as if you work your ass off in a capitalist (a TRUE capitalist) society, you will be rewarded! (by being happy being who you are) Not so in a quasi-capitalist society where what you work for is taken away and given to others. (who did not work for it.) In a capitalist society, one can in fact become who or whatever they will to do. It was in fact my will and nature to become a programmer, so I became one! I certainly do not feel that I became part of any machine because I did so, but rather I found out what I'm passionate about, who I am and became it! Also note, that capitalism (though yes, I can hear people screaming at me now :) ) is the ONLY natural state for mankind. Ever other state of economics/government requires that another man use force to take away what he did not earn to give to someone else. Lastly, to paraphrase Crowley, if one's nature is to be an artist, one has to understand that that life is not easy. Material reward is not what makes you happy, but being who you are (finding you Will) does.
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The 'dialectic' as per Sarte and Laing is the communicative, integral and wholesome relation between the individual and the world and society around him or her.  It's dynamic is expressed in Thelemic terms as the relation between I (Hadit) and Not-I (Nuit).  This is why Crowley says that when the whole world is acting in accord each, with one's True Will, only then will true and lasting peace pervade the planet.
This is quite different from the Hebrew idea that when the whole world keeps the Sabbath, the Messiah will come, as this is conjunctive with the idea that when the whole world is enslaved, there will be peace.  However, both extremes are practicable impossibilities; at least at this time.  War then represents the periodic adjustments we make towards furthering the goal of establishing the possibility for universal opportunity to pursuing one's will.  And as per the Tower Atu, War becomes a form of love.  "Love is the law, love under will."
This is not unlike two lovers or a married couple that occaissionally argue as a means toward renegotiating the relational contract.  Fighting becomes the means for emotional release in order to deal with the pent-up frustration that has led to the need for the renegotiation in order to maintain psychic health.  It also fosters the negotiation, which in a healthy and wholesome relationship, should bring the couple to a deeper level of relating.
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In a time of war, of course, the news can be even less trusted than usual...the media  becomes the government's propaganda machine.  This is probably the first casualty of war.  Yet, I keep hearing many on the left, whether through blogs or other public media, complaining about the war and seeking to re-establish the debate on whether or not we should go to war in Iraq.  If this was to hit mainstream media, we'd be second-guessing ourselves and ultimately, choking off the soldiers we have there.

Democratic processes ultimately stifle and incapacitate a government.  BTW: Crowley also made comments along these lines.  Our Founding Fathers, though they sought a certain egality to hold the government in check, also saw this.  This is why our government was not only modelled on the ancient Greek democracies, but also on the ancient Roman republic.  Unfortunately for us, it seems we've found the weaknesses in both systems all too quickly.  And as per the NYTimes article I sent to the list over the holiday weekend, we are capable of collapsing, despite the largess of our country.  This is a real danger that we should be mindful of.

Yet, even despite all this, our soldiers are all over the globe, maintaining our empire.  And the restructuring of the world economy, though hurtful to many of us at this time (I've taken a real hit...being in sales!), is setting us up for an even greater control of the world economy and ultimately, a greater affluence here at home.  Even the leftist pundits are seeing this.  Listening to WFMU last night, some were remarking in a sardonic retort, that China and India (along with other countries) are becoming the employees as Americans are being set up to become the middle and upper management of the world corporation.

My point here is this, and per that NYTimes article, if we don't control the world's resources, we will ultimately collapse as we eventually lose our resources.  The quest for resources has always been the prime motivator for agression.  And the world really hasn't changed that much in the last 225 years, though many try to pretend it has.  Even England, who's empire has diminished in this period of time, sees this, which is why they have maintained the close alliance with us.  And of course, ancient Rome and Egypt knew this.

For that matter, Europe sees this...but still suffers from egocentricity and jingoism in several of its strongest countries, particularly France and Germany.  This is why England has chosen its alliance with us, over the economic union.  And China sees this, which is why it has invaded places like Tibet and why it seeks to regain control over Taiwan as it has already regained Hong Kong.

Should we return to the isolationist ideals of the left, we'd simply collapse.  Though I don't agree with the radical rate of change that the right is implementing, they are seeing the larger view on the economic front.  However, they are ignoring the environmental issues that are dangerously threatening our ability to survive.  Moreover, the sacrifice that they have made to this larger view, the virtual elimination of the middle class, is destroying generation after generation at this point.  Even in socialist Europe, there are many that will now spend the rest of their lives on the dole.  This may seem more compassionate than the destitution that awaits their counterparts in our country, but the destruction of the soul is identical.
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As for Capitalism we need to really look at what is meant by true capitalism.  All I can say that like Communism, via socialism, Capitalism has not been able to make a true manifestation.  The reason for this is that like the early communist systems the principles of capitalism will always be exploited in a way that eventually contradicts the freedom that its ideology intended to offer.  Who cares about theoretics?  History has shown that in all intellectual disciplines theory (such as true 'capitalism') may be necessary, but is essentially meaningless in its own right.  It is the application and empirical demonstration of potentailities that should shape the theory.  

 

Hence, by historical and empirical observation we have observed that both capitalist and communist concepts lead to disasterous experiences in their strict forms.  That is the pure ideas lead to the corruption of those Ideas.  Experience does show that a combination of these ideas enforced as an open market social welfare statel is quite advantageous.  Under these conditions the herd is ensured a relative amount of equal opportunity yet everyone has to work to attain their own goals.  Canada is headed gradually in this direction, along with the U.S.  I do believe that either Norway or Sweden have been taking the lead in this type of moderation.  

 

Theory isolated from experience is useless and leads to insanity.  Just look at any fundamental religious fanatic.  
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You make an excellent point here.  Per the article that started this discussion, government's job is to ensure human rights with one of those rights being the right to own one's labor.  We learned during the Robber Baron period in our history that the Industrial Revolution created market conditions far different from the agrarian culture that was a part of the American Revolution and in and around the time when Adam Smith devised his Capitalist theory.  Anti-trust laws and labor laws were ultimately written in an attempt to correct a situation that robbed the essential liberty intended by the original Capitalist function (existentially, the dialectic had changed), though they haven't worked perfectly to date.
And so the experiment that is the U.S., and its spin-offs, such as Canada and some European countries, continues to struggle towards making the necessary adjustments, which have to come about by the wise construction of law.  Of course, we still struggle with too many facile issues, supported by a sensationalist media and a corrupt Congress.  Yet the fault here also lies with 'The People' who allow themselves to be distracted by the propaganda and/or maintain an apathetic position.
We even see this in our own Thelemic social microcosm.  Most Thelemites have succumb to the feel-good, knee-jerk Hippie-ism that brings them to quick and simplistic answers to complex situations, such as the war in Iraq.  And those that disagree with them are quickly derided as racists and anti-Semites, or other such branding.  The dialogue then quickly deviates to ad hominem attack and defense and the issue is subverted.
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I was never crazy about the initial invasion of Iraq; but we all know the danger of second guessing an action once it is already started. (Believe chapter II of Liber AL deals with this)  Unfortunately if the U.S. were to back off Iraq now the Muslim terrorists would use the opportunity to feed their arrogant self delusions.  This would make them feel that they can continue, if not increase their despicable behaviors.  Its not wise to punish a child harshley, but if you threaten him or her with a consequence, you better well follow through with it or that child will have a distorted impression of the parents authority.  The invasion of Iraq was a harsh consequence, but that is the past now.  People who still protest against it are out to lunch.  The job must be finished no matter how bloody it has become.  They had it comming to them. 
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Yes, those Thelemites calling for a redress of the war in Iraq are falling prey to BECAUSE.
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I would say that America came closest to the most true capitalist society ever made for a good 150 years from it's existence. Take a look at what American business men have created over that brief period of time and consider what the rest of the altruistic world was doing and created. There can only ever be two scenarios: individual rights, or statism. Each negate the other. The more a society inhibits individual rights, the more it becomes totalitarian. Government is the greatest threat to mankind's existance, not business men. (when was the last time a business man put 5,000,000 people in a gas chamber?) The lesser the government the more freedom. However, you are right that freedom is a double edged sword, but in my opinion it's a fair price to pay.
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I wonder that the idea of a true laissez-faire Capitalist structure is so off the mark, in contrast to my last statement.  Getting business out of government and vice-versa, of course, led to the Depression.  But ultimately, this would crush the abusers of power, both economically and violently.  To repeat the abusive errors of the Robber Barons would've ultimately come to be seen as suicidal.
Note also that these Robber Barons were also Social Darwinists.  A good portion of them gave their entire earnings back to society upon their death, with no regard of inheritance for their children; who were told that they would have to make their own way, upon their own strength.  Who knows to say without the interference of Roosevelt, that this cycle might've worked quite marvelously.  Imagine that 1% that now controls 99% of the wealth, giving it all back to the general populace with each generation.
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Interesting insight.  I was thinking in a similar vein this morning, and for the past couple years.  Most 'politically correct' or worse 'hip' attitudes build their truths on nothing other than what seems 'nice' as opposed to what actually is.  And by is I do not been some super sensible form, rather a coherent apprehension of collective experience.  Personally I love the clouds, but its even better to know the dirt I'm standing on in order to better shape things up.

 

This naiveté is what leads to things like holy wars or holocausts.  Idealism that is out of tough with its most concrete experiences.  Its not that these people are really bad or evil; they are blinded by egocentricity, that is they are un aware of their own biases.  

 

If I only had a dollar for every person that I met who is so sure that they of all

people know the truth, that things are so simple and if only they could see.  This is definitely a common condition that we all have to face; myself included.
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Two complaints I've consistently received in my life, from my family as well as my friends and piers; I'm too deep and I talk in paragraphs.  Both are quite telling about people.  There is no innate desire for most, to think through any subject at all.  We live in a society where we've created institutions that supposedly do this work for us; including our churches.  And so our attention spans meter down to quick, catch phrases; leading of course, to the success of the sound-bite.  And so the application of intelligence itself, in conversation, becomes anti-social behavior.  I actually learned this in group therapy.
My first major mistake with the Thelemic community was to assume that within it was a place where people thought past the facile cosmology of the church.  And hence, I assumed they must be deep thinkers.  My first connection with Thelemites was at Tahuti Lodge in NYC.  And my expectations were shattered in short order.  Yearning to talk to others about what I was learning about Thelema, everyone else was more interested in talking about what night club they went to last night, and which sheik underworld star they got to hang out with.  I became a sardonic comedian when not in ritual.  And I'm sure, they didn't miss me when I left.  As a matter of fact, they were happy to help me to door.
And what really brought me to the ends of the actions I undertook was that most of these shallow thinkers in attendance were actually in the inner, Fifth Degree, Rose Croix chapter.  This is where the society was supposed to be more carefully chosen.  And it wasn't.  Most of its membership couldn't even do a Star Ruby, much less take a role in the Gnostic Mass or an Initiation.
If one isn't really doing the arduous personal work that we call Magick, which starts with comprehending the contents and utility of the mind, then how can one really contemplate social and political issues that involve and include so many other minds?  The social army that the O.T.O. was designed by Crowley to become, was being crushed the fatuous licentiousness of the Caliphate.  In reality, if you were a pretty girl that Wasserman and Breeze wanted to fuck, you were coddled, and if they could get you away from your boyfriend or husband, all the better.
These men that took over what was to become the Caliphate, were Hippies having lived through the sixties with the imprint of that generation written upon their minds and no knowledge that this was so.  Now, the next generation that they have brought up is just as shallow and they've generated an unconsious current that is taking on a life of its own.  And it has become to danger to the vary nature of the Thelemic current.
93/93
pj
Hi Jason,

93

There are two types of warfare, or terror.  One is millitant, the other is economic.  A quick read of Sun Tzu's The Art of War is insightful.  Investors influence the government and its policy, plain and simple.  Governments can organize a large mass of industry and individuals in a coherent network.  That is what government does.  Otherwise the whole country would be an incoherent wreck, there would be no organizing administration.  As for terror, the Holocuast was a big business deal.  It was motivated in part because Germany was suffering the worst in the depression.  Inflation was at its peak.  The Nazi's were partly motivated by the cry of desperate business and a desperate population.  What they did was liquidate all of the Jew's property and transfer the funds into Aryan finance.  This created a temporary and artificial wealth.  The business men were happy, (temporarily) and the Nazis became popular partly because of their superficial yet speedy improvement of the German economy.  Also war, a political phenomenon makes business boom.  It was WW2 that helped ease the depression.  

 

As for Sun Tzu, you can invade a country or a nation financially by dominating their business and economy through various foreign investment campaigns.  The country becomes powerless because its bulk economy becomes dependent on the economic decisions of the neighboring country.  Thus rule is obtained in a less direct fashion.  
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What ultimately made the U.S. so great was the largess of both its size and resources.  We had the ability to rebuild Europe and Japan, singlehandedly.  This ultimately created a mutual interdependence, especially as per your post.  But now, as the resources of the U.S. are dwindling and capital has become scarce, it's interesting to see that despite the rhetoric, the Bush administration has been devaluing the dollar in order to reclaim some capital.  In the meantime, the U.S. has shown a good bit of its weakness, and of course, Germany and France have been all too eager to seize that opportunity.
Counter to this, it's obvious that the Bush administration decided it has become necessary to step up the pace of the 'New World Order' and to approach a radical restructuring of the global market place.  Iraq and its secret allies, France and Germany, were exposed and Israel had its restraints removed.  The wisdom of the Bush family in its alliance with the Saudi family shows its proof under this scenario.
Capitalism is actually quite ruthless.  And those of great wealth almost never have any real interest in religion.  W's fundamentalism and the whole situation regarding the Wall the the Dome of the Rock simply serves as subterfuge for them.  Yet it is interesting that the Middle East remains the key to our collective destiny...those societies composed of the three desert religions.
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Yes, I sort of agree that there are two types of warfare being militant and economic, but I would say that both are from the same source: Government. (Even our current enemies would not exist if it were not for sympathizing governments.) I would also say that investors influencing government is a problem, which is why government should not be in business. The Nazi system of forcing business to play a role in government activities is exactly why I feel the way I do. I have yet to see a corporation that has not been aided by legislation (or a mandate from the government), take over an entire industry or country. I would also say that war does not create a bigger economy (as we are still paying for WW2), and one certainly can not say that the current war on terror is helping the economy out at all. (Except certain businesses, as you point out, that are legislating some for some government enforced monopoly.)
 

If one were to say however, that we should have a mixed capitalist/socialist economy, where would one draw the line between the two? (or is there a line?) If, for example, universal health care were the rule of the day in America, what would motivate drug companies to risk billions in research if they could not profit from it? Or would the government have to completely take over certain industries like health, and if so, would we be better off?
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Yes I dont consider Crowley to be some misogonist either. No Way. His exceptional effective humour is what have made people believe so. And I believe he targetet his punchlines very deliberate in his days, first to provoke the pride of females, which I believe must have been very supressed and hard to find, and next to incite fights in bed, to get these to use his nails on him. Beastly - yes of course. 
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Gary Webb was a Pullitzer winning journalist, known mostly for his 1996 

book "Dark Alliance" which exposed the connection between CIA, the contras and the crack explosion of the eighties. The death is confirmed suicide by his family, despite the two bullets he had to use. He lost job and was unable to get a new as journalist after writing the unthinkable. The newspapers that dared to write his articles had later to deny them, despite they still hold proof. He only wanted to continue being a journalist.

 From his funeral

http://www.copvcia.com/free/ww3/122004_goodbye_giant.shtml

His articles of the 90ies, very interesting

http://www.mega.nu:8080/ampp/webb.html

old interview with with LAPD retiree, very explanatory on what drugs means to the whole of the society.

http://old.guerrillanews.com/crack/m_ruppert.html

More backup on the LA situation and the claims on ethnic cleansing US-style.

http://www.copvcia.com/free/economy/ethnic_cleansing_usa.html

25-year 'war on drugs' gets a failing grade (what we all know)

http://www.finalcall.com/artman/publish/article_1699.shtml

Just a coincident, as I ate breakfast I watched discovery which was 

reconstructing the murder of Robert Kennedy. And I recognized the style of representing the conspiracies which are still haunting people. They have a very relaxed way of portraying it, they try to confirm to the so-called ideal of objective journalism, with giving both parts of the situation a "fair" chance of presenting their case. In this way people who see the program react with a little hm and thinks "yeah maybe it was something to it, maybe not" and then go humming on. This very important case was haunted by police mistakes during investigation, and also afterwards as the police burnt lots of evidence. The police chief which showed up in the program to ridicule those who saw evidence that there were several shooters at the scene was LAPD chief Daryl Gates. This surprised me nearly off the chair as I just read about him in the above link of the LAPD retiree. Well, he was CIA all the way, and is responsible for other ugly things. It sure made all the testimonies for the police in this case fall flat. (anyway it wasn’t before Ford or Carter that CIA was officially prohibited from using assassination) Daryl eventually resigned following the Rodney King scandal. 

It was btw he who first designed the DARE program in 83, when the contras crack explosion came in his district. What a coincident. A creative blob from his sense of guilt? Also famous for saying to the congress September 5, 1990 " all casual drug users should be taken out and shot. Smoke a joint, lose your life".

I will have to go through this too

http://www.drugwarfacts.org/
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This is simply not shocking...and it's truly horrible.  The accounts of the CIA involved in drug trafficking has even hit the mainstream press in the back pages.  But with corporate involvement in government and corporate ownership of the media, we'll never get to the truth of anything.  Still, I place the biggest fault on 'the people' who feel they are too busy running their lives to take the time to stop and think.

As Patti Smith said: "The people have the power...to wrestle the world from fools."  But they are too busy fooling themselves.  In a very ironic way, there's a certain justification for Achad's reversal of the tree...putting the Fool Atu at the bottom, at the beginning of the journey upwards.  It seems we are naive idiots at the beginning of any journey.  And considering that this is the first time in recorded history (these past 200+ years) that 'the people' have even the pretense of power (i.e. the ballot, et al), it's no wonder that they haven't been able to truly comprehend it.

The wheels of historical time turn much slowly than the wheels of our individual lives.

And so we have yet another reason for those of US who are rising faster than the mean average, to formulate communities of light.
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At 03:25 03.01.2005, Paul Joseph Rovelli wrote:

>Hi Runar,

>93

>Your point is excellent in that there are examples where a boycott can work.  But these are isolated successes.  Most name brands (if not all name brands) on our markets are connected with some form of nastiness.  To follow the logic through, we'd have to boycott everything, including our way of life.

>And in the end, the work to  keep one or two trees from burning, won't

>affect the forest fire at all.  The fundamental change has to come from a grass roots level.  This is why I constantly go back to my overall theme of forming communities of light.

93

Yes and these communities will need  conscious views and policies on 

environment too. From the north I know many small places where some have a very strong economic attitudes, like that "support the community with buying local". It works over time in also ways unexpected. These are able to keep the light, because they have developed a consciousness of the community, while the neighbor village that doesn’t care but shop where is minimum friction becomes a dark insignificant place to drive by.

>We need to begin to more seriously discuss the possibility of training

>Adepts and then formulating communities about them.  Economics is the

>key...it has always been the key.  The problem is that the light-holders have always been isolated and held to the struggle for survival.  Economic liberty will give us greater moral power.  This can surge like a cancer against the fabric of darkness that still pulls the economic strings.

>As pockets of light creep up throughout the Earth, they can grow with a people, less tied to the machine.  As we lose our dependency on the very sources that we would seek to boycott, we claim our own power.  We can survive without even threatening that power.  And we can build that truly Aquarian community that some six centuries hence, will herald the Aquarian Age.

>We must learn to do this consciously, and not so unconsciously as is our way at this time.  Our unconsciousness in this area has left us disparate and desperate.  It is time to find another way.  In this way, we can build also an alternative to capitalism and its socialistic quagmire.

Socialism isnt a quagmire. Too few Americans know what it really is. I have even seen Americans tried to add nazism to the stigma which socialism carries in the US, as Nazism is the abbreviation of National socialism. First off, Communism by Karl Marx is the real ideology, and this is at large economy. Its very complex and at my high school I simply found it to complex to really learn ( I was in my 5 pipes a day year ) Socialism isn’t a internationally defined ideology, but various countries attempts to launch communist inspired economies. The great difference between communism and socialism is that socialism is democratic while the other isn’t. As socialism is so loosely defined we may talk about an ideology which simply tends to care about the needs of the workers class. Nazisms economic model is something entirely different, its simple and looks actually to be inspired by the reading of the heavy communistic theory, but it ends up depriving workers of any influence. I dont know why choose to use the word socialism in their party name, but it probably was a trick to make it appear as caring for the working class too.

Democrazy is a simple word - rule of the people. An ideal democrazy should be presented by politicians which took care of all important interests in a society.

In Us the word commie is a word of power, a word of negative power. The use of hitmen have filled this word an immense power. Just dont be one- who is dead. If one is interested in understanding of US today one at least have to read history from the murder of Lincoln and up today.

I dont think we have to find alternative to capitalism, we just have to 

assure that capitalism doesnt run wild or become steered by those few 

madmen which have everything to earn from its continuate regulation. Its fairly obvious that capitalism isnt perfect. Just look at their ideal which they want to have all places in society; competition. This leads naturally to winners and monopoly. And we know that, therefore capitalism is regulated. Therefore the fight among all the interests in society naturally should be about the continuing regulation of capitalism. And this is an unfair fight as long as people doesnt care about economics and realpolitik.

(this latter expression i have seen to also occur in american media - as its used in northern europe, its the calm expression which easily dismisses fluffy moral ideals to the advantage of the scene as we know it from outside mainstream media. The american equivalent to this expression would maybe be: Its economy - stupid!

Here; as you have noted is a pretty well off country, all politics happens to be about economy, endless debates on budgets in tvs prime time. There are already plans for what to do when our oil reserves runs out. Ethics is something politicians listens politely to, there is no reaction before they really have to. I think it could be very interesting for americans to think about the wars they have run, and how its been proclaimed. How many wars have had economic reasons or known economic reasons? Do you really think american taxpayers are paying for wars of pure ethic and ideology? Get out of the american dream!! You know money is nr 1, so why should war be about something different?

Is there btw somebody who have critized the government for not having a 

economic motive behind the war? It must be the job of Ali G.
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You:

Socialism isnt a quagmire. Too few americans know what it really is. I have even seen americans tried to add nazism to the stigma which socialism carries in the US, as Nazism is the abbreviation of National socialism. First off, Kommunism by Karl Marx is the real ideology, and this is at large economy. Its very complex and at my hischool I simply found it to complex to really learn ( I was in my 5 pipes a day year ) Socialism isnt a internationally defined ideology, but various countries attempts to launch kommunist inspired economies. The great difference between kommunism and 

socialism is that socialism is democratic while the other isnt. As 

socialism is so loosely defined we may talk about an ideology which simply tends to care about the needs of the workers class. Nazisms economic model is something entirely different, its simple and looks actually to be inspired by the reading of the heavy communistic theory, but it ends up depriving workers of any influence. I dont know why choose to use the word socialism in their party name, but it probably was a trick to make it 

appear as caring for the working class too.

me:

It seems important that we at this point, define terms:

=========

so·cial·ism 

Any of various theories or systems of social organization in which the means of producing and distributing goods is owned collectively or by a centralized government that often plans and controls the economy. 

The stage in Marxist-Leninist theory intermediate between capitalism and communism, in which collective ownership of the economy under the dictatorship of the proletariat has not yet been successfully achieved. 

socialism

1: a political theory advocating state ownership of industry 2: an economic system based on state ownership of capital [syn: socialist economy] [ant: capitalism]

cap·i·tal·ism 

An economic system in which the means of production and distribution are privately or corporately owned and development is proportionate to the accumulation and reinvestment of profits gained in a free market.

capitalism

an economic system based on private ownership of capital [syn: capitalist economy] [ant: socialism]

=============

There are three significant points in the above definitions that are worth serious consideration.  In Socialism, centralized control of the economy is the key.  And in practice, money is distributed even to those that have not earned it.  This means that it is taken from those who have.  Socialist countries have tax rates over 70% of earned income and in return for that, basic entitlements are funded.  Of course, they're filtered through a beaurocracy, which gives leave for corruption.  Moreover, I know plenty of people on the dole in Socialist countries who have no chance to get off the dole and hence, no chance to pursue meaningful work.  They are condemned to spend the rest of their lives suffering the indignity of the soul, though are ready, willing and able.

Captitalism has two definitions.  The first includes corporate ownership of capital.  With the corporations in collusion with the government, we see a de facto socialist structure without the entitlements that are part of the Socialist state.  The Democratic Party in the U.S. is essentially working towards establishing those entitlements, which would bring the U.S. to the Canadian/European standard.  And the Republican party is opposing and negating this by creating an environment where taxes are being both eschewed and repealed.

The second definition of Capitalism states that capital is privately held without the idea that it is held by corporations.  Adam Smith's Capitalism had no inclusion nor awareness of corporate structure and law.  And it was devised, as I've stated before, for an agrarian economy.  But of course, in post-Industrialist society, corporations are necessary and are the only structures that can create the large amount of capital necessary to build power plants, rocket ships, medical research labs and other valuable and redeemable facilities.

The problem is that once you give corporations human rights, with the intention of preserving those institutions that deliver these facilities, you have created a socialist structure.  Government is now involved in central planning; however, it is doing so indirectly.  Much of the planning is dependent on the cooperation of a host of mini-managers, the CEOs of the major corporations.  The problem here is that there are essentially, 'too many cooks making the stew.'  And so conditions are created that make corporate mergers profitable, causing people to lose jobs that they have earned and found meaningful and constantly displacing large segments of society.  People then are alienated and ultimately turned into mini-corporations.  Do you remember the document I sent to the list, entitled: Neo-Liberalism?

In summation, in Socialist countries, one has no right to even pursue meaningful employment; only the right to such entitlements as the government can afford to provide.  And such entitlements are usually sub-standard.  Consider the superiority of medical care in the U.S.  And in the U.S., one had originally the right to pursue meaningful employment, which now has been given to the humanized corporations, with a few remaining exceptions for a dwindling middle class.  And there is no right to any entitlements, again with few exceptions and most notably for the corporations the successfully lobby the government more intelligently than 'the people' can.

You:

Democrazy is a simple word - rule of the people. An ideal democrazy should be presented by politicians which took care of all important interests in a society.

me:

Plato (Cf. The Republic), the Founding Fathers and Crowley as well as all knowledgeable political theorists know that a pure Democracy is a feasible impossibility.  One would have to spend one's entire day, voting on every tiny issue that sets itself before government.  And we have the example of the Greek city-states that quickly collapsed from the inability of 'the people' to reach a decision on any issue whatsoever.  The Roman and Republican model was then adopted with the inclusion of the Democratic idea that people would vote for their representatives, rather than have them appointed from an oligarchical class, as per the Roman model.

This not only created a government of, for and by 'the people,' but originally, was a very Darwinian concept, allowing only for those who can successfully appeal to and lead 'the people' to succeed in gaining government posts, which were self-limiting posts as three branches of the government were created to compete with each other for power...a sort of 'divide and conquer' idea that would make it easy for 'the people' to maintain their power over the government.

Once corporations were given human rights and the ability to lobby government as citizens, the functional nature of the government no longer served 'the people' as 'the people' were (as it is at this time) replaced by the corporations.  And the resolution of this problem is quite simple, we need to dissolve the military-industrial complex.  This is what President Eisenhower warned us against; and his vision proved to be prophetic.

You:

I dont think we have to find alternative to capitalism, we just have to assure that capitalism doesnt run wild or become steered by those few madmen which have everything to earn from its continuate regulation. Its fairly obvious that capitalism isnt perfect. Just look at their ideal which they want to have all places in society; competition. This leads naturally to winners and monopoly. And we know that, therefore capitalism is regulated. Therefore the fight among all the interests in society naturally should be about the continuing regulation of capitalism. And this is an unfair fight as long as people doesnt care about economics and realpolitik.

(this latter expression i have seen to also occur in american media - as its used in northern europe, its the calm expression which easily dismisses fluffy moral ideals to the advantage of the scene as we know it from outside mainstream media. The american equivalent to this expression would maybe be: Its economy - stupid!

Here; as you have noted is a pretty well off country, all politics happens to be about economy, endless debates on budgets in tvs prime time. There are already plans for what to do when our oil reserves runs out. Ethics is something politicians listens politely to, there is no reaction before they really have to. 

me:

Again, if government was more concerned about the rights of 'the people' as citizens and became completely divorced from all ideas of rights for corporations, there could be no monopolies.  Such developments would be ruthlessly 'cut off at the pass.'  Remove the citizenship rights of corporations and their shareholders would be forced to appeal to their employees for cooperation, which would ensure the employees a fair reward for their labor.

You:

I think it could be very interesting for americans to think about the wars they have run, and how its been proclaimed. How many wars 

have had economic reasons or known economic reasons? Do you really think american taxpayers are paying for wars of pure ethic and ideology? Get out of the american dream!! You know money is nr 1, so why should war be about something different?

Is there btw somebody who have critized the government for not having a economic motive behind the war? It must be the job of Ali G.

me:

Who is Ali G?

Remember that the U.S. is an empire as I've so often stated.  And many of the factors that maintain our economy are dependent on what goes on in the world.  For this reason, we must be ruthless in our control of the world for reasons of self-preservation.  This was true for Rome and Egypt as well.  Despite the illusions, we are not 'nice guys' on the international scene.  We are the world's hyper-superpower with a hyper-super-vulnerability.  And essentially, we don't have the time to negotiate our way through many situations.  This then requires the ruthless application of force.
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I dont think leaving Iraq would calm the muslims either. The CIA reports are pessimistic too. And a study of US wars tells clearly that this isnt the way. American interference created Saddam, ayatollah Khomeini, Osama bin Laden, Pinochet, Sohartou, and many a scoundrel general, including that Idi Amin which I have a tiny little soft spot for because of his many letters to the not so unknown british Mrs. Queen. So conscerning the Iraq war, will the real Tiamat monster soon appear? A convincing weasel which convinces as something else and manage to cooperate with both US and Iraq, for a while? If Americans withdraw, they will lose the oil war, and the ruling families wont accept that option. A new Laos is more probable than anything else. What is Laos? The most bombed country in the world.
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VISITING THE HOME OF TIAMAT
Article by Robert Fisk, header by R.
        
        

Who said this and when? 
"The people of England have been led in Mesopotamia into a trap from which it will be hard to escape with dignity and honour. They have been tricked into it by a steady withholding of information. The Baghdad communiques are belated, insincere, incomplete. Things have been far worse than we have been told, our administration more bloody and inefficient that the public knows... We are today not far from a disaster." 

Answer: TE Lawrence (of Arabia fame) in The Sunday Times in August, 1920. And every word of it is true today. We were lied to about weapons of mass destruction. We were lied to about the links between Saddam Hussein and September 11, 2001. We were lied to about the insurgents--remember how they were just "dead-enders" and "remnants"?--and we were lied to about the improvements in Iraq when the entire country was steadily falling outside the hands of the occupying powers or of the government of satraps that they have set up in their place. We are, I suspect, being lied to about elections next month. 

Over the past year, there has been evidence enough that our whole project in Iraq is hopelessly flawed, that our Western armies--when they are not torturing prisoners, killing innocents and destroying one of the largest cities in Iraq--are being vanquished by a ferocious guerrilla army, the like of which we have not seen before in the Middle East. My own calculations--probably conservative, because there are many violent acts that we are never told about -suggest that in the past 12 months, at least 190 suicide bombers have blown themselves up, sometimes at the rate of two a day. How does this happen? Is there asuicide-bomber supermarket, an off-the-shelf store? What have we done to create this extraordinary industry? Time was, in Lebanon, when a suicide bombing was a once-a-month event. Or in Palestine/Israel a once-a-week event. Now, in Iraq, it is daily or twice daily. 

And American troops are sending home increasingly terrible stories of the wanton killing of civilians by US forces in the towns and cities of Iraq. Here, for example, is the evidence of ex-marine staff sergeant Jimmy Massey, testifying at a refugee hearing in Canada earlier this month. Massey told the Canadian board--which had to decide whether to give refugee status to an American deserter from the 82nd Airborne--that he and his fellow marines shot and killed more than 30 unarmed men, women and children, including a young Iraqi who got out of his car with his arms up. 

"We killed the man," Massey said. "We fired at a cyclic rate of 500 bullets per vehicle." Massey assumed that the dead Iraqis didn't understand the hand signals to stop. On another occasion, according to Massey, marines--in reaction to a stray bullet--opened fire and killed a group of unarmed protesters and bystanders. 

"I was deeply concerned about the civilian casualties," Massey said. "What they (the marines) were doing was committing murder." The defector from the 82nd Airborne, Jeremy Hinzman, told the court that "we were told to consider all Arabs as potential terrorists... to foster an attitude of hatred that gets your blood boiling". 

All this, of course, is part of the "withholding of information". It took months before the Abu Ghraib torture and abuses were made public--even though the International Red Cross had already told the American and British authorities. It took months, for that matter, for the British Government to respond to the outrageous beatings--and one killing--carried out on defenceless Iraqis in Basra, first exposed by The Independent. In the first seven months of last year, the authorities maintained that they still "controlled" Iraq, even though--when I drove 70 miles south of Baghdad in August--I found every checkpoint deserted and the highways littered with burnt American trucks and police vehicles. 

Still we are not told how many civilians were killed in the American attack on Fallujah. The Americans' claim that they killed more than 1,000 insurgents--only insurgents, mark you, not a single civilian among them--is preposterous. Still we are not freeto enter the city. Nor, given the fact that the insurgents still appear to be there, is it likely that anyone can do so. Why are American aircraft still bombing Fallujah, weeks after the US military claimed to have captured it? 

It is difficult, over the past year, to think of anything that has not gone wrong or grown worse in Iraq. The electrical grid is collapsing again, the petrol queues are greater than they were in the days following the illegal invasion in 2003, and security is non-existent in all but the Kurdish north of the country. 

The proposal to put Saddam's minions on trial looks more and more like an attempt to justify the invasion and distract attention from the horrors to come. Even the forthcoming elections are beginning to look more and more like a diversion. For if the Sunnis cannot--or will not--vote, what will this election be worth? Donald Rumsfeld gave us the first hint that things might not be going quite to plan when he spoke before the American election about a poll in "parts" of Iraq. What does this mean? 

Yet, still the invaders go on telling us that things are getting better, that Iraq is about to enter the brotherhood of nations. Bush even got re-elected after telling this lie. The body bags are returning home more frequently than ever--we are not supposed to ask how many Iraqis are dying--yet still we are told that the invasion was worthwhile, that Iraqis are better off, that security will improve or--my favourite, this one--that they will get worse, the nearer we get to elections. 

This is the same old story that Bush and Rumsfeld used to put about last spring: that things are getting better--which is why the insurgents are creating so much violence; in other words, the better things are, the worse things are going to get. When you read this nonsense in Washington or London, it might make sense. In Baghdad, it is madness. I wouldn't want to try it out on the young American soldiers who were so arrogantly informed by Rumsfeld that "you go to war with the army you have". 

It would be pleasant to record some happiness somewhere in the Middle East. Palestinian elections in the New Year? Well, yes, but if the colourless and undemocratic Mahmoud Abbas is the best the Palestinians have to look forward to, after the far too colourful Yassir Arafat, then their chances of achieving statehood are about as dismal as they were when Arafat resided in his Ramallah bunker. 

The Israeli prime minister, Ariel Sharon, is not trying to close down illegal Jewish settlements in Gaza because he wants to be nice to the Palestinians; and his spokesman's dismissive remarks about the West Bank--that the Gaza withdrawal will put Palestinian statehood into "formaldehyde"--does not suggest that the occupied are going to receive statehood from their occupiers. Which means, one way or another, that the intifada will restart. At which point, the Israelis will complain that Abbas cannot "control his own people", and the Israelis and the Palestinians will return to their hopeless conflict. 

It is impossible to reflect on the year in Iraq without realising just how deeply the Israeli-Palestinian struggle affects the entire Middle East. Iraqis watch the Palestinian battle with great earnestness. Saddam Hussein's support for the Palestinians was one with which many Iraqis could identify--even if they loathed their own dictator. And I doubt very much if the suicide bomber would have come of age so quickly in Iraq without the precedent set by the suicide bombers of Palestine and, before them, of Lebanon. 

It is this precedent-setting capacity of events in the Middle East--not the mythical "foreign fighters" of George Bush's fantasy world--that is costing America so much blood in Iraq. When Sharon tries to prevent Palestinian statehood, Iraqis remember that his closest ally is represented in Iraq by an army which most of them regard as occupiers. When US forces learn their guerrilla warfare techniques from the Israelis--when they bomb houses from the air, when they abuse prisoners, when they even erect razor-wire round recalcitrant villages--is it surprising that Iraqis treat the Americans as surrogate Israelis? 

We shouldn't need the evidence of ex-marine Massey to show us how brutal the occupying armies have become--and how irrelevant Iraq's "interim" government truly is. In Washington or London, these "ministers" play the role of international statesmen, but in Baghdad, where they hide behind the walls of their dangerous little enclave, they have as much status as rural mayors. Besides, they cannot even negotiate with their enemies. 

Which leads us to the one clear fact about the last year of chaos and anarchy and brutality in Iraq. We still do not know who our enemies are. Save for the one name, "Zarqawi", the Americans--with all the billions of dollars they have thrown into intelligence, their CIA mainframe computers and their huge payments to informers--simply do not know whom they are fighting. They "recapture" Samarra--three times--and then they lose it again. They "recapture" Fallujah and then they lose it again. They cannot even control the main streets of Baghdad. 

Who would have believed, in 2003, as US forces drove into Baghdad, that within two years they would be mired in their biggest guerrilla war since Vietnam? Those few of us who predicted just that--and The Independent was among them--were derided as nay-sayers, doom-mongers, pessimists. 

Iraq is now proving all over again what we should have learned in Lebanon and Palestine/Israel: that Arabs have lost their fear. It has been a slow process. But a quarter of a century ago, the Arabs lived in chains, cowed by occupiers and oppressive regimes. They were a submissive society and they did as they were told. The Israelis even used a "Palestinian police force" to help them in their occupation. Not any more. The biggest development in the Middle East over the past 30 years has been this shaking off of fear. Fear--of the occupier, of the dictator--is something that you cannot re-inject into people. And this, I suspect, is what has happened in Iraq. 

Iraqis are just not prepared to live in fear any more. They know they must depend on themselves--our betrayal of the 1991 rising against Saddam proved that--and they refuse to be frightened by their occupiers. It was we who warned them of the dangers of civil war, even though there never has been a civil war in Iraq. As a people, they watched Westerners turn up by the thousand to make money out of a country that had been beaten down by a corrupt dictatorship and UN sanctions. Is it any surprised that Iraqis are angry? 

The American columnist Tom Friedman, in one of his less messianic articles, posed a good question before the 2003 invasion. Who knows, he asked, what bats will fly out of the box when we get to Baghdad? Well, now we know. So we should repeat Lawrence's chilling remark--without the quotation marks and the date 1920. We are today not far from a disaster.

Hi Runar,
93
I thought I'd post a brief article on Tiamat in Babylon (Iraq) for the sake of th list.
  

Tale of Tiamat / Earth
Wednesday, November 19, 2003 
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Part of the library of King Ashurbanipal (reigned 669-631 BC) 
This is one of a series of tall narrow cuneiform tablets that tell the story of the creation of the gods Apsu and Tiamat out of primordial waters. This particular tablet relates the episode in which the god Anshar summons the gods to celebrate Marduk's appointment as champion following his defeat of Tiamat. 
The younger gods disturb Tiamat, and Apsu, her husband, decides to destroy them. However, before he can act, he is killed by the gods. Tiamat is enraged and gathers an army of monsters and demons and marches in revenge. The gods, gathered in assembly, at first are unable to face Tiamat. Eventually Marduk, a young god, steps forward and offers to fight Tiamat, in return for the throne of heaven. The gods agree and Marduk gathers his weapons. Tiamat's army is defeated and she is killed. From her body Marduk creates the heavens and earth and, from the blood of a defeated giant, humans are created to serve the gods. 
The Epic was recited on the fourth day of the New Year Festival in Babylon, which took place in April. On this day the king's right to rule was symbolically renewed by the gods. The story probably has its origin in the second millennium BC, but was still known in the fifth to sixth centuries AD. 
Length: 21 cm 
Width: 6.2 cm 
Thickness: 2.5 cm 
Excavated by A.H. Layard 
J.B. Pritchard, Ancient Near Eastern texts relating to the Old Testament, 3rd ed. (Princeton University Press, 1969), pp. 106-9 
S. Dalley, Myths from Mesopotamia: Creation, The Flood, Gilgamesh and others (Oxford University Press, 1991), pp. 154-62 
T.C. Mitchell, The Bible in the British Museum: interpreting the evidence (London, The British Museum Press, 1988), p. 69, no. 32
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Hi Runar,
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Now that I've posted the Tiamat story; in response to your post:  War is bloody hell and there's nothing fair nor nice about it.  It is a practicable and necessary tool, at least at this time in history and in order to break down the remains of the Christist egregore (Tiamat) in order to create the new Earth and Heaven; using Tiamat as a sort of Phoenix.  Out of the ashes of the old world, the new aeon of Ma'at will be created.  This aeon of Horus (Marduk) is an in-between time and a time of war.
Considering the nature of war, I find the erroneous and underlying presumption of the article you attached to your post; descrying the savagery and civilian casualties in Iraq, that war could somehow be applied in a more humane fashion, as quite ludicrous.  If the writer was simply reporting the situation as is, then it would be a reasonable article.  But the obvious spin is that it is trying to raise indignant ire and a false appeal to conscience.
This is not serving the ends that we are now committed to.
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This is a book (1972) which seriously alter the vision of the western 

society and I deem it a must read together with the interview. Bookmark it !

What do you think the ordinary history books means with "controlling the spice trade"? As if cinnamon were gold. Only tea was large - its addictive too, but its not spice, its tea.

  http://www.drugtext.org/library/books/McCoy/default.htm

interview with McCoy 1991 - the pakistan, cia, afghanistan connection and laundering.

http://www.druglibrary.org/schaffer/heroin/mccoy1.htm

The impressions which I remains with after this book, is; the opium and 

heroin trade is the spearhead and secret weapon of capitalism. And its what gives the capital forces the all time advantage, to buy support, lots of black money to launder and later invest legally. Without drug-economy no glory.And now its escalated beyond the wildest dreams and trips. Because of 9-11 the US have gone to cold war against europe. Here in this town of half a mill people, 110 kg (one tenth ton) was this year seized in two major busts. The prizes wasnt stirred at all, the hash distribution is far more irregular and unprofessional.

On the situation in Afghanistan; of course they are making new records. 

Bush officially declined in 2002 to reduce the crops, to the agreement of 

France and UK.

Last autumn, Bush refused food supply to Afghanistan from Pakistan.

Both Putin and his defense minister complained loudly that the Nato did 

nothing to stop the production. They made it to the Independent, I have 

seen no other paper bring it up.

War is terribly expensive and now also India worries about CIA agents 

spotted around Kashmir. Kashmir is also a name for a legendary hash-type I just heard about in my youth. Of course its possible to grow poppy in those areas, and as its been war torn for some time now, there is plenty need for guns there. Drugs for guns is the simple deal which CIA now has used intensively for 50 years and there are no Americans to stop them.

http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/GA05Df01.html

Heroin and oil are the two great economies in this world, and opiates can be used as a cold war instrument. The opium wars of China is widely known, less known is that Japan during wwii used heroin as a weapon to combat the Chinese. They poured as much as they could into it.

But I now see that China is the only nation, which has learnt and created a cure. They have gained immunity against this weapon, while we will still have to pay and worry.

See this Chinese site. http://www.nartc.cn/default.asp?t=121192041&lg=en

Metadone is opiat based and opium like, apart that it isn’t cool. This 

together with bufrenorphine are the only things which our praised science have come up with. And why? The addicts suddenly pay different groups of people who can continue despise them, while legal drug business is paid - every day. How can it be that our superior civilization doesn’t create a one pill detox for these people? It doesn’t pay them - it only pays the addicts and the rest of the society. They have no reason to be interested in doing so. Idealism doesn’t pay, but is directly punishable in terms of economy. 

The drug business is covered by the peoples contempt for those who did the DONT, and silently accepts this plague out of some insane Darwinist thoughts or whatever moves their minds. That western science is responsible for creating morphine and heroin, bothers them little, but in terms of justice, it should be their problem. Who pollutes should also clean up. But the alliance between drug business and politicians gives a far worse indication to why drug business doesn’t do their job. 

What more; of 200 plants known for their psychedelic effects, only 5 have been deemed worthy by FDA to forbid extracting alcaloids from. These are the coca, and cannabis plant, two other which I didn’t recognize, Plus the incredible rare plant of Tabernanthe Ibogaine.

Bush Sr works now for multinational drug company Ely. Oliver North travels around and keeps 25 000$ lectures for evangelical societies on god knows what. His regrets? Or how to remain cynical?

After some days reading on the heroin trade, I realize that our pushers 

which we believe walks around with guns, are far more dangerous and 

desperate than ever. These pushers have access to nuclear weapons, and as Iraq shows up to be insolvable, they will be considered.

Jeb Bush sacrifices what he can to keep in line with the current policies. 

He sure will go for President.

http://www.drugwar.com/heaththanksjeb.shtm
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The lesser known issue is drugs, which are hidden behind oil.  And even the left won't really delve too much into this as much of its support is also involved in drug consumption.  There's much to consider in the neutralizing brilliance of the CIA in this regard.  It works on many levels.

However, my counter-argument is that drugs don't have to be a problem at all.  It's not the drugs but the illegalization of drugs that is the problem.  Afghanistan is a marvelous example.  If you legalize drugs, you legitimize their economy as well as empower it.  Instead, the private pockets of many politicians are being padded.  And a perpetual "drug war" is maintained...at the expense of 'the people.'
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In fact, the war on drugs would be considered a socialist, ant-capitalist, nanny-state law to being with. No capitalist system (which the USA turned against in early 1900's) would ever make drugs illegal because any capitalist system would give you the freedom to choose. Rather it's statism that requires you to follow the moral majority and takes away individual rights. Whenever government get involved in business (this case drugs), it is always going to fail 'the people' (consumers), at the very least.
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Many points of Liber AL of course, correspond perfectly with Capitalism and the Objectivist philosophy.  Liber AL's admonition that drugs won't harm us is particularly poignant here.  And even Crowley's commentary:
AL II.22:  "I am the Snake that giveth Knowledge & Delight and bright glory, and stir the hearts of men with drunkenness.  To worship me take wine and strange drugs whereof I will tell my prophet, & be drunk thereof!  They shall not harm ye at all.  It is a lie, this folly against self.  The exposure of innocence is a lie.  Be strong, o man! lust, enjoy all things of sense and rapture: fear not that any God shall deny thee for this."
Selected Crowley comments:
       Follows a curse against the cringing altruism of Christianity the yielding of the self to external impressions, the smothering of the Babe of Bliss beneath the flabby old nurse Convention.

      The craving for these things is caused by the internal misery which their use reveals to the slave-souls.  If you are really free, you can take cocaine as simply as salt-water taffy.  There is no better rough test of a soul than its attitude to drugs.  If a man is simple, fearless, eager, he is all right; he will not become a slave.  If he is afraid, he is already a slave.  Let the whole world take opium, hashish, and the rest; those who are liable to abuse them were better dead.
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Hello Jason
I think I got a different view from you on many political issues, because I tend to see all systems as mechanical in itself. Of course the set up of a system; constitutions et al, are subjects to evaluation, and we see that some constitutions are better than other. But when a people choose one, bylaws and regulations follows, and today we see nations which is able to produce results contrary to what we could expect from reading the constitution. I regard this as the works of the people which inhabits, and also corruption.
What you call statism is a problem which I see is linked up with peoples disability to understand Every man and Woman is a Star  and its implications. When all fellows are regarded as stars, one will cease to believe that "we know their best", or at least decrease that thinking, and rather respect others interests. Its a christist phenomena this herding, thinking I know what is good, therefore it must be good for all, i will therefore force it upon all.
As democrazies mature we also discover another side of this rule, that the tyrants overthrown have come back in a new form. Democrazies turns out to be the dictates and tyranny of the majority. The majority is unwilling to acknowledge the interests of minorities. This I regard as moral issue. And of course gay rights, the race struggle are good examples of this.
And this is a trend in democrazy here and now. Minorities wants to use the state to regulate their own behaviour, and their interaction. This means they want recognition for matter which only means something for themselves.

Here I have seen the right wing propagandated against statism for decades, and the effect have been huge. People have lost trust in the state and goes jadda for private sector. As consequence a massive privatization of the state have happened, and lots of the states property and institutions have been sold. This means that the state sells its economy, and must depend more upon taxes, but is left without tools of interaction in a corporate nation. Luckily it isnt that bad yet, as most of official actions here are law regulated and it takes time getting changed these.
What must not be lost out of sight is the vision of the state as THE democratic tool, because that’s what it is. Without peoples influence in the state, no real democracy and no means for the people to change something urgent.
So for me this means it is ideal that the state have market shares, have competeable versions of industry etc, and can be used as market tool if the ruling coorperations slacks into silent price cooperations. But this is very difficult as it demands a noncorrupt government. To fight corruption, society must reduce means of secretiveness, and supervision must be allowed as far as possible. Economic policing must have relevant priority.

Regular monopoly isn’t the only monopoly, price cooperation is also illegal, but silent price cooperation is more usual than one thinks. When war on prices happens, we hear about it.  Large cooperations does of course check the prices of competitors daily. The privatization of electricity companies here two years ago resulted in tripling of the price. (the private sector is best and most able in competition???) They have much the same prices now, and its become impossible to set up electricity generators for private persons. Its always living an engineer in every vally here and rapids are everywhere, putting up some machinery to support the village with almost free electricity isnt witchcraft, but in order to do so, one will have to pay millions according to new bylaws. This defends the monopoly of the actors of today’s marked. Don’t fool yourselves, the private sector is filled with people of the same human race as the state sector. They don’t want competition all their life, they want easy money delivered to their coach. Competition is more appealing to the youth than the middle-aged.
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There is to add some exps of this country who also had prohibitions, but left them to the advantage of high prices. This is the compromise solution of all the interests, and it is maybe the worst of them all, because the people can drink when they pay substantially (blood) , and the sheep doesn’t ever manage to get organized enough to complain officially. The black marked runs steadily and we have had plenty of scandals as methanol suddenly occurs in illegal bottles. (Its lethal) Our drinking culture simply suffers but not enough to do something. 

Alcohol is sure no ideal among drugs, its far more toxic than most drugs, but the beneficial social implications of drinking is something which governments and health directories have never cared to study. It is only focused on the harmful effects begotten by addicts and the crimes done when the criminal minded drinks. I believe without alcohol the western society would have destroyed itself, as alcohol provides opportunities for social healing and forms of enterprise. I mean - its an open question whether we would have been born at all, if it wasn’t for that bottle. 
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I was recently reading a book about Benjamin Franklin, and they had talked about how during lunch time, it was common for everyone in London to get drunk at some nearby pub, but how Franklin would drink water from the river. The book mentioned that he was rather lucky, as the river was always full of dead animals and disease. This made me think that perhaps nature made certain things addictive to save us! For instance, you have to boil water to make tea or coffee, which we become addicted to, but is clean from disease. The same goes for beer, wine and other spirits. So in another sense, (other than the drunken sex :) ), alcohol/caffeine is early mankind's savior.
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Extrapolating from this a bit, desert cultures often use or have used urine as a cleansing agent.  But some Tantrics actually drink it for healing.  There's an Alchemical assertion that it mimics those elements missing in the body, back to the body and then causes the body to formulate those elements of its own resources.
From this, we could consider the idea that antibodies are built from invasive viruses and bacteria.  Perhaps, Ben Franklin could drink the water as he built up his immune system.  Remember, he was a Rosicrucian.
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If we really wanted the moral high ground in the war on Iraq, we'd be clearly fighting for secularism and against theocracy.  And really, this is what we're doing.  The irony here is that the right has instituted a theocracy in Washington.  Though I still suspect that history will yet, show this to be a short-lived theocracy and that the pendulum will eventually swing back to a secularist ideology.


Again, listening to WFMU last night, I was stunned to learn that the woman that Bush has as his Secretary of Agriculture (Ann Veneman, a former lobbyist for the timber industry), used to work for former Secretary of the Interior (in the first Reagan administration), James Watt's law firm.  James Watt scared the daylights out of me in the 80s ev and I wrote a song with reference to him (found on my personal page on the GCL site; called 'Apocalypse').  He was the one who said the rapture is coming, so let's plunder the land and make all the money we can in the meatime.  I'll give you the lyrics from my song:


...


Secretary Watt, he implores it


But my own soul, I must abhore it


Dreaming visions of the future


The Bible truth, he can infer


Our Moral Majority is endearing


Just like sheep, they need a shearing


...


It was good that Reagan got rid of Watt in his second term.  And it's unnerving to see Ann Veneman surviving into the second term.  It's even unnerving that New Jersey's own former governor, Christine Todd Whitman, who sits on the right in Jersey politics, as head of the Environmental Protection Agency, was too far to the left for Bush, and resigned her office, during his first administration.


President Eisenhower, upon leaving office, warned us about the military-industrial complex.  And now, we have a military-industrial-evangelical complex.  The Christist egregore that our government was originally designed to stand up and against, has now seized our government.  The cowardice of our Congress has given way to corruption and sub-standard debate on the issues as our Senators have lost their dignity.  This is the damage that superstition thrives upon.  And we need to stand up to this theocracy at home as we fight it abroad.
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